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INTRODUCTION

No format or standard for testing related to claim substantiation can be considered without a frame
of reference for where that format or standard would fit within the legal framework that surrounds the
topic. Tests are performed for three basic reasons:

(1) To determine how a product compares to another, usually a competitor or earlier version of itself;

(2) To provide the ability for marketing to use positive references in their presentation of the product
to the consumer through advertising or packaging; and,

(3) To determine if a product actually performs within the scope of its intended use.

Whenever a claim is strong, it will be scrutinized closely by competition, and if found inconsistent
with a competitor’s test data, it could well be challenged in one or more forums. It may be challenged
at the National Advertising Division of the Council of the Better Business Bureau, Inc./National
Advertising Review Board (NAD/NARB), one or more networks, or in any of a variety of courts. No
single test design or standard test will prevent a challenge. The criteria used by each of the potential
forums are not identical and are constantly in a state of evolution. What was sufficient five or ten years
ago probably would not be acceptable today and what will be required ten years from now is pure
conjecture. What can be counted on is that as advocates of their client’s positions, attorneys will
defend tests they do while questioning, with great detail, every aspect of a competitor’s protocol in the
attempt to sway the arbiter to agree that they are in the right. So what is one to do? How can a standard
be helpful?

This guide demonstrates what a group of professionals, skilled in the art of testing, considers
reasonable. This represents a more effective method for both the defendant and the challenger to
determine the viability of a claim. The keyword is “reasonable.” If a particular aspect of a test is not
reasonable for a specific application, it should not be used. Care should be taken to clearly define the
reasons and data supporting a deviation from the standard, as such a departure surely will be
scrutinized. Because of the necessity of such departures, the word" should” is used in this guide where
other techniques may have application in certain unusual circumstances. Whenever a test protocol has
been completed, it should be critiqued for weaknesses in reasonability. If you find weaknesses, they
should be corrected, since your competition surely will point them out. But what is reasonable? There
is no specific answer to that question. What is reasonable will depend on the company making the
claim and its posture toward advertising. Some companies are aggressive; others are conservative. It
will depend on the nature of the claim and the status of the competitor, the magnitude of the
advertising campaign and the frequency of the advertisement's exposure. It will be affected by market
pressures, such as timing, and of course, testing budgets, and the internal dynamics of a company’s
marketing and legal/regulatory approval departments. You can be certain that your competitor will
consider your test unreasonable. This consideration is a given and does not matter. What does matter
is that the forum reviewing your test considers it more reasonable than your competitor’s challenge.

1. Scope only to the sensory characteristics of a product. A claim is a

1.1 This guide covers reasonable practices for designing artfatement about a product, which highlights its advantages,

implementing sensory tests, which validate claims pertaining€nsory attributes or differences compared to itself or other
products to enhance its marketability. Attribute, performance,

L S , and hedonic claims, both comparative and noncomparative, are
This guide is under the jurisdiction of ASTM Committee E-18 on Sensory d. Thi ide includ b d orinciol . |
Evaluation of Materials and Products and is the direct responsibility of SubcomCOVered. IS guide includes broad principles covering select-

mittee E18.05 on Sensory Applications—General. ing and recruiting representative consumer samples, selecting
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and preparing products, constructing product rating forms, teshg, sensory evaluation, research suppliers, etc., allows a
execution, and statistical handling of data. This guide wasnaximum degree of focus in terms of corporate resources, the
developed by expert practitioners in the field. The intent thisselection of appropriate test methods, and perhaps most impor-
guide is to disseminate good testing practices. Validation ofantly, maximizes the chances of making a reliable business
claims should be made more manageable if the essence of thiecision about the claim to be made based on the results of

guide is followed.
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Appendix X1-Commonly Asked Questions About ASTM and Claim
Substantiation

2. Referenced Documents
2.1 ASTM Standards:

claims, combinations of the above can sometimes be found,

where superiority is claimed on liking for specific attributes.
4.4.2 Parity Claims—Parity claims deal with claiming an

equivalent level of performance relative to another brand. In

E 253 Terminology Relating to Sensory Evaluation of Ma-general, parity claims are made relative to a market/category

terials and Producis

3. Terminology

leader. Within parity claims, two additional classes exist:
equality claims and unsurpassed claims (see examples below).
In equality claims, two products are claimed to be equal in

3.1 Definitions—Terms used in this guide are in accordanceSome factor. In unsurpassed claims, the claim is made that the

with Terminology E 253.

4. Basis of Claim Classification

other product is not better/higher in some way. From a
statistical standpoint, parity claims may be somewhat more
difficult to support than superiority claims. The appropriate null

4.1 Avital step in the substantiation of an advertising claimhypothesis must be considered carefully, for example, failure to

is the explicit statement of what the claim will be, or what onefind a significant difference does not necessarily mean that two
hopes it will be, prior to actual testing. Providing such aProducts are identical, particularly for the equality claims. This
statement to all parties involved in the substantiation procesglyPothesis will be discussed further in the section on statistical
such as, marketing, marketing research, legal, consumer tesiethods. Examples of equality/parity claims include the fol-
lowing types.
4.4.2.1 Hedonie—"Tastes as good as brand X.”

2 Annual Book of ASTM Standardgol 15.07. 4.4.2.2 Attribute/Perception
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“Our product reduces odors as much as brand X" “Leaves no residue on surfaces.”

“Our product lasts as long as brand X.” “Works fast.”

Our cake is as m0|s_t as the leading brand. Note 1—In the above attribute examples, some of these could be
4.4.2.3 Qvera" Equality _ approached either as a noncomparative claim, since no other product is
We're just the same, except for the price. mentioned, or as a comparative claim versus an appropriate standard

“You'll never know the difference between us and brand X.” (streak-free glass, residue-free surface, odor-free room).
4.4.3 Examples of unsurpassed claims include the following 4.6 The desired claim should precede the test and should not

types. . be based solely on a previous outcome that may be fortuitous
4.4.3.1 Hedonic and not replicable. Unless the test has been designed to explore
“No other product is better than our product.” subgroup analyses specified in advance in the test protocol and
“No other product is more liked for butter flavor.” the subgroup sample size provides adequate power for such
4.4.3.2 Attribute/Perception analyses, claims for the subgroup cannot be supported from the
“No other cake is moister than ours.” test alone. This will prevent a statistically significant yet
“No other product has more butter flavor than ours.” random event, which is more likely to occur as more statistical
“No other product reduces odors more than our product.” tests are conducted, from being mistaken for a real effect;
“No other product lasts longer than our product.” however, if a subgroup result is promising, the test may be
“No other product is thicker than our product.” repeated with a sample of new members of that subgroup. This
“No other product cleans faster than our product.” sample should be at least as large as that of the initial test and

4.4.4 Superiority Claims—Superiority claims deal with the data from both tests need to support the desired claim.
claiming a higher level of performance relative to another
brand. Superiority claims can be against competitive brands
(“cleans better than brand Z’j) or against an earlier formula 0%. Defining the Target Population
the brand (“now more cleaning power than before”). From a )
statistical standpoint, it can be easier to support a claim of 2-1 Screening
superiority than one of parity, assuming that the superiority. 2-1:1 Claims generally apply to the category user popula-
actually exists. This is because the null hypothesis is clear (thdo"- Sampling from any population other than the general
the two products are the same), and rejecting the null hypotH!Sership, such as purchasers (who are a subset of users),

esis indicates that the two products are different in at least onf€duires a qualified claim to limit its generality. The test
way. Examples of superiority claims include the following protocol should state clearly whether a claim is being made for
types. the purchasers or the ultimate consumer of a product, or both,

4.4.4.1 Hedonic when the distinction exists. Adults with children and pet
owners are classic examples of such dichotomies. For example,
“Choosy mothers choose Jif"2 is a claim specific to the
purchaser and not necessarily the consumer. It is evident that
the claim itself has a role in defining the target population.
5.1.2 Screening based upon recent category usage is recom-
mended to identify target consumers. If recency is not appli-
cable, as for seasonal products or those with a long purchase-
repeat cycle, identifying target consumers based upon positive
future category usage intent is acceptable. The category should
be defined in a way that justifies the selection of competitive

. . : roducts, for example, raisin bran rather than ready to eat
of claim seeks to communicate something, usually a produ

. ; ; ereal. Respondents should not be restricted to exclusive
benefit or difference, about the product, and in general, doe(?ategory usage, for example, only eat raisin bran; they also

not seek to provide comparative Cla'TS r(_alatlve to Oth.ermay use alternative products in related categories. Respondents
products. For example, the statement “provides long-lastin

f y | ; b tell hi 9Iso should not be restricted to heavy users, which are a subset
avor” or *smells strong for one montn” tells us sometning ¢ ,;sers and would require a qualified claim.
about the product, but not in a comparative sense relative to an 5.1.3 For category usership claims, respondents may be

existing product. These types of cla|ms are common N NeWecpjite by screening for brand usage; however, this screening
product types, but also are used to bring attention to speuﬁghou'd be conducted in a manner that does not allow the

product. penefltls: I_Ex:lalrgplehs ¢ Icl)f . noncomparatlve/respondems to guess what brands are being tested. This can be
communications claims include the following types. accomplished by mentioning a number of brands with the

CONSUMER BASED AFFECTIVE TESTING

“Our product tastes better than brand X.”

“Our product tastes better than any other.”

“Our product is preferred over any other brand.”
4.4.4.2 Attribute/Perception

“Our cake is moister than any other.”

“Reduces odors more than brand X.”

“Lasts longer than any other product.”

“Thicker than brand X.”

“Cleans faster than any other product.”

4.5 Noncomparative/Communications Cla#$his type

4.5.1 Hedonic brand or brands of interest embedded in the response along
Tastes great. with a larger set of brands. Brand usage and frequency of use
“Makes your laundry outdoor-fresh.” data also can be collected to help validate the sample compo-
“Leaves a long-lasting freshness you will like.” sition. Product users can be defined by their response to the

4.5.2 Attribute/Performance
“Removes odors for 60 days.” [
“Leaves glass streak-free.” 3 Jif® is a registered trademark of Proctor and Gamble.
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question, “What one brand of this product type do you usdest and have not participated in any consumer test within the
more often than any other?” or, “What brands have you used ipast three months or any test within the category for at least six
the last (insert time period appropriate for category)?” Ifmonths.

frequency of use is an issue, then the subject also may be askeds.2.9 The geographic balance required for substantiating a
how often they use the product or how many times they havelaim is a function of the nature of the claim. Perception of
purchased the product within a certain time frame (see 6.9 ofaundry whiteness, pain relief, and other perceptual claims
Questionnaire Design). based on the functional performance of a product are unlikely

5.2 Sampling Techniques to have a specific geographic dependence; however, factors,

5.2.1 Most claims situations refer to product performance asuch as water hardness, humidity, average ambient tempera-
perceived by purchasers or consumers. These situations requitge, etc., may affect product performance. If there is evidence
sampling, which is projectable to the target population, aghat such factors do affect product performance, they should be
described below. Some objective claims, for example, thisaken into account in selecting test markets.
product has mar . . ., can besubstantiated by descriptive  5.2.9.1 Preference claims have a greater potential for geo-
analysis by a trained panel. These panels are by desiggraphical and demographic dependencies. Preference may vary
screened and trained to provide the highest possible level dfy region or by socioeconomic factors, such as, urban versus
descriptive sensory capability, and are not intended to represestiburban versus rural. The evidence for or against such
typical consumers (see 9.3 on Descriptive Tests). dependencies could come from patterns in product sales, or

5.2.2 The type of claim should be kept in mind whenusage, or both.
determining sample size. For example, parity claims may 5.2.9.2 When geographic region is suspected to be a factor
require more respondents than superiority claims (see 10.9 agelevant to a claim, the geography of subjects should be
Data Collection and Analysis). consistent with the scope of the claim. A national claim should

5.2.3 The demographics of the test population should matche based on a sample representing all census regions (north-
those of the target. These demographics may include theast, southeast, central, and west). A minimum of two markets
population profile in terms of age, gender, and geographyin each of the four regions should be included. Regional claims
Respondents also may be screened for their product usageould represent at least four markets, which are geographi-
pattern and the sampling density should reflect the geographizally dispersed across the region.
distribution of this group. 5.2.10 Use of more than the minimum number of markets is

5.2.4 Use of quotas is helpful to achieve a match between eecommended because the sample is more representative,
sample and the target population. Representation of age ankdereby enhancing projectability; and, the impact of (and
sex should match the target population and reflect the agealidity of examining) results in any individual market is
distribution of users within each gender. Demographic infor-minimized.
mation must be collected to demonstrate the validity of the 5.2.11 In general, simple or stratified random (quota) sam-
sample. pling methods may be employed. It is incumbent on the

5.2.5 If screening is deemed necessary for business reasom$aimant to ensure that the random sample is not biased or
the criteria must be stated in the test protocol and should be aseaningfully different from a probability sample; that is, all
objective as possible. Records must be kept, which indicatmembers of the target population or a strata within the
why potential subjects are rejected. Screening criteria shoulgopulation should be guaranteed an equal probability of being
not be telegraphed to potential subjects. Subjects should tszlected for the test. Care should be taken to guard against bias
asked the traditional security screening questions abouh terms of social and economic groups. Having more than one
whether family members work in advertising or marketing ortest site in a city or metropolitan area is helpful in this regard.
other related industries, including that of the test product. ~Sampling bias also can be minimized by conducting interviews

5.2.6 A single sex sample or otherwise constrained demaacross a wide range of days of the week and times of day and
graphic sample only should be employed when consistent withy varying the location where potential respondents are inter-
the stated claim and normal product usage. For exampleepted.
certain products may be used primarily by women or the 5.2.12 A concern in selecting markets for the test is that the
elderly. sample, in total, should represent adequately the geographic

5.2.7 Names of potential test participants may be availabléerritory on which the claim is based. In categories with strong
from outside companies who sell marketing information. Ingeographic differences in market share, the total market share
many cases, a company may maintain its own database ahould be approximated by representing high, low, and average
product users. In most cases, these databases are maintaisbdre markets in the study. Regional sample sizes may vary,
using good research technique; however, use of databases m&flecting their contributions in terms of number, but not
not approximate a probability sample, and therefore, in certaileaviness, of users. A mix of large and small urban/metro, as
instances, not acceptable for claims substantiation. well as rural markets is desirable.

5.2.8 Caution should be taken to insure that these files are 5.2.13 It is useful to view the criteria for market selection as
not riddled with samplers, people who may say they use théactors in an experimental design. After determining the
product(s) being tested to take advantage of paid evaluation, dactors, which need to be taken into account, a list of potential
may not reflect the users’ latest buying habits. It should bemarkets should be developed for each level of each factor. For
verified that respondents have been recruited expressly for trexample, a list of high, medium and low share markets can be

4
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developed for each of four census regions, resulting in 12 cellsadius does not apply to each consumer.

One market can be selected at random from each cell, 542 The manufacturer's product also should go through
representing each region at each level of brand developmenthe normal distribution chain prior to testing. Products should
Random selection of markets, and test locations within marpe sourced at the same time from the same store(s) in each
kets, also is beneficial in convincing others that the test samplgcal testing area. Products should reflect the choice available
is a valid approximation of a probability sample. to local consumers. Care should be taken to include a variety of

5.2.14 Once atarget population is defined and is representggtoduction sites and dates that typically are found on the retail
adequately by sampling, results from the total sample, and nahelf.

its subdivisions or subgroups, are what is critical to making a 5 4.3 |n cases where competitive products are not sold in the
claim. Itis not completely unexpected that results among somg, me stores, for example, fast food restaurants, products should
subgroup would not correspond to overall results. Sample siz§5, gourced as close in time as possible from locations that
in subgroups are smaller, and therefore, not as statisticallysfiect choices available to local consumers. It is important that
reliable. Moreover, since there is risk of false positives andpg geographic identity of samples match that of local test
false negatives in testing any hypothesis, analysis of multipleya icinants. This way, if national products manufactured in
subgroups will increase the overall error rate. For thesgn,re than one site have been formulated differently to appeal
reasons, given appropriate sampling from the target populatior, regional differences in sensory preferences, appropriate

examination of subgroups is not a sound analytical practice fofqqycts will be tested against relevant regional competitors. It
claims substantiation (see Section 13 on Statistical AnalysiS)g critical that product sourcing information be documented.

5.3 Selection O,f Pro-ducts » 5.4.4 Store bought competitive products should be in the
5.3.1 If a test is being conducted to support a competitivesandard size package with the highest unit volume or in
claim that is not brand-specific, for example, versus “othersimilar size, or both, to the test product; however, trial size and
leading brands,” then the competitive brands should be the twg|,p-store oversized product packages should not be used

brands with the highest national market share. If the market ignjess the package meets the specific target of the claim.

highly fractionated, such that the top two national brands 5.4.5 Every effort should be made to obtain competitive
0 X 4.

control Ie_ss than 50 % of the r_narket, then more COMPEHIOry ot of representative freshness found in the marketplace.

must be included in the test. Either the three leading nation Il products in the test should be of typical age. A freshly-

brands or any brand that is among the top two in the four majoFnade product should not be compared against a product
geographic regions of the country must be tested. Unless t caring its expiration date

product is tested against rands representing, at least 85 % of the .
national market, it is recommended that claims should be made °-> Handling of Products When Both Products are Cur-
against specific brands in lieu of general superlative claims. '€ty on the Market . _ .
5.3.2 Competitive brands should be in the same market ©-2-1 After procurement, but prior to testing, handling,
segment as the brand for which the claim is being made. If 4&n9th of storage, and storage conditions of all products must
brand straddles market segments, then products most similar j§ identical and consistent with normal consumer practice.
a reasonable competitive context should be used. 5.5.2 Competitive samples must not show any signs of
5.3.3 When competing products are sold in more than Ongns_handlmg or abuse. If products become nonhomogeneoys
form, the products being tested must be of the same form, or ilUring handling, such that they cannot be returned to their
the form most relevant to the claim. If a powdered drink mix isOriginal state (precipitates may be returned to solution, but
being compared with a competitor's product, which comes in dractured pieces cannot be made whole), then test samples
drink mix and as a reconstituted liquid, both products woulgshould be remedied for such defects. For example, the last
have to be tested in their drink mix forms, following the S€rving or two from a box of cereal, which may have a
specific directions for preparation given on each product. {disproportionate share of fines, should be discarded or
there is substantial crossover use of different forms, a claingcreened.
involving different forms may be desired. The forms tested 5.5.3 To minimize the likelihood of product recognition by
must be stated explicitly as part of the claim, for example,“respondents, manufacturers sometimes try to “blind” the com-

instant tastes as good as ready-made.” petitive product. Manipulations beyond labeling the original
5.4 Sampling of Products When Both Products are Cur-Package should be approached with extreme caution. Repack-
rently on the Market aging of product would need to be supported by instrumental

5.4.1 For central location consumer tests, commercial procg@"d Sensory tests demonstrating no impact on the product. Any
ucts to be used for competitive claims testing should bedlteration of the product itself to minimize recognition could
purchased from high volume stores in the general location opotentially impact acceptability and should be applied with
the site of the test site, for example, representative mediunptmost d|scr§t|o_n. It may be feasible to replace the handle on a
to-large chain supermarkets for food products, or large dru%azpr, but grinding of cereals may alter product beyond the
stores for over-the-counter pharmaceuticals. Purchasing proB2int where the competitive assessment is credible.
ucts within a 50-mile radius of the test site is recommended. 5.6 Sampling of Product Not Yet on the Market
For other test methods, where product is distributed from one 5.6.1 If the manufacturer’s product is not yet on the market,
location directly to the consumers, samples also should bi should represent commercial production and either be typical
purchased from high volume stores, even though the 50-milestail age of competitive products or expected age due to the

5
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manufacturer’s distribution at the time of testing. The competi-6. Test Design

tive product should be selected to represent average retail ageg 1 Monadic designs are those in which a product is rated on
at the time of testing. If suitable product is not available in the, siand alone basis. Comparative designs are those in which
test city the product should be sourced from a nearby locationy, or more products are presented to the same respondents to

5.6.2 To ensure that the claimed benefit of the new produc¢ompare them to each other.

results from the product itself and not from special handling 6.2 Noncomparative claims may be supportable by either
during limited scale production, it is desirable, but may notmpnadic or sequential-monadic test designs. While a monadic
always be practical, for the new product to have been made @jting may provide a measure free from influences inherent in
the production facility. A new product, therefore, should bemyiti-product, sequential-monadic designs, either approach is

made at its intended manufacturing site, preferably on the samg;fiicient to meet the “reasonable basis” required to make a
equipment and under normal operating conditions that will b&|gim.

used to manufacture the product. If pilot plant material mustbe g 3 Comparative claims imply, but are not limited to

used for claim support, then supplemental testing, for examplg,smparative designs, where each respondent evaluates two or
discrimination test f(_)r S|m|lar_|ty, must be condu.cted to dem-more products. Paired comparisons are used most frequently.
onstratg that thg claim benefits extend to material made at th§jitaneous presentation provides the most direct compari-
production facility. son of the products. In some situations, sequential presentation
5.7 Sample Preparation/Test Protocol may be needed, which introduces execution and sensitivity
5.7.1 To prevent bias, it is essential that all samples foissues, so there should be a rationale.
testing are prepared and served in a manner that will have 6.4 Since monadic testing is not the most direct method for
limited impact on the perception of the products and in amaking comparisons, it is not the most desirable approach.
manner that treats all of the products fairly. Nevertheless, sometimes it may be the only practical method to
5.7.2 For claims substantiation tests in particular, samplesupport comparative claims. For example, some products may
should be prepared and served under reasonably realistiequire long periods of repeated usage to provide a consumer
conditions, that is, in a manner consistent with normal conbenefit, which can undermine the ability to make direct
sumer practice. Samples should not be prepared in any fashi@@mparisons. In this case, product performance can be assessed
that would mask or enhance various product characteristics.by giving each product to a different group of consumers and
5.7.3 All samples should be tested blind and with three-digi€onducting statistical analysis on the ratings. In monadic
random codes. The respondents should have no leading 8€Signs, respondents, as well as products, contribute to the total
biasing information about the products that they are testing norariation, rendering it less sensitive (larger differences or larger
about the overall objective of the study. sample size are required for significance). It is critical that the
5.7.4 A decision must be made regarding the manner i§"0UPS bé matched adequately.
which the samples will be presented to the respondents. For 8-5 Data Collection Strategies
example, the samples can be served as pairs or one at a time-5-1 Qualitative research, such as focus groups, are not
(monadic presentation). Differences among samples are mofgceptable for claims support since their findings are not
likely to be detected when two or more samples are presentdifoiectable.
together; however, monadic presentation generally is consid- 6-5.2 Both central location (CLT) and home use (HUT)
ered to be more representative of the consumer experience.methods potentially are acceptable, depending on the specifics
5.7.5 The order of presentation also must be considere®' the category and usage. CLTs include all locations other than
This must be designated according to a statistical desigij€SPondents’ homes, including sensory facilities, mall facili-
Various psychological factors can influence judgment, fortles, field sites/supplier’s premises, hall_s/communlty centers,
example, the impact for which the following order effects must€t¢- Each has some benefits and limitations. _
be accounted: 6.6 Central Location Testing-This method of testing pro-

5.7.5.1 Context/Contrast EffeetThe flavor/texture of one vides maximum control over product preparation and usage.

sample can have an influence on the perceived flavor/texture Jih's method assures th"."t the target consumer actually uses the
each subsequent sample: product and provides his or her own opinion then and there

» . . rather than relying on recollection. Blind testing often pre-
5.7.5.2 Positional Bias—Respondents may be more sensi- | ,qas the need to repackage product. CLTs can provide

t?ve to differences in specific samples in a series, such as thseensitive (head-to-head) comparisons, isolate specific at-
first or last sample; and ) ) tributes, such as color or flavor, and accommodate complex
5.7.5.3 Pattern Effect-Any pattern in order will be de- protocols. They are appropriate for parity and superiority

tected quickly. claims.
'5.7.6 Itis essential to balance the order of presentation to 6.6.1 Key limitations are that central location tests usually
distribute these effects across all products. involve a single experience with small amounts of product

5.7.7 The test and questionnaire should be designed to hender conditions, which may not closely duplicate ordinary
free of all forms of bias. Bias during testing may come from theusage. Questions about whether such exposure can exaggerate
samples, the test protocol, including the questionnaire, or th&ivial differences or whether CLTs provide a basis for forming
test environment, or a combination thereof. Other sections ad preference, have been raised. Other limitations, which can be
this guide discuss these issues. controlled, are potential for respondents to overhear one
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another and testing at times of day, which are inappropriate foand therefore nonuniformity of preparation and usage, lack of
the product, for example, breakfast cereal in the eveningassurance that the respondent actually used the product, and in
Where these issues outweigh the limitations inherent in insome instances, reliance on respondents’ ability to recall.
home testing, home use testing can be considered. Family and friends may influence the response. In a HUT, even
6.6.2 Respondents can be intercepted or pre-recruited (useithout direct questions, the influence of some attributes on
ful when testing is targeted to a specific time of day or whereothers (halo effect) can be exacerbated. In addition, to ensure
incidence is low). Tests which require special equipment mayhat respondents are rating the intended product, HUT requires
not be feasible in malls and lend themselves to pre-recruitingsequential product placement. This design has limited sensi-
6.7 Home Use TestingThis method of testing allows for tivity, relative to a paired design. As a result, in some product
product usage under more typical, but not truly normalcategories, HUTs are not suitable for parity claims.
conditions. Respondents can try the products when and how 6.8 Interviewing Techniques
they normally would, and there is opportunity for repeated g g 1 Telephone
experience. They are useful when an overall evaluation of
products cannot be conducted appropriately in a central Iocrw
tion environment.

Use of the telephone for claim substantiation support usually
Il be limited to studies where respondents are not immedi-
ately reacting to a stimulus, as they would in a taste test, but

6.7.1 When attempting to decide if a given claim requiréS,aar yoicing their opinion of a product’s performance during
the use of a HUT to be substantiated, what must be determinegl .21 use or over a period of time.

Is if the claim is context, or setting dependent, or both. For Telephone interviews can serve as a means of collecting data
example, if a company claimed their air freshener kept a P 9

person’s home smelling like freshly-cut flowers for 30 days, itand opinions after respandents have been exposed to a stimu-

is clear a CLT could not adequately represent the context of thléfls’ for exa}mplez calling respondents during/aiter placement of
use implied by the claim; therefore, a HUT would appear to b product in thelr. homes.
a more robust assessment of the claim. 6.8.2 Self Administered

6.7.2 A second issue related to the context, or setting 6.8.2.1 Questionnaires completed by the respondent are
requirement, or both, of a study must be grounded in fact. Fofeferred to as self-administered.
example, it would be inappropriate to say that all products of 6.8.2.2 Self-administration as a data collection method can
an intimate nature, that is, toiletries, feminine care productshe used in a variety of types of test methods, that is,
shower gels, must be tested in a HUT due to the way thatespondents can complete a questionnaire in a mall facility, any
consumers use them. First, these products legitimately could lmher central location, or their homes. Responses to even the
evaluated in a CLT if the goal of the research is to gatheffirst question can be affect responses to later ones. Caution
information on salient, non-use performance, characteristics afhould be taken using claims based on questions beyond the
the products. For example, it would be entirely appropriate tdirst because the influence of earlier questions cannot be
test toilet paper in a CLT if the objective of the study were toeliminated. In addition, when samples are presented in a
gather information regarding the “look and feel” of the tissue,monadic sequential testing order, bias of the questions asked of
outside of the context of use. Second, if a claim is being madene first product may affect the ratings of second and subse-
concerning the context, or setting of the actual use, or both, iuent samples.
would still need to be proven, on a case-by-case basis, thatg g 2 3 In short, the most confidence can be placed in the
testing a given product of an intimate nature outside its normglesponses to the first question of the first product evaluated and
environment artificially influence consumers’ subsequent beg|aim based on such data are the most strongly supported. Less
haviors and evaluation, before a global statement regarding thg,nfidence can be placed in data obtained from later questions
preferred use of HUTs for a given product type is madeang for products in the later positions. Researchers must be

Further, these previous statements are not limited to product§yare of these biasing effects and the potential corresponding
of an intimate nature, whose operational definition has yet to b&,eakness in supporting specific claims.

defined clearly based on consumer terminology alone. They are

. ; - 6.8.2.4 Care should be taken in the design of the study
Jgf;ﬁ;gglne\éi?;é?e%”iﬁrgﬂu;:t%i tiZ??;SetSet:\i:(I)?]\I{T?(l-)\;et Consumeqruestionnaire to ensure that it is understandable by the target

. . ) population, is simple and structured in a logical, unbiased
6.7.3 Lastly, besides examining the influence of study cong,anner When the questionnaire does not meet these criteria,
text, or setting, or both, when deciding on if using a HUT is

, >another data collection technique, for example, one-on-one,
warranted over another research approach, the issue of reallsgﬁomd be implemented

product performance and generalization of study results to a .
target population must be examined. Certain product catego- 6.8.2.5 Open-ended questions should not be used for com-

ries, that is, moisturizing creams, lotions, acne preparationé),ar""t've cIa|m_ substantiation. )

may require usage over an extended period of time to evaluate 6-8.2.6 Trained panel tests (see Section 7) use self-
adequately product performance. In such instances, HUTs mé}ﬂmlnlstered guestionnaires since respondents are trained and
be the most feasible method for providing realistic perfor-judgments are objective as opposed to hedonic.

mance that is able to generalize to the target population as a6.8.3 One-on-One Interviewing Techniques

whole. 6.8.3.1 These approaches involve eliciting answers/opinions
6.7.4 Key limitations of home use include lack of control, from a single respondent via an interviewer.

7
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6.8.3.2 Interviewers, who have been trained according gersupport an intensity claim for a specific product attribute.
erally to accepted procedures, (for example, Marketing Rehtensity claims need to be validated by using intensity scales.
search Association guidelines), will record responses to que$-or example, the claim” more butter flavor than Brand X", only
tions after respondents are exposed to a stimulus, or askedshould be supported by significant difference in butter flavor
guestion. using an appropriate scale for the intensity of butter flavor.

6.8.3.3 The major potential disadvantage with this tech- 6.10 Questionnaire Design
nique is interviewer bias, and variation between interviewers, 6.10.1 Components-Generally, there are four major com-
particularly when the study is conducted in multiple locations,ponents in a consumer questionnaire: Instructions to Respon-
which usually is the case for claims substantiation studiesdents; General/Overall Questions; Specific Attribute Ques-
Interviewers should be practiced thoroughly, and double-blindions; and Classification or Demographic Questions. In
testing, where neither the respondent nor the intervieweaddition, instructions to the interviewers are necessary in the
knows the identity of the sponsor or the products, is imperativecase of interviewer-administered questionnaires.
Interviewer bias can be further minimized by using multiple 6.10.2 Once the type of response, for example, acceptance,
code numbers for test products to better mask their identity angreference, diagnostics, and the attributes and attribute terms
make trends more difficult for interviewers to pick up. have been selected, attention should be given to the question-

6.8.3.4 If the questionnaire has several questions, a one-onaire format. The format of the questionnaire is determined by:
one format is preferred since it will prevent respondents from 6.10.2.1 The components of the questionnaire, for example,
reading ahead or going back, which may bias their answers timstructions, general/overall questions, specific questions, de-
other questions. mographics), and,

6.8.3.5 When a claim substantiation study questionnaire 6.10.2.2 The organization of the various components.
involves skip patterns, the one-on-one format is recommended 6.10.3 Although there is not one perfect questionnaire
over self-administered, unless computerized interviewing softformat, this section focuses on several considerations for
ware is used to ensure correct skips. structuring a questionnaire format. In general, a well-designed

6.9 Type of Questions questionnaire has the following characteristics:

6.9.1 Preference-The preference question, to establish a 6.10.3.1 Includes key components (questions) relevant to
choice between two alternative products, is the most direct wathe claim;
to establish superiority or parity, given adequate sample size 6.10.3.2 Excludes questions not needed to support the
(see 6.10.6.1, 6.14 on Test Design, and 8.11 on Data Analysisjlaim. Precludes any potential biasing effect of any question on
6.9.2 Acceptance-The nine-point hedonic scale tradition- any other;
ally is used for sensory acceptance measurements because it i$.10.3.3 Provides sufficient explanations and clarity to the
reliable, valid, and of practical value. In addition to measuringCONSUMers or its use;
degree of liking of a single product or multiple products, one at 6.10.3.4 Looks organized and professional;
a time, it measures degrees of acceptance differences and6.10.3.5 Is easy to decode; and,
direction of liking, and it indirectly can measure preference(s) 6.10.3.6 Is appropriate to its interviewing method (self- or
between products. The hedonic acceptance scale can be usetérviewer-administered).
with a wide variety of products and with minimal respondent 6.10.4 It is recommended that the final questionnaire be
instruction. Absolute levels of liking can change over time andested prior to its use in the claims test. If consumers do not
between groups, but scalar differences between products ammderstand a required task or do not comprehend a given
reproducible with different groups of subjects. Resulting dataattribute, the questionnaire can be modified prior to the
lends itself to powerful parametric statistics. Other structuredguantitative test. Optimally, a small group of consumers
semi-structured, and numerical scales can be used effective{§0-20) should be used for this purpose; however, company
for acceptance testing. When using other scales, care should bmployees not related to the project and untrained in sensory
taken that the distributions are relatively normal so parametritesting also can be asked to participate in the assessment of the
statistics can be used. If not, nonparametric statistics should ligiestionnaire, but not to participate in the study.
applied. 6.10.5 Instructions—If the questionnaire is self-
6.9.3 Attribute/Diagnostie-There are four types of administered and no orientation, verbal delivery of instruc-
attribute/diagnostic questions in general use: hedonic antions, is given to respondents, the written instructions need to
preference questions about individual product attributes, suche complete and clear. If the questionnaire is interviewer-
as sweetness, which measure degree of liking of the level aidministered, or an orientation is given, or both, the written
sweetness of a product (hedonic scale) and preference betweimstructions only need be a summary of the evaluation process
the sweetness levels of two products; just right scales, whichnd directions. Because many consumers do not take enough
measure the appropriateness of the individual attribute levetime to read and understand directions carefully, an orientation
for example, too sweet, just right or not sweet enough; intensityogether with brief written instructions is the procedure recom-
scales, which measure the strength of an individual attributenended. In general, written instructions should include the
for example, no sweetness to extremely sweet; and questiofisllowing items.
measuring which product has more or less of a specific 6.10.5.1 The type of product and number of products to be
attribute(s). evaluated.
6.9.4 It would be inappropriate to use “just right” scales to 6.10.5.2 The task manipulation procedure to be followed by
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consumers, for example, bite, chew, rub, compress, wipenly rating free of influence and potential bias from other
apply. products and other questions. Presentation and sampling of all
6.10.5.3 Special directions in handling/using product, ifthe products in a pretest warm-up session can mitigate some of
required. the position, order, and carry-over effects in a multi-product
6.10.5.4 An indication of the overall flow or components of test. Finally, position of a key rating question among many is
the guestionnaire. more important when a single question is presented at a time in
6.10.5.5 Examples of the rating technique or questionnair@ Preplanned order. In self-administered questionnaires, item
usage, if required and only for complex techniques or quesordermatters less since all questionnaire available for review at

tionnaires. any time and potentially can influence all other items.
6.10.5.6 Instructions as to what consumers should do after 6.10.7 Recommendation Regarding Where to Position
completion of a sample evaluation and the whole test. Questions

6.10.5.7 Although not recommended, if a complex or 6.10.7.1Monadic or Single Product TestsProduct test
lengthy questionnaire is to be used, brief instruction statementshere only one product is experienced and rated.
ought to be given at the beginning of each questionnaire (a) One question presented at a time, that is, computer or
section. interviewer. The key question pertaining to the claim should be
6.10.6 General/Overall QuestiorsUnder this category positioned first. It will be free of influences of other question
there are the questions that address general or overall impregnd most defensible under scrutiny.
sion. Usually, these questions are the most important questions ) \yltiple Questions — Self AdministeredWhen the
in the test and need to come first. Examples of general/overal|estionnaire allows all the items to be read or reviewed, the

questions include: N key question should be placed in the most logically appropriate
6.10.6.1 Overall acceptance/liking; _ _ position. It should appear first if what is needed is the
6.10.6.2 Acceptance/liking of broad sensory dimensionsgonsumer overall and immediate hedonic reaction without
for example, with attributes; and, consideration of attributes.
6.10.6.3 Overall preference. 6.10.7.2 The key claims question also could be presented at

6.10.6.4 In tests where only overall acceptance/liking ofthe end of the set, if all attributes need to be judged as in a
preference is asked, these questions come first by defaufiersonal care product such as shampoo, or a household
Asking multiple overall questions runs the risk of obtaining product, such as dish detergent. Individual items can be

conflicting results; however, in a more complex questionnaireinfluenced by others since the respondent can read and review
for example, with attributes, the position of these questions hage self-administered questionnaire at will.

to be decided. _ _ 6.10.8 Multi-Product Tests-When more than one sample is
6.10.6.5Positioning of the Key Product Rating Questien 1 he evaluated by a respondent in a monadic sequential
Product tests almost always have an overall question, such agesentation, after the first product is evaluated the respondent,
overall liking, acceptance, ranking, or preference. Placement ighsequent ratings will be affected by earlier products seen and
the questionnaire for this overall measure is very important ifpe attributes that have been rated. Products must be sequenced
a claim test. Product ratings that' are fair and reflective of aCt”a(balanced for order of presentation or randomized presentation)
consumer response are essential in a claims test. to minimize effects of sensory adaptation, fatigue, and contex-
6.10.6.6 In general, questions asked first are judged t0 bgg| effects. The effects of the attributes only can be overcome
free of influences or biases that may be present in questionsy having the liking or acceptance question at the end of the
appearing later. The extent to which ratings truly represengyestionnaire so that the influence of the attribute ratings
product performance is critical if a claim is challenged. Whenggtects all product equally. In any multi-product test, placement
claims are challenged, methodologies are scrutinized, questiqf} the key question must be consistent from product to product.
order and flow are reviewed, and a judgment is made about the 6.10.9 Two-Sample Comparative TestThese tests, where
ext_ent -to which to overall !iking_/ acceptance/ faf‘king’ prefere_nc%;e];erénce or ranking data obtained, are speciai cases of
rating is fre_e from other-item influences or biases. Q_uesnon ulti-product tests. Comparative questions that are to serve as
appearing first will stand up to such scrutiny. In a claims testy o key data to support a claim should appear first. These
more confid_ence will be placed in data obtained from firSt'measures, therefore, will be free of the influence o.f other
asked guestions. . attribute question that may be asked, and thus, will be able to
6.10.6.7 Total Text Context and Presentation Matters ¥vithstand scrutiny.
When setting up a claims support study, the number o o . . .
products, the method of presenting these products, and the ty %igg'(l)g Stﬁgcgt'fritfgigguﬁr(g;l:eqsﬂggﬁgng%;nns btea;?(e?je It is
e ks s S ot PO i ey b e loe or postioed It i e
computer administered questionnaires. Other formats allow a uest|onna|r.e to avoid potentlz_sll bias. Attribute questions are of
questions to be reviewed or considered as in a self- ree types |nclu.de the fOHO\,Nm,g,' ,
administered paper questionnaire. 6.10.10.1 Attribute hedonic/liking questions;
6.10.6.8 Single product studies yield products ratings free of 6.10.10.2 Attribute intensity or attribute diagnostic ques-
influences from other products. In multiple product tests, thdions; and,
first product experienced and the first question answered is the 6.10.10.3 Attribute preference.

9
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6.10.10.4 The attribute hedonic/liking questions collect lik-these questions can impact respondents’ behaviors. For ex-
ing information on specific attributes, for example, liking of the ample, after a respondent commits to a favorite brand, they
herb combination, sweetness level, absorbency, comfort, hamay look for and choose that product in a preference test.
shine. The attribute diagnostic questions collect information on 6.12 Instructions to Interviewers-These instructions must
the perceived intensity/level of that attribute, for example,be clear enough to ensure consistent and flawless execution by
intensity/level of fruitiness, saltiness, oiliness/warmness. Atall interviewers in all test sites. Adequate instructions spell out
tribute diagnostic questions are asked using either an absolug&ery action and their contingencies so that no decisions need
intensity scale, for example, none to extreme or a just-abouto be made by the field agency or the interviewer. It is strongly
right scale, for example, too low/just about right/too high. Therecommended that instructions be pretested, and that inter-
latter is not very useful for claims support, and deviations fromviewers are thoroughly briefed and practiced before beginning
100 % “just right” likely are to be highlighted by challengers. data collection.
Attribute preferences can be determined by questions, such as,5 13 Claim Substantiation with Trained Panelsrained
“which do you prefer for ....” panels are used when claiming your product has* more” or
6.10.10.5 These attribute questions are used either alone 9ess” of a specific attribute compared to the original formula
in combination. When more than one is asked, for examplepr another product. Attributes must be objectively measurable
liking and intensity, the same attribute term should be usedmore butter flavor) as opposed to subjective (better butter
The selection of these terms is critical. Bear in mind, howeverflavor).
that asking about an attribute in more than one way increases g 13.1 Trained panelists are specialists. Caution should be
the risk of results, which could be viewed as inconsistent, fokaken because of their high level of experience with the specific
g)gample, a difference in preference without a difference iNroduct category, the degree of sensitivity may exceed the
liking. _ ~ “claim expectations” and not reflect end users’ perceptions.
6.10.10.6 The format used for the attributes questions g 132 Trained panels, discussed in Section 9, are selected
should allow consumers to properly understand and respond gy their abilities and trained to discriminate differences, or
f[hese questions. _To achieve this goal, some consideratioRgscripe product’s sensory properties without regard to per-
include the following: sonal preferences, or both. Trained panels are intended, there-
(a) The same type of scale should be used throughout th@re, to provide information that more closely resembles that of
questionnaire, for example, a nine-point hedonic scale for alhn analytical tool.
attribute liking questions; o _ 6.13.3 Trained panels also are different from “experts” that
(b) The same anchors and positioning of the anchors in thgre drawn from personnel in the company or outside who have
hedonic scales should be used; extensive experience with the product or product category.
(c) The anchors for the diagnostic questions should be placegxperts may or may not be able to express the perception of
in the same positions for all questions; and, differences or descriptions regarding products in terms that can
(d) If both attribute liking and diagnostic questions are usedbe referenced by standards or treated statistically. For informa-
the format and position of both questions should be keption on the appropriate uses of trained panels in claim
constant throughout the questionnaire, for example, both quesubstantiation, see 9.4.2.
tions for the same attribute positioned side by side throughout 6.14 Preference QuestiorsA procedure of asking prefer-
the questionnaire or attribute liking question followed by theence questions is not easily arrived. Generally, it is accepted
attribute intensity question through out the questionnaire.  that the best way to ask the preference question is to ask the
6.10.11 Selection of ScaleOnce the type of consumer respondent which of the products tested they preferred, either
responses have been identified, for example, liking intensityProduct 319 or Product 452, with out any reference to the
appropriateness, the type of scale is selected. As in the measufegree of preference the respondent might have had. The
of other sensory responses, different types of scales can lfifficulty is whether to offer a no preference choice and in what
selected. form such a choice, if offered, should be presented. This area
6.10.12 The selection of a scale is made based on thieas been hotly debated for years and likely will continue to be
advantages and disadvantages of each, the ease of its usethg subject of discussions in the future. Currently, the NAD,
consumers and the type of data to be collected. The two typgbose television networks that have a preferred form and many
of measurement data that can be obtained for attributes amd the courts have taken the position that respondents, should
rating and ranking. be given the opportunity to respond directly to an asked “no
6.11 Classification or Demographic Questichdhese preference” alternative in the questionnaire. While this ap-
questions are critical to demonstrating congruence between thgoach generally is accepted, it is not without its shortcomings.
target population and the target sample. Standard questiof@me scientists have suggested that respondents offered a “no
include age, sex, income range, frequency/heaviness of usereference” choice will choose that option as a way of avoiding
use of related product formats, for example, home-made versugaking a choice and that it is this process that inflates the
ready to eat, and brand used most often. Race may be askedrssmber of “no preferences.”
recorded by observation to help compare the respondent 6.14.1 Itis recommended that a more preferred form would
sample to the target population. Within the questionnairebe not to offer the asked “no preference,” but to accept “no
questions involving specific brands or product formats muspreferences” when they are voiced by the respondents. Care
come after product evaluation or there is risk that responses thould be taken not to imply to the respondent that they must
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make a choice or to otherwise force them to guess in any wagmall appliances. Water supply is necessary for most food and

If questionnaires are being administered face to face, thbeverage preparation, skin testing, or personal care product

interviewer can ask if the respondent is sure that they want tasage.

record a “no preference” but no pressure is to be exerted to try 7.8 The ability to provide good traffic flow is often over-

to force the respondent to change their position. If a respondetdoked. Rooms with a separate entrance and exit may help.

asks whether they can respond with a “no preference,” an 7.9 Each test has different facility requirements and the

interviewer should reply as follows: “If it is your opinion that agency needs to know the specific requirements for your test.

you cannot make a choice you many answer “no preference.” . . _ _ .
6.14.2 It is important that users of this guide remember tha?' Test Execution Dealing with Testing Agencies

the above recommended method currently is not consistent 8.1 Complete written instructions with verbal confirmation

with the standards that may be applied by the various forumshould be supplied to the contracted agency well in advance of

to who the data might have to be presented and that a risk existige planned testing. These instructions will contain much of the

that opponents questioning the validity of a claim based on theontent included in the test protocol. To assure data accuracy,

above procedure may have conducted testing using the mot@ese instructions must be complete.

generally accepted form. Also, it is possible that within a given 8.2 Timing—Expected test date, time of day required, and

section of industry there may be a consensus on a particular tdéngth of time needed for each panelist to complete the test are

format and that preference would be given to that test desigfPremost. These will help the agency determine test location, if

over others. more than one facility is needed and demands on personnel.
) Include time to complete the test and date you expect to receive
7. Test Location results.

7.1 Central location consumer tests often are conducted in 8.3 Test Desiga-Provide specifics of your test design for
mall facilities, particularly for intercept recruitment, or at the the agency to complete the test effectively, but not proprietary
premises of the research supplier or interviewing service (fodetails. The agency needs to know the number of panelists, the
pre-recruited respondents). Occasionally, a third party locatiomumber of products, and how to test the products. Test choices
such as a hotel, may be used. The venue should not have sigmay include paired comparisons single product sampling, a
or other cues, which indicate the sponsor of the test. Testingequential monadic design, or one of many other multiple
conducted at the manufacturer’s facilities is never acceptablproduct designs. Randomization of products is required to
for claims substantiation. minimize position bias.

7.2 When geographic region is suspected to be a factor 8.4 Respondent Recruiting/Screenindhe agency needs to
relevant to a claim, national or regional claims tests should b&now who the respondent will be and the number of each to
conducted across a number of geographically dispersed loceecruit. Specifics include gender, age range, regional habitat,
tions. Even local claims should sample more than a singleategory and brand usage, usage incidence needed, family size
point. Sampling strategies have been discussed in 5.2. and ethnicity. Other instructions may be needed for targeted

7.3 Test facilities must be staffed by an experienced angroducts. Test timing will be a factor in determining respondent
professional interviewing organization. To avoid bias andavailability to complete the test requirements.
achieve double blind testing, the people who prepare the test 8.4.1 The respondents must understand and accept their
products should not conduct interviews for any part of thatresponsibilities in participating in the test. Sometimes, and
study, unless products are blinded well enough that branthformed consent form must be signed and kept as part of the
identities cannot be determined by curious parties, for exampléest documentation (see Legal and Safety Guidelines).
completely repackaged as opposed to overwrapped. Field 8.4.2 Termination criteria for respondents not meeting test-
supervisors must not identify the test sponsors to any staffig needs must be planned and communicated. The need for the
involved with the test, and preparers must not discuss théield agency to keep records of reason for each termination
identity of the test products with the interviewers. should be clearly specified in advance.

7.4 Preparation activities must not impact the interviewing 8.5 Facility Requirements-Test facility needs also must be
process. The preparation areas must operate quietly enoughdommunicated. Selection of a facility should reflect the needs
avoid distraction of respondents and interviewers. Ventilatiorfor product preparation, length of time the respondents will be
should be adequate to prevent odors from the preparation area the facility, and the number of respondents per session.
to be detectable in the interviewing area, for example, if 8.6 Personnel RequirementsSo the agency can provide
something is accidentally burnt. The preparation area must n@tdequate personnel at the test site, they need to know what will
be visible to respondents. With the exception of tobaccde required of them for the test. Managing your product may
testing, smoking should be forbidden in the interviewing arearequire on site product preparation, special handling, or stor-

7.5 The testing area should have separate interviewingge. Any of these could mean additional personnel are needed.
stations, which are sufficiently isolated to avoid voice or visualMost claims support should include a double blind format if
influence of ongoing interviews on each other. preparation is a part of the product presentation. Specifically,

7.6 Testing often requires refrigeration capacity, or cookinghe preparer and the interviewee should be separate individuals
facilities, or both. Lighting must be adequate to allow the fullto minimize product knowledge. A long interview may need
visual impact of the test products, unless the test calls fotwice as many interviewers and an extra person to supervise.
intentional masking of appearance. Particularly sensitive male or female products may require

7.7 Adequate electrical outlets will be needed to test or usspecial interviewing techniques and extra supervision. Large
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respondent bases also require more personnel. Work throudgest to receive the responses, either by comments by category
the interview yourself so you can communicate an estimater verbatim. Determine if the panelist needs a number so all
time per panelist to assure the agency assigns sufficient heluestionnaires or products used can be linked to the specific

8.7 Product RequirementsConsumer tests often require person. Ensure that safeguards are in place to assure the agency
product shipment before the test date. The agency needs & not creating data or interviewing panelists who did not
know when it will be expected; how many people will be appear.
required to handle the product when it arrives; what kind of 8.10.1 Data verification can be accomplished by a third
storage is needed, that is, ambient, air-conditioned, refrigeratdearty observer. For claim support this may be wise, for any test
or frozen; and, how long it needs to be under those storagéach questionnaire needs to be checked by a second person to
conditions. Some products need to be shipped frozen thevgerify the right product is matched with the proper question-
thawed and prepared. These products require advance plannifgire, all questions have been answered, and nothing has been
for the agency. missed. .

8.7.1 Some products need assembly that may require a8.10.2 All data and supporting documents need to be held
special skill. Be sure to include the time you expect thisfor seven years for legal purposes.
process to take in your instructions. Products requiring prepa- 8-11 Data Submissioa-The agency also needs to know
ration usually also require serving equipment. You mustvhen you neeql your O!ata and how to su_bm|t it. Determine
specify amount of equipment, size needed, and cleaninghether or not it is deswegble to have topl_me_s by phone W|t_h
instructions. Determine how the product is to be presented o& complete report later or if all data transmission need to be in

displayed, and whether the interviewee or the panelist willvriting; whether an interim report be faxed; whether or not
serve the product. there is a final date for the completed report; who receives the

8.7.2 Determine if the product needs special storage durinfj@t@: and how the data will be formatted. The data base must
the interview process, that is, kept at a specific temperatur&® compatible with the data analysis system. For claim support,
kept out of the panelist eyesight, kept in the dark, etc. Thdhe original questionnaire must be returned as a final verifica-
panelist may need a rest period between samples. Each statiBA"- o .
may need to have a timer, a special light, and tape recorder. 8.11.1 Each test is different and each product has different

Special equipment often is supplied, but the agency needs fgsting requirements. Thorough preparation, familiarization
kr?ow it isqa Sart of the test. PP asney with the product, the test design, and the agency handling the

St{est will help assure quality results. Meeting the agency
éepresentative in person and discussing the instructions and
gharing the requirements goes a long way toward making the
rocess easier for everyone. Finally, have the product ready on
ime. Delays often cause confusion for the agency and their
personnel, which can damage your test results in the end.

8.7.3 Communicate disposal instructions when the paneli
has finished with the product. Determine if the product can b
reused or if it must be discarded. Determine whether or not th
product is secured and if it needs to be returned. Determin
whether or not special disposal instructions are required.

8.8 Interviewer Script—The interviewer always should fol-
low a script. The script should be without bias and flow9. Laboratory Testing Methods Used for Claim
smoothly. Interviewers need to be instructed to add nothing to Substantiation

the script. If the interview process is practiced by the project g 1 | aboratory sensory methods that include difference and
supervisor before test placement, no changes should need to §gscriptive test methods are intended to determine if a differ-
made in the field. ence exists in the sensory properties of products (see 7.1-7.3),
8.9 Questionnaire Instructiors-Questionnaires can be how much a specific characteristic differs among products (see
voiced by the interviewer or self-administered by the panelist7.2 through 7.3), and to characterize a product's sensory
You should instruct the agency of your choice. Each methoattributes (see 7.3). These methods are not intended to predict
will require a different amount of time to complete. Know what or reflect the ratings of consumers. These methods provide
the timing is before turning it over to the agency. In either casemore objective data regarding what can be perceived by
be sure instructions are on each questionnaire so each paneligfmans without regard for personal preference. Their applica-
gets the same detail in the same words. Slight nuances fifon to claim support is intended to be used for noncomparative
instructions can change a panelist's perspective of the test @ communication claims, overall claims of increase, decrease
the product, creating yet another variable. Specify writingor equality in a specific attribute(s), or claims for magnitude of
implement if it is important. For example, the panelist maydifference between products. They also are appropriate in those
need a No. 2 pencil if an electronic scanner is to be used to reashses where consumers may not have the ability to measure the
the data. If a delayed response is needed, be sure to inclu@@ribute(s) of interest due to unfamiliarity with the product
timing in the instructions. A special technique may need to beategory or vocabulary associated with it. These methods are
taught to the panelist, for example, how to sniff a perfume omot appropriate for claims of preference or acceptability. The
how to apply a new cream of cosmetic item. Any specialappropriate application of these methods to claim substantia-
instruction should be on each questionnaire. tion requires careful consideration of several factors. It is
8.10 Data Recording and VerificatierInstructions also mandatory that panelists be trained to use the test method
need to be clear for recording the data gathered. If voluntargelected and familiar with the meaning of product attribute
statements are solicited from the panelist, determine how theskescriptors used in the test. Lack of experience with the test
statements need to be recorded. Determine how it would bmethod, or misunderstanding about the meaning of attribute
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descriptors, can contribute to inappropriate conclusions beinmtensity scores then are recorded in relation to absolute or
made from the data. For a complete reference on descriptiveniversal scales, which allow the evaluation and comparison of
testing see Manual 13. Manual 26 contains information orrelative intensities among attributes within a product as well as
other types of trained panels including discrimination. among products tested.

9.2 Types of Tests-Overall difference tests will determine if ~ 9.4.1 Descriptive tests are appropriate for use when detailed
a perceptible sensory difference exists between samples. Thisformation is required on individual characteristics of the
difference can occur due to any number of reasons includingroduct. Examples of some applications of descriptive testing
ingredient differences, processing changes, packaging changese as follows:
etc. Difference tests all have some variants, but each creates ar9.4.1.1 Documenting a products sensory characteristics;
arrangement of samples representing a problem for the panel-9.4.1.2 Correlating instrumental and chemical measure-
ists to solve. A choice of sample is made, and this choice caments with sensory responses;

be designated as either correct or incorrect. The most commong 4.1.3 Interpreting consumer product responses by measur-
overall difference tests include the following. ing real sensory differences; and,
9.2.1 Triangle Test-Three sample are presented either g 4.2 Advantages and Limitations of the Use of Trained
simultaneously or successively. Two are the same, representimscriptive Panels in Claims Support Research
a single sample, while the third represents a different sample. g 4.2 1 Trained descriptive panels are an important tool for
The panelist is required to pick out the latter, the different,ngerstanding products. Furthermore, trained descriptive pan-
sample. els are useful when the relationship between the trained
9.2.2 Duo-Trio Test—The basic set of samples is the samedescriptive panelists’ response and the consumers’ response to
as in the triangle test, that is, two identical, one different. In thishe same attributes/products is established empirically. Specifi-
case, however, one of the identical samples is labeled as th@lly, descriptive panels are suitable for claims involving
“control.” The panelist can be asked to pick the product that isensory attributes, or performance, or both, such as “long
different from the control or the panelist can be asked to picKasting fragrance,” and “tastes less salty.” Data from trained

the product that is the same as the control. descriptive panels cannot be used for preference or acceptabil-
9.2.3 Other Tests-A listing and description of additional ity claims.
difference test methods can be found in Manual 26. 9.4.2.2 The main advantage of the trained descriptive panel

9.3 Attribute Difference Rating TestsThese tests define as a tool for providing data for claims support is its capacity to
how a specific characteristic differs between two samplespreak down products to individual attributes for detailed
These tests focus on one or more specific attribute(s) afinalysis, and quantifying those attributes. Trained descriptive
concern. These attributes are defined prior to testing, and thganels, thus, are sensitive tools for detection of both large and
panelists are trained so that they are able to identify themall product differences. This sensitivity and precision also is
attribute in question and scale that attribute based on aits limitation. Trained descriptive panelists may find product
appropriate standard. It is not necessary to evaluate evepharacteristics and detect differences that ordinary, or un-
occurring attribute, only the attributes being addressed. Thegeained, consumers cannot. In short, the sensitivity of a trained
tests provide more specific information than the overall differ-panel means that the generalizability of the findings is limited
ence testing. The rating scale methods provide the subjectsly to those with similar training and sensitivity.
with a scale showing several degrees of intensity. One or more 9.4.2.3 If the claim in question is intended to be interpreted
specific attributes of the product type are rated. Samples aigs representing consumer’s experience, then such a claim is
presented, and the panelists task is to evaluate and assign eaghable only if the relationship between the trained panel’s
test sample an intensity to reflect the amount of the designateésponse to products and consumer’s evaluation are known.
attribute. The more descriptive and consumer data available converge,

9.3.1 Directional Difference—As one of the simplest and the more convincing the claim. In short, converging descriptive
most popular tests, this test method is used when determiningata and consumer data make a claim significantly less
whether one sample has more of a particular sensory charaeulnerable to criticism compared to claims based on descrip-
teristic than another. tive panels data or consumer data that stands alone. Stand-

9.3.2 Others—Attribute rating tests may have two or more alone trained descriptive data do not allow inferences to be
samples. These are appropriate test methods depending on thade about consumers unless the relationship has been estab-
number of samples. Common applications of attribute ratindished empirically.
tests can be found in Manual 26. 9.4.2.4 Keep in mind that it is the ordinary consumer who is

9.4 Descriptive Tests-A descriptive test is a complete, reading the claim and makes judgments about the product
detailed, and objective characterization of a product’'s sensorself. At present, while a claim made in an advertisement or on
attributes, measuring some or all of the parameters found in @ product package does not always specify who, that is, an
product or material (visual, auditory, olfactory, kinesthetic,ordinary consumer or a trained panelist, the data are derived
etc.), using screened, qualified panelists who have been sp&om, it is made in such a way as to suggest to the consumer
cifically trained for this purpose. This method provides infor-that the consumer or panelist also would experience the
mation on the perceived sensory attributes and the intensities product in the same ways as stated in the claim.
strength of each sensory attribute, identifying specific differ- 9.4.2.5 To summarize, trained descriptive panelists can
ences between products in quantitative terms. The perceivaatovide data to support attribute or performance claims only,
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not preference or acceptability claims. Furthermore, traine@nsure accountability for all potential pitfalls.
descriptive panel data are most useful when the relationship 10.7 Sample Procurement
between the trained descriptive panelists’ responses and con-10.7.1 A trained panel must test representative samples.
sumers’ responses to the same attributes/products is establishEgis representative sample is best accomplished by testing
empirically. replicate samples of each brand that have been obtained at
9.5 Correlation of Trained Panel and Consumer Data several representative locations. Sample procurement and han-
9.5.1 Often, trained panel data needs to be correlated withling should occur following a strict protocol. All such
consumer responses. Care should be taken to ensure that thgdrmation should be documented carefully.
is reasonable translation of terms. For example, trained panel 10.7.2 Samples should be selected and handled in the same
data separates basic taste sweetness from aromatic sweetneigrous manner described in he consumer test (see 5.3-5.6).
whereas, consumers would lump both together. 10.8 Experimental Design
9.5.2 Correlations may not be possible in cases where 10.8.1 The exact statistical design will need to be deter-
consumers do not have the necessary skills to measure @fined on a case by case basis; however, the following
evaluate the attribute(s) in question. For example, trained panglescribes some of the more important issues that must be
data may support a claim of “more saffron flavor,” but mostconsidered when a statistical plan is being designed.
consumers would not be able to measure this claim. 10.8.2 Replications are an essential part of trained panel
9.5.3 Correlations between the trained panel and the CORasting. Three primary types of variability must be accounted
sumer may not be necessary in cases where the claim is Usgg in the design for claims substantiation. These include the
to bring to public attention an attribute that might be new org|jowing.
unique. For example, “We've got buzz in every bite.” 10.8.2.1 Measurement Error - Repeatability Within the In-
10. Test Design dividual Panelist—This error can be accounted for by having
10.1 The primary goal of trained panels including descrip_each panelist test a particular sample more than once.
' 10.8.2.2 Experimental error - variability between the

tive, discrimination and attribute testing, is to provide an aneliste—_This error can be accounted for by using more than
objective evaluation of a product. For claims substantiation? . y 9
gne panelist to test each sample.

valuation Iy f nj ne or r t attribut _
evaluation usually focuses on just one or two product attribute 10.8.2.3 Product Variability - batch-to-batch variatiea

rather than a full product description. These tests can be useﬂ]. b ted for by testi itin| q
to support claims about specific product attributes, such a IS error can be accounted for by testing mullipie an

“Ours is thicker,” “It's less sweet,” “It has more cheese flavor,” representative batches of a product. . . L
etc. 10.8.3 The number of samples a panelist sees in a session is

10.2 The test design and questionnaires for trained pandfiPortant, for example, too many samples could create fatigue.
tests should ensure that descriptive/difference data is gathera—?_ese issues are not likely to be of much consequence in a
in an objective and systematic fashion. The test should b&@ims test since the number of samples and the number of
designed with the goal of obtaining the necessary informatioifiuestions about each sample usually are quite limited.
with a concise and easily understood format. 10.9 Data Collection o S

10.3 The test objective and hypothesis should be defined 10.9.1 For claims substantiation, panelists individually
clearly prior to the start of testing. All test procedures should béhould evaluate each sample. A group consensus format should
aim directly at that objective. Plan the test design to answer thBot be used with descriptive analysis as it will be subject to
specific claim that is desired, while keeping the test short anguestion regarding the potential of group bias.
to the point. 10.9.2 It is essential to be explicit about the method the

10.4 Panelists used for claim substantiation should béanelists should use to evaluate the samples. During the data
highly trained. They should have not only considerable expecollection phase, the panel leader should ensure that the test
rience evaluating products, but also should be trained speciffrotocol is strictly followed.
cally for the product under study. References should be used 10.10 Data Analysis (see Sectid8):
during training, as described in other sections of this guide. 10.10.1 Any analyses of data should be reviewed with a
There should be some documentation of the experience levélatistician prior to proceeding.
and type of training received. 10.10.2 Data should be analyzed according to the statistical

10.5 Consider the source of panelists for claims substantiadesign. A typical analysis for descriptive data would be an
tion. If you use a panel that routinely tests your product, therénitial calculation of means and statistical deviations. Next,
may be some potential for bias. If the panel is familiar withanalysis of variance is performed to determine significant
your product, they may inadvertently describe it differently, foreffects. Finally, a multiple comparison technique, that is
example, score a margarine higher in dairy flavor because thejukey’s HSD, is used to determine which samples differed
are used to that flavor, than if they had never seen this produsignificantly.
before. If an internal company panel is being used to make a 10.10.3 The analysis of a duo-trio is based on the probabil-
claim, you may wish to validate the panel against an outsidéy that if there is no detectable difference, the different sample
panel source to prevent the criticism of bias on the part of thevill be selected by chance one-half the time. Analysis of a
inside employee panel. triangle test is based on the probability that if there is no

10.6 The test objective should be reviewed with otherdetectable difference, the different sample will be selected by
members of the technical team and the legal department tchance one-third of the time. Data are analyzed using the
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binomial or chi-square test. 12. Test Facility
10.10.4 Analysis of a paired comparison is based on the 15 1 Eqvironment
probability that if there is no detectable difference, the different '
sample will be selected by chance one-half the time. Data iﬁo
analyzed by the t-test.

12.1.1 The design of a test facility should take into
nsideration such environmental aspects as color, lighting,
and air control, including temperature and humidity.
; ; ; 12.1.2 The furnishings in the testing area should be natural
11. Questionnaire Construction
Q colors, and the walls of the booths should be off-white to

11.1 The main _objective of trained panel_ tests is to prOVid%revent unwanted effects on color of the sample product.
an accurate description of a product. Questionnaires for trained 12.1.3 Most testing does not require special lighting. In

pane_ls_ should ensure that _data IS .COH.GCtEd W't.h the goal Qeneral, booths should have even, shadow-free illumination at
obtaining all the necessary information in a concise and easily _ . : :
n intensity typical of an office area.

understood format. There are numerous ways to ask the trained . L
y 12.1.4 Ideally, the sensory testing area should be maintained

panelist questions. . . . i -
11.2 The questionnaire should be brief, including only thelt (;ipproxmately 72°F, with a relative humidity between 45
' 55 %.

attributes necessary to establish or support the claim(s). Th . . . .
questions should be drawn from a more comprehensive, 12.2 Facility Design—The facility design and overall space

established evaluation ballot, whenever possible, to reduce tf§auired depend on the number and types of tests and on the
necessity of special training. type of products. Different designs and layouts are collected in

11.3 If specific training is necessary, it should be accomSTP 913.

plished with relevant products, or materials, or both, that . .
reference the specific product under study. The panelists usét?" Sta_t|st|cal Analyses for Paired Preference and
for these evaluations should be previously established and Trained Panel Data
validated using performance data available with similar prod- 13.1 Paired-Preference StudiesMore than statistical crite-
ucts, or attributes, or both, as those to be supported. Pilota are involved in developing a sampling plan for product tests
testing should be done to detect any questionnaire or methodesigned to support advertisement claims. It is recognized
ological deficiencies and confirm applicability and accuracy. widely that attempting to collect a simple random sample is
11.4 Methods—Panelists should be well trained before ex-impractical and that cluster samples, for example, multiple city
ecuting any of the following tests: CLTs, with quotas are accepted alternatives. It is not the
11.4.1 Paired Comparisor-A product test in which the purpose of this section to address the appropriateness of this
panelist's task is to identify one of the two products presente@pproach beyond stating that the demographics of the sample
as having more or less of a specific attribute; should be checked to ensure that they adequately approximate
11.4.2 Attribute Rating—Provides a score for each product the population to which the claim is intended to apply. Instead,
that yields a measure of its location on a scale and a measutkis section focuses on the analysis of the preference results,
of the magnitude of the difference between products; and, addressing the two forms of the claim, superiority and parity,
11.4.3 Descriptive Analysis-Provides detailed information under the assumption that the data sample can be treated as
on individual aspects of a product. arising from a simple random sample.
11.4.4 For the last two of the above methods, a variety of 13.2 Superiority Claims—A superiority claim is supported
rating scales may be used as shown in Fig. 1. The panelista statistically significant proportion of the respondents prefer
indicates an answer by placing a mark anywhere on the linethe advertiser’s product.

Thickness i |
stight extreme
Glossiness | |
low high
Stickiness | ]
min max
Oily L |
none very
Waxy I |
not at all very
Greasy 1 |
0 10

Note 1—These scales are for example only. Disparate scales, that is, some using numbers and some words, are not recommended. Consistent scale
style is the norm.
FIG. 1 Examples of Scales
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"Our sunscreen leaves less sticky residue on your skin."

|} Paired comparison method

Tn front of you are two samples. Please rub the first sample on your left arm, followed by rubbing the
second sample on your right arm. You may reuse on a different portion of your skin as often as you wish.

Which samples leaves less sticky residue on your skin? [1 212 I 791
Attribute rating
Pleascuse sample # ___ and rate it on the scale below.
Amount of sticky residue
None at all large amount
0 10

Clean your hands with alcohol and cotton ball.
Now please use sample # and rate it on the scale below.

Amount of sticky residue
None at all large amount

0 10
FIG. 2 Claim: Nonfood Example

_— L . TABLE 1 Performance Characteristics of a Preference Test for
13.2.1 The test statistic used to support a superiority claim Superiority Significance Level: Alpha = 5 %

is the following:

n PcA Power? 80 % Detect®
_ P-050 ) 100 58.2 25.8 62.3
0,50% 200 55.8 40.8 58.7
300 54.7 53.5 57.1
where: 400 54.1 63.9 56.2
P = proportion of the respondents who prefer the 500 53.7 724 55.5
advertiser’s product, and 600 53.4 79.1 55.1
n = number of respondents.
If Zis greater than 1.645, the superiority claim is supported ro0 231 84.3 4.7
9 . : ! . p Yy pp 800 52.9 88.3 54.4
at the 5 % (one-tailed) level of significance. For the purpose of 900 52.7 91.3 54.1
supporting an unqualified “preference” claim, “no preference”
1000 52.6 93.6 53.9

responses should not be allocated, whether in total or in part, te — - - —
the a_dvc_artlser desmng to claim the pref_erences. Regardless Qt;Plzvelrrg?;r%unrir;ié)::gged percent preference required to claim superiority at the
the significance level of the preference, if the percentage of “No spower = likelihood of claiming superiority when the actual preference for the
preferences” is 20 % or more, an unqualified preferenpe claimdvg(r)ti;erss tprotdgct if 5&|'> f’/ro-f e for the advertiser's oroduct that has an 80 %
shouldn’t be made. In these cases, the preference claim shoyldi '~ of Egmg etoatog rence forihe adverfiser's procuct fhat has an 5220
be made in terms of “those who expressed a preference.” If the
statistical hurdle is not passed from analysis of the total data,
the advertiser can still make a preference claim providing thadf the observed preference proportions required to support a
the analysis, excluding the "“no preferences,” showssuperiority claim for various numbers of respondents. Also
significance and the advertisement includes a suitable referenpeesented in Table 1 are two ways to assess the sensitivity of
to the fact that the claim is based on “those who expressed the test for various nhumbers of respondents. The third column
preference.” in Table 1 contains the probabilities of detecting a 55:45 %
13.2.2 The ability to detect departures from parity, that is,preference split for the various numbers of respondents
50:50 preference, improves as the number of respondent®nsidered. The final column of the table contains the
increases. The number of respondents is under the control pfeference percent that has an 80 % likelihood of being
the advertiser, and it is the advertiser who risks missing theletected for the various number of respondents considered.
opportunity to make a superiority claim when too few Both of the last columns demonstrate the advantage that larger
respondents participate in the test. As such, this guide does neample sizes present to the advertiser. These pieces of
specify a minimum number of respondents for a preference tegtformation can be used, together with an assessment of the
to support a superiority claim. To help the advertiser select théesting resources available to the advertiser, to decide how
number of respondents, Table 1 contains the minimum valudarge of a test needs to be run.
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13.3 Parity Claims 5 P-0.45 @
13.3.1 Failure to conclude that a significant difference in A\/(0.45X 0.55h)

preference exists between two products does not prove that two
products are equally preferred. The failure to achieve statistica
significance may result from using an insufficient number of o .
respondents, thus yielding an insensitive test. Further, advertlseIs product pIus”the proportion of respondents
observing a preference percent slightly less than 50 % does not _ that had “no preference,” and
prove that parity does not exist. For superiority claims, the ~ .number of respondents. ] o
advertiser assumes the risk of an insensitive test; however, If Zis greater than 1.645, the parity claim is supported at the
when a parity claim is desired, the competitors are at risk fron? % (one-tailed) level of significance.
insensitive tests. A minimum sample size of 300 per cell, 13.4 Paired Comparison/Difference  Studiedhe
therefore, is required in a preference test being conducted technique described in 13.3.2 also is used for analyzing data
support a parity claim. Larger numbers of respondents arffom a paired comparison, or paired difference, study. In a
preferred because they both protect the competitor and provideaired comparison study each respondent is presented with two
an advantage to the advertiser. samples and is asked to select the sample that has more (or
13.3.2 The required minimum of 300 respondents protecttess) of the characteristic of interest. In a sense, a paired
the competitor from parity claims resulting from insensitive preference study is just a special case of a general paired
tests. If the observed preference for the advertiser's product isomparison study in which the characteristics of interest is
at least 50 %, based on a 300 respondent test, then thmeference.
competitor can be 95 % certain that the true preference for the 13.4.1 The same criteria used in the paired preference study
advertiser's product is no lower than 45 %. Increasing thefor determining numbers of respondents and the number of
respondent base above 300 allows the advertiser to supportcarrect answers needed to support either a superiority or a
parity claim with observed preferences slightly less than 50 %parity claim also are used in a paired comparison study, that is,
while still protecting the competitor (with 95 % certainty) that Table 1 and Table 2 can be used to analyze the data from a
the true preference for the advertiser's product is not lowepaired comparison study, substituting the characteristic of
than 459%. Table 2 contains the minimum preferencenterest for “preference,” where the term occurs in the tables.
percentages required to support a parity claim for various 13 42 Another class of tests that can be used to support
numbers of respondents that protect the competitor from thgqyertisement claims is the group of discrimination tests, for
worst case 45 % preference with 95 % certainty. Table 2 als@yample; the duo-trio test and the triangle test. The tables can
presents the likelihood that preference tests based on varioys, \;sed or the duo-trio test because, as with paired-preference
numbers of respondents will support the parity claim whe_n th€ests and the more general paired-comparison tests, the
true preference for the advertiser's product actually is agypected proportion of correct responses in the absence of any
exactly parity, that isP = 50 %. The final column of Table 2 o5 gifference is 50 %; however, if a triangle test is used, then
shows how low the actual preference proportion may be, with, gifferent set of tables is needed because the expected
95 % certainty, when a 50 % preference result is observed in oportion of correct responses in a triangle test when no
study. The information in Table 2 illustrates the advantage OE:atectable difference exists is only 33 %. The difference in the

here:
= proportion of the respondents who prefer the

larger sample sizes for the advertiser. _ .. expected proportion of correct answers affects the number of
13.3.3 The test statistic used to support parity claims is agsgpondents needed to achieve any given level of sensitivity in
follows: the test. Meilgaard et al present statistical tables for various
sample sizes for the triangle test used to support either a
TABLE 2 Performance Characteristics of a Preference Test for superiority claim or a parity claim.
Parity Significance Level: Alpha =5%

13.5 Analysis of Data from Scales

! Pet Power® LLos® 13.5.1 Data from acceptance tests, descriptive-panel studies
o o2 202 P collected using unstructured line scales, magnitude estimation,
300 19.7 538 15.3 or category scales with at least five points are analyzed as
continuous data using parametric statistical methods such as
o P o P analysis of variance. Analysis of variance is used to statistically
600 483 7.2 16.6 compare the average ratings of the products in the test, one
response at a time.
;88 23:; 2;:; 23:? 13.5.2 Both acceptance tests and descriptive analysis panels
900 417 91.4 47.3 vary widely in the number of samples involved in the study and
in how the samples are distributed to the respondents who
1000 47.6 93.6 47.4 . . . .
APc¢ = minimum percent preference required to claim parity at the 5 % level of partICIPate n the SIUdy' These IS.SUGS dete-rmme the fOI’m of the
significance. analysis of variance model that is appropriate for analyzing the

Bpower = likelihood of claiming parity when the actual preference for the data from the study (See Meilgaard et al or STP 434). For
adgﬁgssef'slpfodlf_ct _itS ?0 %. e 95 % confidence inferval that < complicated or irregular product-presentation schemes, it may
= lower limit of a one-side % confidence interval that represents how e .
low the actual percent preference may be when a 50 % preference proportion is be nec_essary to consult a statistician to determine the

observed in the study. appropriate model to use to analyze the data.
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APPENDIX
(Nonmandatory Information)

X1. COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT ASTM AND CLAIM SUBSTANTIATION

X1.1 What is ASTM? this document are subject to review by the Society at regular
X1.1.1 Since it was first organized in 1898, ASTM has intervals, to assure up-to-date and accurate information.

grown into one of the largest voluntary standards development x1 2 \why ASTM Committee E-18 Developed This Guide

systems in the world. ASTM is a non-profit organization which .
provides a forum for producers, users, ultimate consumers anﬁii X1.2.1 In November of 1990, Committee E-18 held a

those having a general interest (representatives of governme peussion on the increased interest in sensory testing 1o

and academia) to meet on common ground and write standar gpport advertising claims. Although a number of individuals

for materials, products, systems, and services. The purpose ?Eg d%r;ugznza; m;g?;?g?gg\‘;?gg:&gif r(]:IZi?nV\; totﬁgfemxg%
ASTM according to its charter is “the development of y ’

- . ny inconsistenci ngr .
standards on characteristics and performance of materiald12NY INco sistencies between groups

products, systems and services, and the promotion of relatedX1'2'.2 Because Commitiee .E'18 IS _composed of_sensory
knowledae.” professionals whose purpose is to write voluntary industry
X1.1 ZgASTM believes that technically competent standardsStandards for this field, it seemed logical that they should

o y P attempt to review, combine and filter individual and group

result when a full consensus of all concerned parties i : : o2
. . P Yecommendations into one document. Those contributing to
achieved and rigorous due process procedures are followe(:. ;
is document represent both large and small corporations,

This philosophy and standards development system ensué%ademicians, and consultants in a wide variety of consumer

technically competent standards have the highest Cred'b'“;f)roducts categories. The categories include but are not limited

when critically examlneq and used as the basis for commerci food, beverage, cosmetics, health and beauty aids, and other
legal, or regulatory actions. ASTM standards are develope blated products

and used voluntarily. Standards become Iegz_illy blndln_g only X1.2.3 The goal is to provide a document that is
when a government body references them in regulations or

when they are cited in a contract. Any item that is produced anatralghtforward, easy to understand and implement. The

: embers contributing to this guide bring together many years
marketed as cqnformlng to an ASTM standard must meet aﬁor:‘ experience in designing, implementing, and analyzing these
applicable requirements of that standard.

. . types of tests. The intent is to provide a technically sound

X1.1.3 From the work of 131 standards-writing COMMIUCES, 50, ment that will be equitable for all including the advertiser,
ASTM has published more than 9000 standards each yeahe challenger, and ultimately the consumer
These standards and other related technical information are ' '

sold by ASTM throughout the world. An ASTM standard is X1.3 How Are the Members of This Committee Recruited?

subject to revision at anytime by the responsible technical x1 31 After the subcommittee had been approved by the
committee and must be reviewed every five years, and if nogyecutive Committee of E-18, a general call at the main
revised, either reapproved or withdrawn. committee meeting and through ASTM publications had been
X1.1.4 Committee E-18 is technical committee of ASTM. made to all members that this committee was now ready to
The purpose of Committee E-18 is to promote knowledgepegin work. Anyone, members of E-18 or other interested
stimulate research, and the develop principles and standards fgrties, is invited to participate. The only criteria for members
the sensory evaluation of materials and products. Committeg) receive “working documents” is that participants be “active”
E-18 is comprised of nearly 300 industry and academianembpers, fully participating in both the decision and
professionals-food  scientists, ~ sensory  scientistSproduction processes. Members who do not wish to fully
psychophysicists, statisticians, psychologists, and othegarticipate are welcome at any meeting to participate in the
professionals, representing the world’s leading universities angiscussion and vote on issues. At each meeting the members
Fortune 500 companies. These professionals are at thge asked to encourage anyone in their respective companies

and applying the appropriate sensory methods for the

evaluation of food, beverage, tobacco, household and personél-4 Who Is the Intended User for This Guide?

care products, worldwide. X1.4.1 This guide is written for all those who are involved
X1.1.5 This guide was recommended, developed andéh evaluating products from a sensory perspective and

approved by the collective membership of ASTM Committeesupporting product claims based upon those evaluations. This

E-18, individuals who are intimately involved with the design encompasses anyone from those who set up product tests, to

and analysis of studies to assess product performance, and witie end-users of those product test results.

are responsible for the interpretation and communication of X1.4.2 Within the industries devoted to developing new

their research results to the business and professionaroducts or maintaining the competitive edge of existing

communities. As a standard, the recommendations put forth iproducts, the intended users include sensory evaluation and
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consumer research professionals, product formulators dicookbook” for all situations. Each situation is unique and
developers, marketers, advertisers and copywriters, as well aghat is reasonable will be determined by the specifics. There is
the consumer advocates and legal professionals who may fimb panacea; ingenuity always will be required, and research
themselves questioning or defending such claims. always will need to be tailored to the situation at hand.
X1.4.3 Based on the consensus of those in the forefront of X1.7.3 Discussion of specific methodologies is not intended
current practice, this guide will direct the inexperiencedto limit the types of approached or methodologies, which could
practitioner or peripheral professional through the detailedbe used in claims substantiation research. Ultimately, any

heart of a complex process. reasonable, methodologically sound approach should be
. considered for claims support. As in other fields of research,
X1.5 What Is the Intended Use of the Guide? there are a number of issues upon which qualified practitioners

X1.5.1 Claims research usually will be scrutinized by do not agree. Where this is the case, the pros and cons of some
competitors who will critically evaluate all aspects of the alternatives are discussed.
methodology and findings. Research must be conducted in a - L .
scientifically sound manner, or a claim based upon it will be in*1-8 How Are The Statistical Criteria for Parity and
jeopardy. Claims research requires expertise in several ~ Superiority Determined?
disciplines, including experimental design, sampling, and X1.8.1 The statistical criteria related to paired-preference
statistical data analysis. In addition, methodological expertis€laims have been developed through extensive discussions and
also is required because executional factors, and questigtpnsensus decisions of the task group participants. A paired-
content can affect the outcome of the research. This guidereference test becomes more sensitive as the number of
recommends best practices from a technical perspective bastgspondents increases. “Sensitivity” in a rigorous statistical
on the expertise and experience of research professionals. sense is based on three criterit) the smallest difference in
X1.5.2 Ultimately, the advertising media, and in the case oforeference proportions (that is, the advertiser's versus the
disputes, arbiters, determine the adequacy of research &empetitor's) that is deemed to be meaningfa); heaningful
substantiation for a claim. This guide will not alter these rolesdifference (that is, the “Power” of the test); ar8) the level of
The intent is to assist and strengthen decision by claimantsisk that is deemed acceptable for concluding that a difference
competitors, and those who need to evaluate research i preference exists when, in fact, it does not. Once values for
identifying technically sound practices, which comprise validthese three criteria are selected, the number of respondents
research. necessary to deliver that level of “sensitivity” can be computed
X1.5.3 As a set of guidelines, this guide is not intended tousing basic statistical techniques.
be prescriptive. In many cases, there may be more than oneX1.8.2 For both superiority and parity claims, it has been
reasonable approach, and the pros and cons of each optidecided to protect the competitor against adverse outcomes
must be weighed carefully to determine the best approach. Thigsulting from insensitive tests. The advertiser has control over
guide is an aid to judgment, and it is hoped that it will help the sensitivity of the test, and therefore, is free to increase the
those with a vested interest in claims substantiation research eimber of respondents to values that correspond to his selected

knowledgeable about the subject. levels of acceptable risk without compromising the fair levels
o ) _ chosen for the competitor by the task group.
X1.6 What Are the Applications of This Guide? X1.8.3 For superiority claims, the value selected for the

X1.6.1 This guide can help those considering advertisindevel of risk that is deemed acceptable for concluding that a
claims by discussing the key factors, which can impact thelifference in preference exists when, in fact, it does not is the
validity of claims substantiation research. As such, it can helgommonly used Type | error rate of = 5 %. No specific
readers decide whether to pursue a claims test and design validlues for the smallest meaningful difference and the power of
research which will have the best chances of withstandinghe test were presented for superiority claims because, as
challenge. Another application is to help critically evaluatepointed out in the text, the advertiser is at risk if one chooses
existing research. This application can be used in one’s owto run a test with a small number of respondents; however, the
research to decide whether it should be used to substantiatergormation given in Table 1 guides the advertiser in selecting
claim or to others research to decide whether a challenge ®n appropriate number of respondents focuses on a 55:45 %
worth pursuing. Media clearance personnel, attorneys, ansplit in preference proportions and a power of 80 %. As with
arbiters can use this guide to help develop positions on ththe Type | error rate of a -5 %, 80 % is a commonly used value

adequacy of research in question. for statistical power. The choice of a 55:45 % split in the
o ) ) preference proportions is the task-group participants’
X1.7 What Are the Limitations of This Guide? consensus value for the smallest meaningful difference.

X1.7.1 Unlike many physical tests for which ASTM  X1.8.4 For parity claims, the value selected for the level of
standards have been written, the scope of this guide is todsk that is deemed acceptable for concluding that a difference
diverse or a uniform specification. It provides guidelines forin preference exists when, in fact, it does not is agaia 5 %.
practices, which comprise scientifically valid claims researchThe smallest meaningful difference in the preference
Since no single universal method is specified, claimedroportions is formally set at the consensus value of 55:45 %
conformity with the guidelines cannot substitute for detailedas evidenced by the test statistic used to determine the validity
description of the research methodology. of the parity claim. If the advertiser's product and the

X1.7.2 This guide is not intended to serve as a template ocompetitor’'s product were actually at parity, that is, 50:50 %
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preference proportions, then the minimum sample size ofmore like analytical tools or instruments in that they only
n=300 gives the advertiser a 50 % likelihood of being able todescribe what attributes are perceived and how strong they are.
make the parity claim, that is, Poweb0 %, while at the same There is no indication of preference or liking.

time protecting the competitor with a 95 % level of confidence

that the true difference in preference proportions is not greatex1.11 How Many People Participate in a Panel?

than the 55:45 % split. Table 2 gives the advertiser information _ - .
that illustrates how sample sizes larger than the300 X1.11.1 As few as 8 to 12 panelists participate in a

minimum increase his likelihood of being able to claim parity 9€Scriptive panel because the level of training insures low
when it exists. variability in the data. This high level of training requires fewer

individuals to show small differences between or among
X1.9 When is Descriptive Analysis the Best Method to Use samples.
for Claim Support?

X1.9.1 When you want to demonstrate that the strength 0K1.12 How Many Attributes Are Evaluated by the Panel to
one sensory characteristic (color, minty, sweet, shine, sticky) is Make an Advertising Claim?
more, less, or equal to that of a competitor. . .

X1.9.2 When you want to demonstrate that treatment with X1.12.:_L iny the _attrlbutgs . (terms,  properties,
your products increases or decreases a specific perceivggaracter.lstms).about which a claim is to be made should be
property (underarm odor, peanut flavor, dry skin). Fated for intensity by a panel.

X1.9.3 When you want to determine the size (strength/ L ) _
intensity) of the difference between a sample and a competitgk1-13 €an a Descriptive Panel in One Geographic Area
or your current product (twice as crisp, half the residue, etc.). Test a Product That is Sold or Used in Another?

X1.9.4 Descriptive analysis is not a good method if it is X1.13.1 Any descriptive analysis panel, that has been
desireable to know about or make a claim about liking,properly trained, can test a product or sample from anywhere in
goodness, preference, or any other subjective consumer-tyRge world. The panel does not represent some segment of the
response. population, but rather, represents the ability of humans to

X1.10 How Does Descriptive Analysis Differ from Tests with discriminate (detect) and describe properties and their strength.
Regular Consumers?

X1.10.1 Descriptive panels are highly trained and behave
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X1.14 How Much Training Is Necessary to Prepare a X1.14.2 If the panel has been trained and validated
Descriptive Analysis Panel? previously, the training for complex products with complex

X1.14.1 If the panel already has been trained to evaluate attributes may require significant training.
product’s flavor, texture, aroma, feel, or appearance and has X1.14.3 If the panel is to be trained just once for this
been tested and validated for its ability to discriminate (detecthdvertisement claim study, hours of training and practice per
and describe the product attributes and intensity differencesittribute, depending on the complexity of the product and the
the panel can be prepared for an advertisement claims attribug@mplexity of the attribute(s), may be required.
testin 1-2 h.

The American Society for Testing and Materials takes no position respecting the validity of any patent rights asserted in connection
with any item mentioned in this standard. Users of this standard are expressly advised that determination of the validity of any such
patent rights, and the risk of infringement of such rights, are entirely their own responsibility.

This standard is subject to revision at any time by the responsible technical committee and must be reviewed every five years and
if not revised, either reapproved or withdrawn. Your comments are invited either for revision of this standard or for additional standards
and should be addressed to ASTM Headquarters. Your comments will receive careful consideration at a meeting of the responsible
technical committee, which you may attend. If you feel that your comments have not received a fair hearing you should make your
views known to the ASTM Committee on Standards, 100 Barr Harbor Drive, West Conshohocken, PA 19428.
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