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This study investigates the relationship between firm capabilities and the market valuation of Super
Bowl advertisers. First, we track the stock market reactions to Super Bowl advertising. Event study
results show that Super Bowl advertising from 2005 to 2010 is positively related to abnormal stock
returns for advertisers. Then, we examine the impact of advertising efficiency and brand value on the
financial rewards of this media-placement strategy using multivariate regression. Cross-sectional
regression analyses indicate that advertising efficiency is positively associated with cumulative
abnormal stock returns of Super Bowl advertisers. These findings suggest that efficient conversion of
advertising inputs generates positive abnormal stock returns. Further, brand value has a positive
impact on Super Bowl advertisers’ financial performance, indicating that investors, as predicted,
appear to be sensitive to brand value when they make investment decisions immediately following

Super Bowl events.

INTRODUCTION

Over the past decade, the Super Bowl has gar-
nered an average television rating of 41.66, and
has been the top network primetime telecast
each year (Nielsen, 2009). With live viewership
dwindling and dispersed across an increasing
number of available media options, and dimin-
ishing network television ratings, the Super
Bowl stands out as a premier sports event that
consistently delivers large audiences.

Super Bowl advertising yields many favorable
outcomes. The Super Bowl is widely regarded
as an effective vehicle for launching new prod-
ucts (Yelkur, Tomkovick & Traczyk, 2004),
and for allowing lesser known companies to
create brand awareness and break into national
markets. The premise is that advertising during
the Super Bowl places the brand in front of a
huge audience and might enable a company to
rapidly impact a market before competitors can
combat the effect (Dotterweich & Collins,
2005). In 2013, advertisements appearing in the
Super Bowl were seen in over 200 countries,
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and watched by 108.4 million U.S. viewers
(Jannarone & Smith, 2013).

Advertisings during the Super Bowl generate
higher interest (Yelkur et al., 2004), recall
(Bloom, 1998; Freeman, 1999), intent to pur-
chase (Russell, Fortunato, Valencia & Burns,
2003), sales (Meenaghan, 1991), revenues
(McCarthy, 2001), and market share (Bloom,
1998). Additionally, most researchers and prac-
titioners agree that the Super Bowl is the most
visible advertising event of the year (Jin, 2003),
and by association, companies that advertise
during the game might experience increased
market prestige and enhance their perceived
importance and status among consumers
(Beasley, Shank, & Ball, 1998).

Motivated by the benefits of Super Bowl adver-
tising, researchers have examined consumer
responses to Super Bowl advertising at the indi-
vidual level, and several event studies have also
examined the impact of Super Bowl advertising
on stock market activity in recent years. Kim
and Morris (2003) report significant differences
in the stock price performance of companies
advertising during the Super Bowl relative to
the prior evaluation periods. Similarly, Fehle,
Tsyplakov and Zdorovtsov (2005) observe sig-
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nificantly positive abnormal returns for firms
that advertised during the Super Bowl and were
readily identifiable in the ads they aired. Chang,
Jiang and Kim (2009) maintain that firms airing
well-liked Super Bowl ads commanded higher
stock market prices in the days following the
game. Each of these three studies uses USA To-
day’s Ad Meter ratings as a proxy for consumer
attitudes toward Super Bowl ads in an effort to
determine if ad likeability influences investor
trading activity. Eastman, Iyer and Wiggenhorn
(2010) report that Super Bowl advertisers enjoy
financial reward after Super Bowl event and
recommend advertisers place advertising in the
second quarter. Kim, Freling and Grisaffe
(2013) explore the financial impact of specific
product benefits, ad appeals, and ad characters
featured in Super Bowl ads on subsequent trad-
ing activity.

Despite advances in knowledge about Super
Bowl effectiveness, little attention has been
paid to examine how Super Bowl advertising
expense and efficiency relate to financial per-
formance. The purpose of this study is to inves-
tigate the relationship between Super Bowl ad-
vertising efficiency and financial outcomes us-
ing event study. Prior research on Super Bowl
advertising’s financial performance has focused
on firm capacity (Fehle et al. 2005), customers’
evaluation ratings, and the impact of specific
advertising characteristics’ on stock market re-
actions (Kim et al., 2013), but the current study
seeks to explain how Super Bowl advertising
translates into financial rewards for the compa-
ny sponsoring that advertising.

Toward that end, this study first discusses how
investors view Super Bowl advertising and then
develops two hypotheses relating advertising
efficiency and brand value to advertisers’ finan-
cial performance. An empirical investigation
then uncovers the relationship between adver-
tising efficiency and financial performance for
Super Bowl advertisers. Following the presen-
tation of key results, the manuscript concludes
with a discussion of research findings and im-
plications for advertisers considering Super
Bowl advertising.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Following a call for more financial accountabil-
ity in marketing (Rust, Ambler, Carpenter, Ku-
mar & Srivastava, 2004), research studies ex-
plore the financial impact of marketing activi-
ties including advertising, customer satisfac-
tion, new product development, corporate so-
cial responsibility, and brand equity (Srinivasan
& Hanssens, 2009; Srivastava, Shervani &
Fahey, 1998). Prior research suggests that ad-
vertising is positively related to firms’ financial
performance (e.g., sales, firm value, systematic
risk, and liquidity).

Mounting evidence shows that advertising in-
fluences investor decision-making (Karrh,
2004), and impacts the financial performance of
firms (Luo & Donthu, 2001; Luo & Donthu,
2005; McAlister, Srinivasan & Kim, 2007,
Grullon, Kanatas & Weston, 2004). Luo &
Donthu (2004, 2006) empirically demonstrate
that efficiency in marketing can improve a
firm’s financial rewards. Based on these re-
search findings, authors systematically study
two major factors that have been shown to im-
pact how investors interpret and evaluate Super
Bowl ads: advertising efficiency, and brand
value.

Advertising Efficiency

Just as companies have realized that investors
like consumers are a target audience of such
high-profile advertising (Kim & Morris, 2003;
Kim et al., 2013), researchers also affirm that
advertising can enhance a firm’s sales, stock
trading volume, and stock market valuation
(Luo & Donthu, 2005; McAlister et al., 2007;
Bobinski & Ramirez 1994). Luo & Donthu
(2001) adopt advertising efficiency as a key
variable in verifying advertising accountability.
General definition of efficiency is the conver-
sion ratio of organizational resource inputs to
favorable outcomes (Luo & Donthu, 2006).

Luo and Donthu (2001) define advertising effi-
ciency as the ratio of outputs (e.g. sales) to in-
puts (e.g. advertising budget) based on engi-
neering productivity. They evaluate advertising
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efficiency and propose ways to boost advertis-
ing efficiency by applying the DEA(Data En-
velopment Analysis) method. They compute the
relative efficiency of 100 leading national ad-
vertisers in Advertising Age by considering
advertising expenses of print, broadcast, and
outdoor advertising as advertising inputs and
sales and operating income as advertising out-
puts.

Luo and Donthu (2005) compare DEA and Sto-
chastic Frontier (SF) methods in assessing ad-
vertising media spending inefficiencies. Their
results provide valuable information in as-
sessing the adequacy of media spending, and
show that 20% of advertising spending is ineffi-
cient in generating sales revenue. Luo and Don-
thu (2006) also empirically examine whether
marketing expenditure has a positive impact on
shareholder value. This study suggests that
“more is better” adage cannot be applied to
marketing expenditure practices.
H,: Advertising efficiency is positively
associated with Super Bowl adver-
tisers’ financial performance.

Brand Value

Hoeffler and Keller (2003) list how strong
brand influences consumer evaluations and be-
havior. Brand strength positively affects not
only consumer behavior (e.g. attention and
learning, interpretation and evaluation, and
choice), but also specific marketing activities
such as product extension and brand extension.
Researchers agree that brand equity and reputa-
tion provides value to customers by enhancing
information interpretation and processing, con-
fidence in the purchase decision, and user satis-
faction (Aaker, 1996; Mizik & Jacobson, 2008).
Brand equity may also benefit the firms in
terms of marketing efficiency and effectiveness,
brand loyalty, price insensitivity, brand extendi-
bility, and competitive advantage. Prior re-
search shows that the valuation of consumer
goods companies and high-technology firms is
largely based on brand equity (Simon & Sulli-
van, 1993). Madden, Fehle and Fournier (2006)
demonstrate that strong brands not only deliver
greater stock returns compared to the bench-
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mark portfolio, but do so with lower risks using
well-known commercial brand equity metric,
Interbrand. Lane and Jacobson (1995) show
that brand attitude and brand name familiarity
positively influence the stock market returns
associated with brand extension announce-
ments.

Sports marketing literature provides more de-
tailed justification on how brand value may
lead positive response in the stock market. Jo-
har and Pham (1999) maintain that consumers
adopt two major heuristics, brand-event related-
ness and market prominence, when identifying
sports related event sponsor. Brand-event relat-
edness heuristics approach facilitates consum-
ers to identify the sponsor of an event based on
association between the event and potential
sponsors. Consumer’s identification of sponsor
is reliant on larger similarity between an event
and a sponsor.

Market prominence also influences consumer’s
constructive identification of event sponsors.
Pham and Johar (2001) suggest that the more
prominent in the market place, the more likely
to be identified. According to this heuristics,
consumers tend to identified prominent compa-
nies and brands (e.g. Nike) as event sponsors
rather than less prominent companies and
brands. Indicators of perceived market promi-
nence may include brand awareness, market
share, and visibility. In this sense, brand value
increases brand awareness and visibility, even-
tually, promoting consumers and investors to
adopt this market prominence during their con-
structive identification process.

Based on these research findings, the authors
expect that the brand value, accruing to Super
Bowl advertisers, is associated with positive
financial performance such as return and risks.
Prominent brand names with greater brand eq-
uity should create high performance standards
and unique images through Super Bowl adver-
tising that cannot be imitated by competitors. In
contrast, less prominent companies with lesser
brand equity, especially like Internet ventures,
have not experienced great success in parlaying
Super Bowl advertising into greater brand
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awareness (Hastings, 2000). Brand value, a
market-based asset should influence consum-
ers’ reactions to Super Bowl advertising, even-
tually improving financial performance. The
benefits should have a positive impact on a
firm’s financial performance, since the brand is
one of a firm’s intangible assets. A cornucopia
of research has explored the impact of a strong
favorable brand on firm performance.
H,: Brand value is positively related to
the Super Bowl advertiser’s finan-
cial performance.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA
Event Study

The study assesses the financial reward of Su-
per Bowl advertising using an event study
methodology. While event study has been used
in finance and accounting for many years to
determine the efficiency of information incor-
poration in the market and to examine the im-
pact of specific events on the wealth of a firm’s
securing holders (Binder, 1998), marketing re-
searchers have only recently adopted this meth-
od. In marketing, researchers have employed
event study to assess the financial consequences
of relationship structures (Houston & Johnson,
2000), celebrity endorsement  contracts
(Agrawal & Kamakura, 1995), brand extension
announcements (Lane & Jacobson, 1995), prod-
uct quality (Tellis & Johnson, 2007), appear-
ance of stars in movies (Elberse, 2007), product
placement (Wiles & Danielova 2009), market-
ing alliances (Swaminathan & Moorman,
2009), and deceptive marketing (Tipton, Bha-
radwaj, & Robertson, 2009).

The current event study follows widely accept-
ed theory and guidelines used by the authors
cited above as well as other event methodolo-
gists (e.g., Brown & Warner, 1985). This meth-
od is predicated upon the assumption that stock
market changes reflect any new information
made available to investors. That is, consistent
with the efficient market hypothesis, as stock
prices reflect all public information about the
firm, stock prices should only change in re-
sponse to unanticipated information (Fama,
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Fisher, Jensen & Roll, 1969). If a Super Bowl
ad is favorably received by consumers and in-
vestors, the advertiser’s stock price should rise
in response to this new information. The corre-
sponding advertiser’s abnormal stock returns
(i.e., the difference between the expected re-
turns based on general market movement and
the actual returns) are measured to derive an
unbiased estimate of the economic worth of
such events (Brown & Warner, 1985).

This study uses the CRSP Equally Weighted
Return as the return on market index in place of
R, because it reflects the performance of a
weighted average portfolio of all stocks. The
unexpected shareholder return, abnormal re-
turns (AR), in event study can be calculated as
follows (MacKinlay 1997; Srinivasan &
Hanssens 2009):

AR, =R, —(a;+D,R,)

where (a; +b; R,,) is the predicted stock return
on day ¢ based on the company j’s regression
equation and Rj is the actual stock return of
company j day ¢. Using this equation, the cumu-
lative abnormal returns for the event period can
be calculated by adding all the abnormal returns
in the event period as follows:

Ti
CAR (T1,T7) =D AR,

=T,

The analysis in this application consists of three
steps. First, DEA estimates advertising produc-
tivity for all Super Bowl advertising sponsoring
companies based on each advertiser’s combina-
tion of inputs and outputs compared to those of
others in the sample. To get the overall adver-
tising efficiency of each company, six years of
data are combined as one dataset Thus, the
same advertiser from 2005 to 2010 forms one
Decision Making Unit (DMU). Next, an event
study assesses Super Bowl advertisers’ finan-
cial performance in terms of stock market re-
turn. Finally, regression tests the main effects
of advertising efficiency and brand value on
each firm’s financial performance.
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TABLE 1:
Variable Operationalization

Variable

Operationalization

Standardized Cumulative Abnor-
mal Returns (SCARs)

Adpvertising Efficiency

Cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) divided by the standard devia-
tion of the cumulative abnormal returns adjusted for forecast error
(from Event study)

A single composite score under consideration of multiple advertising

Kim, Freling and Eastman

inputs and multiple outputs (from DEA)

Brand value

Binary variable (1 = Global 1000 brand, 0 = Non)

http://www.interbrand.com/en/best-global-brands-2010.aspx

Firm Controls
DotCom

Service
US based

Ad Control
Ad Meter

USToday Ad meter

Binary variable (1 = Yes, 0 =No); e.g., Cars.com

Binary variable (1 = Yes, 0 =No); e.g., FedEx
Binary variable (I = Yes, 0 = No); e.g., BudWeiser

Data and Operationalization

Table 1 displays variable operationalization and
data source. The advertising efficiency score for
each Super Bowl advertiser in the dataset
serves as a primary predictor variable. DEA
(Data Envelopment Analysis) estimates adver-
tising productivity for all Super Bowl advertis-
ing sponsoring companies based on each adver-
tiser’s combination of inputs and outputs com-
pared to those of others in the sample. Ad Me-
ter ratings and Nielsen viewership scores are
the two advertising outputs. Ad Meter scores
are collected from USA Today’s website and
Nielsen viewership data is gathered from
Nielsenmedia.com. Advertising cost, frequen-
cy, total ad length and number of brands pro-
moted in a single year of Super Bowl advertis-
ing are the four advertising inputs under consid-
eration for each firm.

Brand value is also a predictor variable in the
form of two categorical values. Interbrand
Global 100 Brand List is the data source for this
variable. Ad Meter of Super Bowl commercials
is a control variable in the current study. The
nature of the goods marketed by firms advertis-
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ing in the Super Bowl is either a service (e.g.,
CareerBuilder) or a product (e.g., Gatorade). In
the same manner, each sponsoring firm is cate-
gorized as a dotcom or brick-and-mortar organ-
ization.

In this manner, each sponsoring firm is catego-
rized as a dotcom or brick-and-mortar organiza-
tion. “The consumer-based equity of a brand is
significantly associated with the images of the
country of origin of the brand (Pappu, Quester
and Cooksey, 2007). Based on this finding.
‘US-based’ is considered as a control variable.

The current study investigates abnormal stock
returns of Super Bowl advertisers by predicting
expected shareholder returns using a market
model. After obtaining the cumulative stock
returns from the event study, multivariate re-
gression estimates the CAARs (Cumulative
Average Abnormal Returns) using independent
and control variables. The daily stock price and
market indices are obtained from the Wharton
Research Data Service (WRDS) at the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania. The data source is the
Center for Research in Security Price (CRSP) at
the University of Chicago. In particular, Stand-
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ardized Cumulative  Abnormal  Returns
(SCARs) is dependent variable, which is Cu-
mulative Abnormal Returns (CARs) divided by
the standard deviation of the cumulative abnor-
mal returns adjusted for forecast error.

Kim, Freling and Eastman

Warmup Brands, and The Kickoff Squad) in an
effort to generate media buzz, facilitate audi-
ence discourse, and encourage positive word-of
-mouth (McAllister, 1999). According to the
official schedule of the National Football
League (NFL), the regular football season be-

EMPIRICAL RESULTS gins in the first week of September and ends in
the first week of January. After the regular sea-
Event Study Result son, post-game and division championships

This event study examines Super Bowl adver-
tising from 2005 to 2010, calculating expected
shareholder returns over an estimation window
of 230 trading days that ends 46 days prior to
the event. The advertisements aired during the
Super Bowl can be viewed on Internet web sites
such as YouTube one month before the event.
Several Super Bowl advertisers intentionally
reveal their ads prior to the event (Nail, 2007)
(e.g., see Play-Action advertisers, Pregame

follow for four weeks, leading up to the Super
Bowl on the first Sunday of February. Given
that media coverage of Super Bowl advertising
winners and losers lasts for several weeks after
the game, each advertiser’s market valuation is
observed 30 days prior to the Super Bowl and
30 days after the game.

Table 2 displays the cumulative average abnor-
mal returns (CAARSs) and test statistics in vari-
ous event windows. Based on portfolio test sta-

TABLE 2:
CAAR:s for Super Bowl Advertisers

Benchmark Mean. Precision .. Portfolio .
Cumulative . Positive: . . Generalized
Model Abnormal Weighted Negative Patell Z Time-Series Sion 7
Days Rotam CAAR & (CDA) t g
Market Model
1,1 0.30% 0.40% 56%:44% 3.414%** 1.226 1.788*
0,1 0.08% 0.22% 54%:46% 1.354 0.221 1.444
1,5 0.56% 0.63% 54%:46% 2.420% 1.005 1.273
Market Adjusted Return Model
1,1 0.33% 0.51% 55%:45% 3.222%* 1.251 1.785*
0,1 0.07% 0.26% 55%:45% 1.161 0.174 1.785*
1,5 0.64% 0.88% 54%:46% 2.464%* 1.079 1.442
1,3 0.03% 0.28% 52%:48% 1.031 0.062 1.098
Comparison-Period Mean
1,5 1.52% 1.13% 63%:37% 2.693** 1.134 3.208***
1,3 0.52% 0.48% 57%:43% 1.476 0.503 1.745%
Unadjusted Raw Returns
1,5 1.71% 1.41% 68%:32% 3.378%** 1.28 4.209%**
1,3 0.64% 0.65% 64%:36% 2.006* 0.616 3.351%**

* significant at the 10% level, ** significant at the 5% level, *** significant at the 1% level
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TABLE 3:
Cross Sectional Regression Results
Model 1 Model 2
Beta t-value sig. Beta t-value sig.
(Constant) 0.404 2.577 0.011** -1.469 -1.676  0.096*
Firm Controls
Service -0.083 -0.536  0.593 0.017 0.109 0.913
DotCom 0.053 0.272 0.786 0.042 0.217 0.829
US based -0.352 -1.976 0.051* -0.319 -1.809 0.073
Ad Controls
Ad meter 0.012 2.134  0.035%* 0.003 0.592  0.555
Adpvertising Efficiency (H,) 1.917 1.959 0.053*
Brand value (H,) 0.426 2.738 0.007%**
N 116 116
R? 0.081 0.170
Adjusted R? 0.048 0.125
F-Value 2.455 3.758
F-Probability 0.050 0.002

* significant at the 10% level, ** significant at the 5% level, ***significant at the 1% level

tistics, CAARs are presented for windows of
[0,1], [0,0], [1,3] , and [1,5] , paying special
attention to the [1,1] window. During this sin-
gle day period, Super Bowl advertising results
in an average 0.3% increase in advertisers’
stock prices for one day right after the Super
Bowl based on ‘Market Model’. Other bench-
mark methods’ results show that Super Bowl
advertisers witnessed an increase of 0.33% re-
turns from the stock market The portfolio test
statistics using Patell Z (Z = 3.414, p < 0.001)
and generalized statistics (Z = 1.788, p < 0.10)
further support the robustness of Super Bowl
advertisers’ positive returns. In the discussion
of results, all tests are based on two-tailed sta-
tistics.

Hypotheses Testing

Regression modeling tests the impact of the
advertising efficiency score predictors and oth-
er control variables on abnormal returns of Su-
per Bowl advertisers for the [0,1] (summarized
in Table 3). In the regression models, standard-
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ized abnormal returns are used as the dependent
variable in order to mitigate heteroscedascity
(Wiles & Danielova, 2009).

Model 1, not considering the two independent
variables, is significant (F (3 115y = 2.455 ; R =
0.081, Adjusted R> = 0.048). Among three firm
control variables, only ‘US based’ is found to
be significant. Ad control variables included to
test the impacts of ad meter are positively relat-
ed to advertisers’ valuation. Result shows that
Super Bowl advertisers’ financial performance
is positively associated with ad meter (b =
0.012, p = 0.035) and negatively related to US
based (b =-0.352, p = 0.051).

The introduction of the advertising efficiency
score and brand value results in a significant
Model 2 (F (s.116) = 3.758, p = 0.002; R* =
0.170, Adjusted R’ = 0.125). Model 2 shows
that advertising efficiency score and brand val-
ue have a significant positive impact on Super
Bowl advertisers’ financial performance (b =
1.917, p = 0.053). Hypothesis 1 predicts that
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high Super Bowl advertising efficiency level is
associated with higher financial performance.
The result supports Hypothesis 1, suggesting
that a Super Bowl advertiser should experience
higher financial rewards in the stock market if
he is able to efficiently transfer the firm’s ad-
vertising inputs to favorable advertising out-
puts.

Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the main effect
of brand value is positively associated with Su-
per Bowl advertisers’ abnormal return (b
=426, p < 0.007). Investors, as predicted, ap-
pear to be sensitive to brand value when they
make investment decisions immediately follow-
ing Super Bowl events. As a mass communica-
tion tool, Super Bowl advertising is more effec-
tive and appropriate for advertisers who have a
strong brand value and have accrued substantial
customer-based brand equity.

CONCLUSION
Findings

The Super Bowl’s audience reach and audience
demographics, cultural visibility, social viewing
context, viewer attentiveness, and potential im-
pact on brand performance motivates many ad-
vertisers to consider it as an advertising vehicle.
However, exposure frequency, and image risks
are a deterrent to this ad placement strategy.

Prior research on Super Bowl advertising sug-
gests that advertising contextual variables such
as ad frequency and USA Today’s Ad Meter
ratings influence investor responses (Fehle et
al., 2005). However, several recent studies ad-
vocate using an efficiency-based approach (Luo
and Donthu, 2001; Luo & Donthu 2006), and
warn against expending large amounts into Su-
per Bowl advertising indiscriminately (Kim et
al., 2013). Results coalesce with this study, and
suggest focusing “doing things in the right
manner” rather than “doing the right things.”

The current study examines how the stock mar-
ket reacts to advertising efficiency in the con-
text of Super Bowl advertising. The study esti-
mates the abnormal stock returns of Super
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Bowl advertisers using an event study method.
Results demonstrate that Super Bowl advertis-
ing from 2005 to 2010 is positively related to
sponsoring firms’ abnormal stock returns, sug-
gesting that advertising in the world’s most ex-
pensive vehicle is worth the expense. Next,
DEA application helps to determine the capa-
bility of Super Bowl advertisers to convert ad-
vertising inputs into desirable outputs.

Cross-sectional regression analysis tests the
impact of advertising efficiency and brand val-
ue on Super Bowl advertisers’ abnormal re-
turns. Results show that advertising efficiency
is positively associated with abnormal return,
indicating that efficient conversion of advertis-
ing inputs to outputs positively influences in-
vestors. Along with advertising efficiency,
brand value also has a positive impact on stock
return for Super Bowl advertisers.

Contributions and Implications

Theoretically, this study extends the advertising
-finance interface by explaining the relationship
between Super Bowl advertisers’ performance
and advertising efficiency. While prior research
has explored annual sales, profits, Tobin’s Q,
and analyst recommendation as indicators of
firms® financial performance of advertising
(Luo & Donthu, 2006; Wang 2010), the current
study is the first to link advertising efficiency to
short term abnormal stock returns. Specifically,
this study shows that the stock market reacts
positively to high advertising efficiency of Su-
per Bowl advertisers.

From a practitioner’s perspective, advertisers
should also think twice about allocating so
much money for a single advertising exposure.
Research suggests that a minimum of three ad
exposures are required to exert a significant
impact on purchase intentions (Tellis, 1997). In
support of this assertion, recent survey results
suggest that only 7.1% of consumers believe
that a Super Bowl ad has influenced them to
buy products from the advertisers (National
Retail Federation, 2010). Simply making a
large advertising expenditure cannot guarantee
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a big financial reward. Therefore, advertisers
must consider how to efficiently convert adver-
tising effort and resources to desirable advertis-
ing outcome. Inefficiency in generating positive
advertising outcomes may discourage most ad-
vertisers from being rewarded by the stock mar-
ket

From an investor’s perspective, an individual’s
attempt to obtain accurate and appropriate in-
formation when making investment decisions,
eventually results in a sound investment. How-
ever, stock market movement does not always
explain the dynamics of shareholder valuations.
Hence, considering marketing and financial
information simultaneously, investors can as-
sort when they make investment decisions. In-
vestors’ decision making should be based not
only on prior stock market performance but
also on a company’s advertising efficiency and
brand equity. In this sense, information about
the marketing-finance interface offers new in-
vestment criteria, leading to more deliberate
investment.

Future Research

Today, people communicate with each other
through social media website such as Facebook
and Twitter. Mobile devices are main commu-
nication tools to share their opinion with others.
Ironically, power outage during the Super Bowl
2013 facilitated social conversation about com-
mercial and the event (Shaughnessy, 2013).
Therefore, an additional variable to consider in
future studies is the extent of social media tie-in
and type. Social media response can be used to
build more dynamic model about Super Bowl
advertising and its impacts. For example, if so-
cial media is used to have the public select a
Super Bowl commercial to air does it have a
different effect than not using such a tactic?
Also, the number of days prior to the Super
Bowl in which social media integration begins
could be measured. The point is that Super
Bowl advertising is moving further away from
being a stand-alone media buy and is part of a
more expansive marketing platform than ever.

Marketing Management Journal, Spring 2013

Kim, Freling and Eastman

REFERENCES

Aaker, D.A. (1996). Building strong brands,
New York, The Free Press.

Aaker, D.A. & Keller, K.L. (1990). Consumer
evaluations of brand extensions. Journal of
Marketing, 54 (January), 27-41.

Agrawal, J. & Kamakura, W.A. (1995). The
economic worth of celebrity endorsers: An
event study analysis. Journal of Marketing,
59(3), 56-62.

Beasley, F.M., Shank, M.D. & , Ball, R. W.
(1998). Do super bowl viewers watch the
commercials?. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 7
(3), 33-40.

Binder, J.J. (1998). The event study methodolo-
gy since 1969. Review of Quantitative Fi-
nance and Accounting, 11, 111-137.

Bloom, J.K. (1998). Card brands to clash in the
super bowl of advertising. American Banker,
163(15), 15-16.

Bobinski, Jr. G.S. & Ramirez, G.G. (1994). Ad-
vertising to investors: The effect of financial-
relation advertising on stock volume and
price. Journal of Advertising, 23(4), 13-28.

Boles, J.S., Donthu, N. & Lohtia, R. (1995).
Salesperson evaluation using relative perfor-
mance efficiency: The application of data
envelopment analysis. Journal of Personal
Selling & Sales Management, 15(3), 31-49.

Brown, S. J. & Warner, J. B. (1995). Using dai-
ly stock returns: The case of event studies.
Journal of Financial Economics, 14(March),
3-31.

Chang, C., Jiang, J. & Kim, K.A. (2009). A test
of the representativeness bias effect on stock
prices: A study of super bowl commercial
likeability. Economics Letters, 103, 49-51.

Dotterweich, D.R. & Collins, K.S. (2005). The
practicality of super bowl advertising for new
products and companies. Journal of Promo-
tion Management, 11(4), 19-31.

Eastman, J. K., Iyer , R., & Wiggenhorn, J. M.
(2010). The short-term impact of Super Bowl
advertising on stock prices: An exploratory
event study. Journal of Applied Business Re-
search, 26(6), 69-84.

Elberse, A. (2007). The power of stars: Do star
actors drive the success of movies? Journal
of Marketing, 71(4), 102-120.

98



Do Advertising Efficiency and Brand Reputation .. ..

Fama, E.F., Fisher, L., Jensen, M.C. & Roll, R.
(1969). The adjustment of stock prices to new
program context information. International
Economic Review, 10(1), 1-21.

Fehle, F., Tsyplakov, S. & Zdorovtsov, V.
(2005). Can companies influence investor
behavior through advertising? super bowl
commercials and stock returns. European
Financial Management, 11(5), 625-647.

Freeman, M. (1999). Media wire. Media Week,
9(6), 4-6.

Grullon, G., Kanatas, G. & Weston, J.P. (2004).
Adpvertising, breadth of ownership, and li-
quidity. Review of Financial Studies, 17(2),
439-61.

Hansen, F., Hansen. L.Y. & Gronholt, L.
(2002). Modeling purchase as a function of
advertising and promotion. [nternational
Journal of Advertising, 21, 115-135.

Hastings, H. (2000). Big-spending dot-coms
need to learn brand management’s five
‘reversals’. Brand Week, 41(2), 32.

Hoefftler, S. & Keller, K. L. (2003). The mar-
keting advantage of strong brands. Journal of
Brand Management, 10 (6), 421-445.

Houston, M.B. & Johnson, S.A. (2000). Buyer-
Supplier contracts versus joint ventures: De-
terminants and consequences of transaction
structure. Journal of Marketing Research, 37
(1), 1-15.

Hsu, M.K., Darat, A.F., Zhong, M. & Abosedra
S.S. (2002). Does advertising stimulate sales
or mainly deliver signals? A multivariate
analysis. International Journal of Advertis-
ing, 21, 175-95.

Jannarone, J. & Smith, R. (2013). Super Bowl
audience ranks as TV’s third-biggest ever.
The Wall Street Journal, February 5.

Jensen, J. (1998). Movies turn to sporting
events to sell tickets. Advertising Age, May
11.

Jin, H.S. (2003). Compounding consumer inter-
est. Journal of Advertising, 32(4), 29-41.

Johar, G.V. & Pham, M.T. (1999). Related-
ness, prominence, and constructive sponsor
identification. Journal of  Market-
ing Research, 36(3), 299-312.

99

Kim, Freling and Eastman

Kamakura, W.A., Lenartowicz, T. & Ratch-
frord, B.T. (1996). Productivity assessment of
multiple retail outlets. Journal of Retailing,
72(4), 333-356.

Karrh, J.A. (2004). Does advertising influence
investors? Evidence and research proposi-
tions. Journal of Current Issues and Research
in Advertising, 26(2), 1-10.

Kelley, S.W. & Turley, L.W. (2004). The effect
of content on perceived affect of super bowl
commercials. Journal of Sport Management,
18(4), 398-420.

Kim, J. & Morris, J.D. (2003). The effect of
advertising on the market value of firms: Em-
pirical evidence from the super bowl ads.
Journal of Targeting, Measurement and
Analysis for Marketing, 12(1), 53-65.

Kim, J.W., Freling, T.H. & Grisaffe, D.B.
(2013). The secret sauce for Super Bowl ad-
vertising: What makes marketing work in the
world’s most watched event?. Journal of Ad-
vertising Research, 53(2),134-149.

Lane, V. & Jacobson, R. (1995). Stock market
reactions to brand extension announcements:
The effects of brand attitude and familiarity.
Journal of Marketing, 59(1), 63-77.

Luo, X. & Donthu, N. (2005). Assessing adver-
tising media spending inefficiencies in gener-
ating sales. Journal of Business Research, 58
(1), 28-36.

Luo, X. & Donthu, N. (2006). Marketing’s
credibility: A longitudinal investigation of
marketing communication productivity and
shareholder value. Journal of Marketing, 70
(4), 70-91.

Luo, X. (2004). Data envelopment analysis: A
management science tool for scientific mar-
keting research. Journal of Marketing Re-
search, 42(3), 113-6.

Luo, X. & Donthu, N. (2001). Benchmarking
advertising efficiency. Journal of Advertising
Research, 41(6), 7-18.

Madden, T.J., Fehle, F. & Fournier, S. (2006).
Brands matter: An empirical demonstration
of the creation of shareholder value through
branding. Journal of Academy of Marketing
Science, 34(2), 224-235.

Marketing Management Journal, Spring 2013


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVa%2butVCzqrdOpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVa%2butVCzqrdOpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVa%2butVCzqrdOpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15

Do Advertising Efficiency and Brand Reputation .. ..

Mahajan, J. (1991). A data envelopment analyt-
ic model for assessing the relative efficiency
of the selling function. European Journal of
Operational Research, 53(2), 189-205.

McAllister, M.P. (1999). Super bowl advertis-
ing as commercial celebration. The Commu-
nication Review, 3(4), 403-428.

McAlister, L., Srinivasan, R. & Kim, M.C.
(2007). Advertising, research and develop-
ment, and systematic risk of the firm. Journal
of Marketing, 71(1), 35-48.

McCarthy, M. (2001). Firms pick super bowl as
prime time for kickoff ads: Companies like to
introduce themselves to viewers during big
game. USAToday, January 2.

Meenaghan, T. (1991). The role of sponsorship
in the communication and marketing mix.
International Journal of Advertising, 10,
35-47.

Mizik, N. & Jacobson, R. (2008). The financial
value impact of brand dimensions. Journal of
Marketing Research, 45(1), 15-32.

Nail, J. (2007). Visibility versus surprise:
Which drives the greatest discussion of super
bowl advertisements?. Journal of Advertising
Research, 47(4), 412-419.

National Retail Federation. (2010). Super bowl
intentions and actions survey. Retail Advertis-
ing and Marketing Association, January 28.

Neft, J. (2005). Is a super bowl ad worth
$80,000 a Second?. Advertising Age, January
31.

Paton, D. (2002). Advertising, quality, and
sales. Applied Economics, 34, 431-438.

Pappu, R., Quester, P. G. & Cooksey, R. W.
(2007). Country image and consumer based
brand equity: Relationships and implications
for international marketing. Journal of Inter-
national Business Studies, 38 (5), 726-745.

Pergelova, A., Prior, D., & Rialp, J. (2010).
Assessing advertising efficiency: Does the
internet play a role? Journal of Advertising,
39(3), 39-54.

Peter, J.P. & Olson, J.C. (2008). Consumer be-
havior and marketing. 8" International Edi-
tion, McGraw-Hill: Boston.

Pham, M. T., & Johar, G. V. (2001). Market
prominence biases in sponsor identification:
Processes and consequentiality. Psychology
and Marketing, 18(2), 123-143

Marketing Management Journal, Spring 2013

Kim, Freling and Eastman

Pilling, B.K., Donthu, N. & Henson, S. (1999).
Accounting for the impact of territory charac-
teristics on sales performance: Relative effi-
ciency as a measure of salesperson perfor-
mance. Journal of Personal Selling and Sales
Management, 19(2), 35-45.

Russell, M.G., Fortunato, J.A., Valencia, L. &
Burns, N. (2003). Brand perceptions of TV
commercials during super bowl XXXVIII.
Working Paper, Austin, Texas: University of
Texas.

Rust, R.T., Ambler, T., Carpenter, G.S., Kumar,
V. & Srivastava, R.K. (2004). Measuring
marketing productivity: current knowledge
and future directions. Journal of Marketing,
68(4), 76-89.

Simon, C.J. & Sullivan, M.J. (1993). The meas-
urement and determinants of brand equity: A
financial approach, Marketing Science, 12(1),
28-52.

Smith, D.C., & Park, C.W. (1992). The effects
of brand extensions on market share and ad-
vertising efficiency. Journal of Marketing
Research, 29(3), 296-313.

Srinivasan, S. & Hanssens, D.M. (2009). Mar-
keting and firm value: metrics, methods, find-
ings, and future directions. Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 46(3), 293-312.

Srivastava, R.K., Shervani, T.A. & Fahey, L.
(1998). Market-based assets and shareholder
value: A framework for analysis. Journal of
Marketing, 62(1), 2-18.

Swaminathan, V. & Moorman, C. (2009). Mar-
keting alliances, firm networks, and firm val-
ue creation. Journal of Marketing, 73(5),
52-69.

Tellis, G.J. & Johnson, J. (2007). The value of
quality. Marketing Science, 26(6), 758-773.

Tellis, GJ. (1997). Effective frequency: One
exposure or three factors?. Journal of Adver-
tising Research, 37(4), 75-80.

Tellis, G.J. & Weiss, D.L. (1995). Does TV ad-
vertising really affect sales?: The role of
measures, models, and data aggregation.
Journal of Advertising, 26(3), 1-12.

Tipton, M.M., Bharadwaj, S., Robertson, D.C.
(2009). Regulatory exposure of deceptive
marketing and its impact on firm value. Jour-
nal of Marketing, 73(6), 227-243.

100


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVbCurkq2qrNQpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVbCurkq2qrNQpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2UrCouEq2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7Ra%2bttUmzrbRMsamkhN%2fk5VXj5KR84LPgjOac8nnls79mpNfsVbCurkq2qrNQpNztiuvX8lXk6%2bqE8tv2jAAA&hid=15

Do Advertising Efficiency and Brand Reputation .. ..

Tomkovick, C. & Yelkur, R. (2001). Christians
L. The USA's biggest marketing event keeps
getting bigger: An in-depth look at super
bowl advertising in the 1990s. Journal of
Marketing Communications, 7(2), 89-108.

Turner, R. (1997). The ad game. Newsweek,
January 20.

Wang, T. (2010). Marketing capability, analyst
recommendations, and firm value. Doctoral
Dissertation, The University of Texas at Ar-
lington.

Wiles, M.A. & Danielova, A. (2009). The worth
of product placement in successful films: An
event study analysis. Journal of Marketing,
73(4), 44-63.

Yaveroglu, 1. & Donthu, N. (2008). Advertising
repetition and placement issues in on-line
environments. Journal of Advertising, 37(2),
31-43.

Yelkur, R., Tomkovick, C. & Traczyk, P.
(2004). Super bowl advertising effectiveness:
Hollywood finds the games golden. Journal
of Advertising Research, 44(1), 143-159.

Zinkin, J. (2006). Strategic marketing: Balanc-
ing customer value with shareholder value.
The Marketing Review, 6(2), 163-181.

101

Kim, Freling and Eastman

Marketing Management Journal, Spring 2013


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2Uq6tuEqvls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbOsr0muqrRNt5zqeezdu33snOJ6u9jygKTq33%2b7t8w%2b3%2bS7TLWrtU2vr6R%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=6
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2Uq6tuEqvls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbOsr0muqrRNt5zqeezdu33snOJ6u9jygKTq33%2b7t8w%2b3%2bS7TLWrtU2vr6R%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=6
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa2Uq6tuEqvls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbOsr0muqrRNt5zqeezdu33snOJ6u9jygKTq33%2b7t8w%2b3%2bS7TLWrtU2vr6R%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=6
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa1Uq6tuEi2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbGssUm2p7ROpOLfhuWz44ak2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LOxSrOtt0m0qaR%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=13
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa1Uq6tuEi2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbGssUm2p7ROpOLfhuWz44ak2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LOxSrOtt0m0qaR%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=13
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/viewarticle?data=dGJyMPPp44rp2%2fdV0%2bnjisfk5Ie46bZMt6eyUbCk63nn5Kx95uXxjL6trUytqK5Itpa1Uq6tuEi2ls5lpOrweezp33vy3%2b2G59q7SbGssUm2p7ROpOLfhuWz44ak2uBV4OrmPvLX5VW%2fxKR57LOxSrOtt0m0qaR%2b7ejrefKz5I3q4vJ99uoA&hid=13

