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ALERT Issue 10/25/22 

ARE TRADITIONAL TV COMMERCIALS  
MORE EFFECTIVE THAN MOBILE ADS? 

 
That's what a new study commissioned by Comcast, utilizing research from MediaScience, seems 

to show. In this case a sample of 188 people was recruited. Some were asked to use mobile 

phones to watch program content from YouTube and Facebook, which contained 30-second ad 

messages; others were exposed to traditional TV and streaming content that had 30-second 

commercials. In both cases a mix of well-known and unfamiliar brand messages was employed, 

and each viewer was exposed to two messages for each brand. The traditional TV and streaming 

phase took place in the respondent's home and involved the large screen family viewing set (we 

assume to replicate a normal viewing experience). Mobile exposure involved short form content 

on YouTube with the ads in pre-roll positions and Facebook content featured ads in the feed. 

MediaScience employed eye tracking as well as heart rate and sweat indicators of involvement 

to measure the outcome of these exposures. 

As the accompanying table shows, 94% of the TV viewers saw the commercial that was presented 

twice in the content they were watching and 71% of the ad message’s content was seen. This 

yielded an average unaided recall level of 44% (although it is not exactly clear whether the viewer 

had to prove exposure by describing what was seen). In contrast, only 64% of the mobile viewers 

saw the average commercial and those who did see the ad viewed only 30% of its content. This 

yielded an average unaided recall score of 20%, less than half the corresponding number for TV. 

In fairness to mobile it should be noted that it may be unrealistic to use 30-second commercials 

on this platform due to the lower attention spans of such audiences; this alone could account for 

much of the differentials shown in the study findings. A fairer comparison might have been :15s 

for both TV and mobile. Also, adding an aided recall phase would, no doubt, have narrowed the 

difference. 
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Despite our assumption that the methodology attempted to simulate a real world exposure 

situation for TV and mobile, the reported commercial viewing levels for both seem to be much 

higher than those we’ve seen from TVision's attentiveness panel, which more closely offers a 

natural at-home viewing situation over long periods of time for its participants.  This is because 

the MediaScience panelists were recruited for a one-shot experiment, which probably stimulated 

extra high attentiveness levels. This raises more questions about how to interpret these findings. 

As for the heartbeat and sweat sensor data, as well as questions that were asked about the 

program environments, their engaging qualities, etc., the information presented in the Comcast 

report does not provide much detail and, from what we can see, a lot more information will be 

needed before an attempt to interpret such findings can be made. 

Despite the numerous issues we have cited, we welcome research of this nature, which adds to 

our knowledge even if the survey isn't perfect. We applaud Comcast for this initiative. 

 


