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Jerry Della Feminn, whose  tasteful
typewriter gave us “From the People
Who Brought You Pearl Harbor,” wrote
in Marketing/Communications (Decem-
ber, "71): “I am not, by nature, a violent
person. But if T ever get a chance fo
meet the man who did those God=awful
terribly bad ‘Don't Squecze The Charmin®
tailet tissue commercials—and he turns
out to be small—I think I just may slug
him."

Jerry, I'm just six fool, and depending
on whether it's just before or just after
B holiday, I weigh anvwhere belween
180 and 195 lbs. The last time anyone
slugged me was back in the third grade
when Domenic Renzi (hey, why is it
that Italians are always looking to beli
me around?) knocked me for a loop
behind the Callahan School in Norwood,
Masz, Since then I've avolded wviolent
confrontations by talking or walking.

This one I'm going fo try to write my
way out of.

Flashback to somewhere in the spring
of "84. I'm 2T and a writer at Benton &
Bowles. I'm reportng to a redheaded
group head named Fi Fifleld, who's me-
porting to a redheaded creative super-
visor named Jim Haines, who's report-
ing to creative director Al Goldman. I
forget if Al even had hair.

Most Hated TV Spot—How It Happened

Mow, with that kind of corporate layer
cake it's very hard to “own™ a plece of
work. I mean, it's tough to create a
campalgn, or a commercial for that mat-
ter, and be pointed out as the person
solely responsible for its being. But I,
me, besides Johnny Unitas, the only
other defiant Lithuanian in America, in
a cluttered little cubicle at 666 Fifth
Ave. back in "84, gave the world the idea
that there's a tollet paper worth squeez-
ing. And the funny thing is that no one
in cight years has tried to claim the
concepl as his very own. Strange? Mot
g0 strange when you listen to and read
the things folks have zaid about the cam-
paign’s heretofore anonymous author,

It happened this way.

The Charmin Paper Co. was a Green
Bay mill that Procter & Gamble bought

THE

CONFESSION OF
CREATIVE CHIEF:

1 SQUEEZED

THE CHARMIN’

Now it can be told. The culprit who created the ‘Please don't
squeeze the Charmin’ spots emerges from anonymity after
eight years of guilt (while P&G's cash register pings).
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Like sgueazing melons, squeeze “'soft” Charmin? Grocers would flip. So tell "em DON'T.

back in 1857, The optimists at P&
(there's a redundancy for you—every-
one's an optimist at P&G, and they have
every right to be) saw an opportunity
to do battle with Scoit and Kimberly-
Clark and other paper powers. At the
tirme, the Green Bay mill was cranking
out Charmin, a one-ply tissue, and White
Cloud, a two-ply product.

When I got on the business, Charmin
was being =old in a limited arca of the
Midwest, more or less. And that's all
Cnly there. My Massschuseils Mama
néver heard of Charmin, and until re-
cently never saw the advertising her son
had creabted. She kind of wishes she still
hadn't.

The limited market of Charmin back
in the mid="80z iz understandable, One
mill just can®t scem to produce enough
ralls of toilet papeér o service America,
and competing with Scolt Paper is like
trying to go one on one on Karcem
Jabbar, But even with those negatives
whien I began o work on Charmin, it
wazsn't doing too badly in its market.

Before my time at BEB, Bill Tyler
[AA columnist] was director of creative

services, It was Bill who suggested to
Procter that sinee cveryone in TP land
was saving their tissue was soft, Char-
min would do well to say soft in a differ-
enit way. Say s . . . it's . . . “gentle,”
for instance. And so, faster than you can

gay, “Donde es el quarto para cabal-
leras?” Charmin  beeame  the “gentle
bathroom  tissue." Gentle, animated

characters skittered across your old Du-
Mont telling the Charmin story. Gentle
little kids, gentle jugglers, pentle dog-
catchers, gentle fat ladies.

World Wasn't Begging for It

It just =0 happensd that Charmin's
animated shrimps recall=tested very well,
Viewers even remembersd that the car=-
toon kids said Charmin was gentle be-
cause ““they flulf it and buff it and
brush it." Okay, Della Femina, if you
think squeezing toilet paper is obscene,
imagine fluffing it and buffing it and
brushing it.

But then, like every product every-
where, every s often Charmin went and
“new and improved” itself. Charmin be-
came aven gentlor. The boys back at the

mill came up with something called the
CPB process, which rearranged the fi-
bers in every sheet that came onto the
raller and spread the fibers oul more
evenly, and that, ladies and gentlemen
of the viewing audience, makes Charmin
gentler than ever. Mow how do you go
about advertising that not very signifi-
cant improvement without sounding like
Professor Irwin Corey? As 1 recall, at
the time, the world was not begging,
pleading, praying for a better toilet
AT,

The agency tried to tell the Charmin-
is-gentler story with the same cutesy-pie
animated babes who had 50 much sucoess
in the commercials telling the Charmin-
iz-gentle story.

Bomb-o!

People who looked at the commercials
made a snap judgment in the first five
seconds that yes, it's a Charmin com-
mercial, but tune out. They wouldn't
pay any more attention to the rest of
the commercial, which looked like overy
Charmin commercial they had ever secn.
Had they listened, however, they would
have heard the radically new message
of how Charmin isn"t merely gentle . . .
it's gentler now. But no. They didn®
listen. In fact ome commercial where a
cartoon  town crier was shouting  the
message was remembered by only 2% of
the people watching—probably a couple
of American history buffs aghast that
a clazsie eolonial figure was touting toilet

paper.

Squeeze a Banana?

“Let's try something tolally different.
Let's even get away from animation.”
That was the direction given me by my
redheaded superiors. And we did fool
around with some serious stufl. Stuff
like beautiful women of the world talk-
ing about Charmin's gentle [ragrance.
Have you noticed? The core of a roll of
Charmin is scented. Really!

Scent may be oo tpht':nm'u]—-‘lmw
about a funny demonstration of softness?
Just what are the standards of softness?

Soft as a feather. Mo, it makes you
think of tickling.

Saft az a baby's brhind. Not bad, but
too restrictive.

Soft ns silk. Overpromise.

MNow how do vou go aboul measuring

-

18 Advertising Age, December 25 J'EIT'.
' F

“WHO AND WHAT KIND OF A DING-A-LING CONCEIVED THE
BOOB NOTION THAT THERE'S SOMETHING ABOUT SQUEEZING
A ROLL OF TOILET PAPER THAT TURNS PEOPLE ON?"

something like softness?

Fall on a pillow,

Hug a pillow,

Squeers a .

Squesss a what?

Shades of Louis Prima!
banansa?

No, nol a3 banana.

But what docs mom do in the super-
markct?

She squeczes the melons. And the
lomatocs. And the bread.
To soc if they'ne soft
Then ... Then ... Why
game test for Charmin?
Sgueeze the Charmin,

Crazy adviee? Superinarket mansgers
will flip their corks.

Okay then, let's iell them nof to
squecze the Charmin, Yes, Obscssion.
Fad. It becomes the rage to squecze the
Charmin botause it's  irresistibly  soft
And the supermarket owner protests.

Breakthrough? No One Said So

It was that easy. Im on hour and a
half, America’s most universally despised
advertizing campalgn was created,

Variety, Sept. 29, 1871: “Whe and
what kind of a ding-a-ling coneeived the
boob notion that there's something about
squeezing a roll of toilet paper that turns
people on?

Az I recall, the sale of the idea wasn"t
wery, very tough to Procter. Maybe they
were humoring me, Ted Eeller, the PEG
guy more or less responsible for its ap-
proval (there, Ted, I'm not going to take
the rap myselfl), might have been figur-
ing, “Laets try anything. A test canm’t
hurt.” Nobody at BEB seemed to think
“Wow, this is the breakthrough idea.”
They, too, [igured, “Test it Maybe yes,
maybe no.'

SHUeCEC A

not use the

® The man cast as the bedeviled super-
market owner originallv—and still—is
Diick Wilson, a face you look at and say,
“Where have [ seen him before?™ And
you have—on tv shows, mMovies, even,
gasp, in other commercials. A funny

man, this W'son, in the old silent film
tradition, where a comic had to rely on
a curl of the lip or a raised evebrow to
express an attitude.

George Whipple Sells Mame for $1

Video trivia: The original name I had
selected for the supermarket owner was
Edgar Bartholomew, a name [ thought
bespoke fuddy-duddyness. But our law-
yoers told uws we had to find a real
Edgar Bartholomew, and give him a
buck before we could use his name, Try
as wo might, we couldn't dig up a real
Edgar Bartholomew.

S0 we looked through the BEE em-
ploye list o st¢ if any name there
tickled our fancy. And it just so hap-
poned that the late George Whipple, then
head of Benfon & Bowles' pr depariment,
sold hiz name for a dollar,

I waz home when account man Joe
Burns ecalled and said something like,
“5it down, John. Your Charmin com-
mercial scored a 55 recall ™

And [ stood, phone in hand, silly-
grinning and saving something that wil]
never get into Bartleit's like, “Say Joe,
that's great . . . Just great.””

m It's natural 1o get execited when a
commercial yvou write scores well. But
that period of elation lasts only so lomg,
about as long as the client's Nielsen holds
up. S0 I was happy, but rationally =zo,
No one has a right to think that what
he does in this business will last for
efght vears, and God knows how much
longer. No one can ever suspect that
he'll create the worlds most hated (and
onge of the most successful) campaigns.
Especially for a ioilet paper BT,
bathroom tissue,

The commercial that scored so well
was one titled “Digby,” after the cop
of the same name who was surmmoned
by George Whipple to restrain the crazed
Charmin-squeezring ladies. After Dighy
deliversd his no-no to the ladies, he
E“Ell.lgl:li Whipple in mid-squesze and gave
him a shame-shame, “CGeorge Whipple . .,

please don't squeeze the Charmin.” Tit-
ter, titter, tittered the three ladies.

The incredible thing about this inanity
was that “an unusually high 5149 of
the commercial audience,” =zaid the re-
search report, recalled the story line of
Dighy. Previously-tested Charmin com-
mercials ranged from 2% to 27% in this
category,

L] ‘.":un;", there were some negative com-
ments, says the shriven Lithuanian. But
the researchers wrote, “However, the In-
formation Management Department
shares our view that the quallty of these
negative’ comments iz not of a sulfficient
degree for concern, and is generally simi-
lar [stupid, silly] to what we have ex-
perienced in the past™

What happened from "64 to the pres-
ent? Hawve attitudes changed, or have
people? Initially only a few wvicious
letters went through the Cincinnati Post
Offiee, One [ still have, and enjoy read-
ing from time to time, was from a Val-
paraisc University professor who ob-
jected to folks squeerzing the Charmin

Before the “squeeze™ and purchase by
Procter & Gamble, Charmin Paper Mills
ran space like this 1956 newspaper ad

for a two-ply wersion of Charmin,
dubbed Lady Charmin. The ads did well,
but nothing like PEG's “Please don't
squeeze’ tv campaign that followed,

with such “wvulgar vigor™

But now the Charmin COMmmercials
honored—oar rather, dishonored
CROC, the Commiltee for Rejection

A

by

» .I].
Obnoxious Commercials, which judEed
my ecffort 1o b one of the 1.-.'-.--:-.:;
whorst. o
‘Worst TV Series of 1971"

Time, reporting the dishonor, cited
“Charmin tofilet paper, which shous B

group of half-crazed women pouncing
on poor, cffeminate store manager Mr.
Whipple like the Erinyves attacking
Orestes.” June 18, 1972, Erinyes?

And Faith Popeorn pops off about the
Charmin campaign: “My nomination of
the worst tv series of 1971 It is a pi
that such a potentially bountiful ides
should have been executed in a form so
banal, ineloguent, tasteless and boring
I cannot help but expross my anguizhed
criticism—sinee it is my bellef that, had
the excculion been in any way egual in
brilliance to the superlative concopt ii-
self, itz sales effectivencss would have
been infinitely greater.” March, 1572

Johnny Carson spoofs it columnisis
columnize it, MNashville had a fair-io-
middlin® hit based on it MNow what

should I do? Crow? Hide? Lie, A v e
Or, perhaps, find suecor in the fact that
the Gallagher Report elaims “Charmiin
elimbz to 27% share of $400 000,000
market. Displaces Scott (Now. 16, 1871)
a5 number one brand. Charmin's patenied
softening process winsg buyvers despite 1r-
ritating ‘please don't squeeze the Char-
min campaign’.” Despite—or because?

Insult to All Womanhood'

Protty pastoral pictures have never
sold a lot of TP. Gorgeous babics have
never skyrocketed bathroom tissue -"*31":_'5'

Enough. I've made a clean breast of it
I'm ahle to face anvone now, JErrys
You, Faith, even Hank Seiden, who Was
unusually vicious when he wrote that m¥

campalgn is “an insulting campaign 10
all womanhood. I'd like to se¢ _q._r-r...
on the

women's lib gal put the sguedzc
guy who thought it up.” 4

Well, the women's lib gal I'm mari i
to hasn't put the sgueeze on me yet, and
that's doubly reassuring Maybe, just
maybe, things are locking up, Jerry, be-

cause my wife's Italian, too! =



