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Executive Summary

The social media revolution and the development of digital technologies have caused a new
environment. This has challenged marketing managers as well as the traditional mass media since
within the last couple of years the social media and Facebook in particular has experienced a
significant growth. Facebook changes the conditions of communication by placing the consumer in
the center of the communication, why companies present at Facebook should have a clear strategy

for their investments.

This thesis has been prepared for Pepsi Max and the objective has therefore been to analyze to what
extent Facebook can build the Pepsi Max brand, and analyze how Pepsi Max can leverage Facebook

in order to strengthen the brand.

Despite the new environment, no new branding frameworks for how to measure brand strength has
been developed. Instead, a brand equity framework based on Keller and Aaker’s brand equity
models have been conceptualized and made applicable for Pepsi Max. Included in this framework is
the level of involvement which is used to prioritize between the different brand equity levels. Based
on this framework, the level of involvement within the CSD category was identified as being low,
which made it possible to weight the different levels (50% awareness, 30% evaluations, 20%
relationship). By applying the framework and thus measure the three levels of brand equity, Pepsi
Max’ key objectives have been identified as being 1. Increase awareness and 2. Strengthen positive

evaluations.

In order to analyze the Facebook functions, a framework for categorizing these was conceptualized.
First, a link was established between the branding and communication objectives, and next the
functions were categorized according to the IMC Mix Model. By using this framework, the
functions were analyzed and a significant difference between fans and non-fans was identified since
being a fan of Pepsi Max increases awareness with 14.9%, evaluations with 51.6% and relationship
with 50.7%. Furthermore the analysis identified the extent to which Facebook can build the Pepsi

Max brand since the analysis showed an increase in the brand equity score of 3.88 (scale 1-10).

Finally a Facebook strategy was made in order to find out how Pepsi Max should reach their
objectives. This showed, that Pepsi Max should use the Facebook functions “sponsored stories” and
“advertising” in order to increase awareness and “comment” and “wall post” in order to strengthen

evaluations.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

We live in a dynamic world, which is in constantanolge. Just a few years ago we were all
talking about the information revolution - today wee withessing aocial media revolution
(Harvard, 2010). Marketing managers are facing tgeballenges with declining trust from
consumers, a proliferation of media causing a fragped media picture and digital
technologies that give consumers more control eir tnedia consumption. Within the social
media revolution, many new concepts have emergadexample iSNeb 2.0which is a tool

for consumer and citizen empowerment (Jones eR@09) and is described as a social web
where participants navigate through a shared dpaahstructed understanding of meaning
(Jones et al., 2009). The social web has also gorgh to a new concept of professional
consumers called“prosumers” (Jones et al., 2009) as well as the concept of
“‘consumanagers; due to a shift from passivity to activity, wheo®nsumers turn into
managers who, by assuming a new co-managerialamenfluencing and shaping the future
of business (Jones et al.,, 2009). In the social, vaebew branding approach has emerged,
where conversations are not initiated by markebensinstead customers take the lead and
possibly help keep the brand alive, and the saesdd thus allows a company’s stakeholders to

co-create brand image and reputation (Jones &04l9).

The social web has opened up new possibilitiesdmtent building and massively increased
sharing and participation among web users (Jonals, @009). This development has led to the
concept of‘socialcasting” which is central and critical to the whole aspefcthe social web
and includes participation, collaboration and exg®a(Jones et al., 2009p. 93T)oo many
companies have not evolved from what | call ‘shoarketing’ — think TV, newspapers,
magazine ads — to influence by initiating and paptting in conversations with consumers”
(Harvard, 2010 p. 1). However, it's important toegein mind, that “socialcasting” has not
replaced broadcasting why broadcasting is stilinmportant and legitimate tool for corporate
communication (Jones et al., 2009). It implies tfinathe social web there is only little space
for monologue since companies no longer simply @aate a message and communicate it to

their audiences, which challenges marketers torigd ways of interacting with consumers.

The social media revolution we are witnessing dnreddevelopment of digital technologies has
caused that the traditional mass media are beialleciged by a number of “new media” such
as blogs, social networks, wikis, newsgroups, fauetc. which together constitutes the



concept‘social media”. In this new world of social media, corporate rapion can easily be
enhanced or permanently damaged (Jones et al.), 08 these new media change the basic
communication conditions by placing the user in ¢eater of communication. Increasingly,
companies are seeking to create online commuratiesnd their brand. However, this is a
risky environment and corporations need to be sreas well as transparent and honest in
order to captivate and communicate effectively whkir target groups (Harvard, 2010).

1.1 POE Media

In the changed environment, a new concept calleH R@dia has also emerged composed of
three categoriegaid, ownedand earnedmedia (Markedshorisont, 2010a) (Edelman, 2010).
The mass media groups have traditionally been édid a very stereotype manner, since they
have been divided into categories such as onlimgt @ffline media etc. (Grgnholdt &
Christensen, 2006). They have thus reflected tbdymts, but not the way the user actually
uses them on a daily basis (Markedshorisont, 201Da)marketer instead chooses to see the
media landscape from the user’s point of view, mdmicome much more a fluid ecosystem,
where things happen across user behavior and daretit platforms (Markedshorisont,
2010a). The concept of paid media cover the “trawigt” paid media channels e.g. TV, print,
outdoor, online display and radio whereas ownedianedver the channels a brand controls
such as websites or events etc. (Edelman, 2010heBamedia are the customer-created
channels (Edelman, 2010) and cover the publicityeputation the advertiser qualifies for.
Earned media demand a pronounced different apprdlaah the paid media since the
advertiser does not have direct control over tinongvhat is being communicated. It consists
more of long-term strategies. Results do not hamgyemnnight and the advertisers should thus
be more willing to engage in long-term investmeiarkedshorisont, 2010a). Examples of
earned media are blog-mentions, reviews, Facebmuk dnd PR. Earned media thus focus on

creating a dialogue between the consumer and thertskr.

With the increasing focus on social media today,ane slowly moving away from focusing
entirely on paid media into focusing more and moneearned media. This causes for the
traditional mass media or paid media to experiendecline in readership, number of viewers,
number of listeners etc. (TNS Gallup). It consedyetvecomes difficult to reach the
consumers, especially the younger segment, thrabhgh paid media, since they, to a
considerable extent, choose to neglect the traditimedia in their media consumption (TNS

Gallup).



1.2 Introducing Facebook

Facebook is aocial mediunwhich acknowledges all the above mentioned neveeois, since

it is a platform for consumer and citizen empowartmand thus a part of thé/eb 2.0
Facebook places the user in the center of commitimrcand is accordingly a platform for the
“prosumers”’and ‘tonsumanagers’Facebook includes the concept‘sbcialcasting”, since
sharing and participation are key functions onglagform. Facebook can also be described as
being apaid (e.g. display banners on Faceboakyned(e.g. having a Facebook Fanpage) and
earnedmedia (e.g. having a Facebook Fan), and can foedarands fit into all stages in the

consumer decision journey.

Facebook has more than 600 million users worldwiug Facebook’s CEO reports that the site
will have more than 1 billion users in 2011 (Had;a010). It is a user generated medium
where social relationships are the main focus. b@ale provides a platform, where the
members can stay in contact with their network barig their life through status updates,
pictures etc. By using Facebook, advertisers caohrenillions of potential customers in new
ways. However, marketers need to be aware that diyguFacebook, they change the
conditions of communication compared to the traddil and paid media as mentioned above.
The consumers need to be activated and involvedthen communication, and the
communication is thus going to deal with preseimo&lvement, activation and relevance, and

more focus should be paid to the consumers’ acierdis (Orfelt, 2008).

Today, digital and media agencies recommend thaketexs allocate money to social media.
The annual Trend Analysis from TNS Gallup showedha beginning of 2011 that 72%
advertisers are planning to use social media in12@hd that 82% would increase their
investments concerning social media. However, wiheamomes to investments in the social
medium Facebook, many advertisers have had badtsesince the way of using and
exploiting the medium still holds an element of emainty (Markedshorisont, 2010b). The
majority of companies are still struggling with hdw best use the functions, gauge their
effectiveness and integrate social media into theategies (Harvard, 2010). Organizations do
therefore not yet exploit the unique opportunitgeial media provide when it comes to
measuring, analyzing and participate in converaattbat exist between the users. Nearly one-
third does not measure effectiveness of social an@darvard, 2010) and many seem more

focused on “making noise” about their company aratlpcts, and less on understanding and



participating in the conversations already goingatwout them on the social web (Harvard,
2010).

1.3 New Marketing Objectives?

The emergence of the new concepts as well as tbemens growth of Facebook users,
question whether there is a need for new markeijgctives. How marketing affects the
consumer and how marketing works are two areashwha&ve been studied for decades and
have been the objects for many scientific resefnainals. Yet, how investments in Facebook

affect the consumers is a new and unexplored area.

Many researchers have previously believed that eti#wd(s unique task was to increase
market share or sales and thus increase profiteftfesiess, this is not necessarily the only role
of advertising (Vakratsas & Ambler, 1999). The mse of marketing can be much more long-
termed, e.g. to strengthen and position the branthieé minds of the consumers. Throughout
the time, many different branding models have beeposed and several of these are still
widely used today despite the fact that many areeaqid. The question is if these models still
work and can be used today in order to set up rmiatkebjectives for the advertisers when
new digital technologies change the conditiongtiermarketing investments?

When deciding the specific marketing objectivesgsth should be integrated in an overall
strategy and since the new concepts and Facebaosk ceew marketing objectives it becomes

interesting to research if this also causes thd farea new formulation of strategy as well.

1.4 Presentation of Pepsi Max

A brand facing the challenges of setting the rigiarketing objectives and deciding upon a
strategy for their Facebook investments is thetdgghia brand Pepsi Max. Pepsi Max is a fast-
moving-consumer-good (FMCG) placed within the cadied-soft-drink (CSD) category.
Royal Unibrew holds the license of Pepsi Max in Braish market, and their key competitors
are considered to be all low calorie carbonategesincreasing health and wellness concerns
among the general population have helped the &mbdaw-calorie carbonates to broaden

(Euromonitor, 2010) (for more information about 8D category, see appendix 1).

Pepsi Max has a brand identity based on 16 statisnvemch together should characterize
Pepsi Max as e.dithe edgy, but broad appealing cola alternativdappendix 2). Brand

identity is a unique set of brand associations that brand strategist aspires to create or

! Vakratsas & Ambler (1999) studies for example ntben 250 academic journals that deal with the sibje
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maintain (Aaker, 1996). These associations reptestat the brand stands for and imply a
promise to consumers (Aaker, 1996). Pepsi Max ha®fie that currently is quite similar to
Coca-Cola Zero. Coca-Cola Zero is however even mmasculine than Pepsi Max. Coca-Cola
Light has introduced a very feminine profile andcisrrently the cola brand that appeals
directly and solely to women. Pepsi Max is therahger pressure from two much diversified
light cola brand profiles in the Coca-Cola portoli

The choice of Pepsi Max is among other things dude fact that this advertiser is present on
Facebook and continues to invest in the mediumsiPdpx’ vision in 2011 is to!...be the
innovative and creative cola on the Danish marked gia an attractive product portfolio and
clear communication concepts increase market shamed“...to make Pepsi Max the biggest
non-sugar cola in Denmark...ivhich they will do by increasing awareness, insheg trial

and consider diversified advertising for Pepsi MRryal Unibrew).

Pepsi Max has initiated Facebook investments t@med the brand identity (Kim Villadsen,
Royal Unibrew). However, at a meeting with Royalitwew’s media agency Mindshare, it
became clear that besides the objective of enharhi brand identity statements, Pepsi Max
did not have any specific objectives for using Baok (Anders Christiansen, Mindshare). It
was consequently Mindshare who framed the objextiatter the company had been investing

in Facebook for some time without having any godlahat the investments should generate.

The purpose with their presence on social mediarbecto build a closer relation between
Pepsi Max and Danish “popular music” fans by insheg the involvement in the target group.
Pepsi Max should be branded as a music commit@adowho gathers fans around exclusive
content, music and backstage experiences. The tapei objective was consequently to
create a closer relation between Pepsi Max and dogisumers by building a community of
50.000 fans before 2012, to increase the brandhpat@nd qualified awareness and to provide

Pepsi Max with a strong music profile.

This purpose and these objectives have not beeaifispeany further, why it is not defined
what is meant with e.g. increasing brand potentiak therefore not clear what the specific
objectives are, and it has not been taken intowadoohether or not these objectives match the
new marketing objectives that the social media Igian has caused. Furthermore, it has not

been clarified if these objectives have been madée brand or for the communication.



1.5 Problem Statement

Just like any other advertiser on Facebook, Pepst Blso experiences challenges when it
comes to measuring what effectiveness Facebookgemerate as well as researching if
Facebook is the correct platform to use in ordesttengthen their brand. To cope with these
challenges, the objective of the thesis is thumgwer the following problem statement:

To what extent can the social medium Facebook buhé Pepsi Max brand and how can

Pepsi Max leverage Facebook in order to strengttbair brand?

The problem statement includes both dimensiondefctassical conditioning theory (or the
Stimuli-Response model). In order to answer thisbj@m statement, it is necessary first to
establish whichresponsethe marketing investment should generate, whicbulsh be to
increase brand strength. Afterwards, it should émearched how Facebook stamuli can

condition this response by making a specific FaokIstrategy for the investments.
1. How can the Pepsi Max’ brand strength be measured?

In order to establish the objectives and reseaosh brand strength can be measured, it is first

necessary to establish a theoretical framework lwbén be used for measuring brand strength.
2. What is the current level of Pepsi Max’ brand strgiin?

Based on the theoretical framework, an empiricalysis among the target group is executed
in order to research Pepsi Max current level ohbratrength. The objective with answering
this question is to find out where Pepsi Max exgrares challenges in order to find out which

response should be Pepsi Max’ overall brandingabivie.
3. How can Facebook functions be categorized?

Having established the objectives for increasingntrstrength, next step is to research how
investments on Facebook can condition this respoBeéore this can be researched, it is
necessary with a theoretical framework for how thaious functions on Facebook as

communication means can be categorized.
4. To what extend can the functions on Facebook buirépsi Max’ brand strength?

The first three research questions have been prsitgs for answering the key question which

includes an empirical analysis of how the variowedbook functions actually affect the



consumers’ evaluation of the Pepsi Max brand. Byngushe framework conceptualized in
research question three, it thus becomes possilbesearch to what extent Facebook functions

can increase brand strength.

5. Which strategy can be made considering the stimarid response to strengthen the

Pepsi Max brand?

This research question considers how a specifieldauk strategy should be formulated by
outlining a framework but not including a detailgidn. The objective with this framework is
to answer the problem statement of how Pepsi Maulghleverage Facebook in order to
strengthen their brand.



Chapter 2: Methodology

2.1 Scientific Approach

When deciding upon scientific approach, it is impot to bear in mind that the choices made
are not the only possible ones but have consegsdac¢his thesis (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004).
When answering the problem statement, this wilstbaly be one of many solutions, since
another scientific approach would probably haveegia different result (Fuglsang & Olsen,

2004).

How research should be conducted is embedded ibrtaeler philosophies of science and is
based on reasoning (theory) and observations (@abaformation) (Blumberg et al., 2008).
How the two are related to each other is still againg and old philosophical debate on the
development of knowledge. The two most distinguishesearch philosophies gpesitivism
and interpretism (or phenomenology) which are often expressed dar pmpposites, and
between these, various other research philosomhiess, but all rely on some principles of
positivism or interpretism (Blumberg et al., 200Bpsitivists have a common attitude towards
science which needs to be empirically founded asted in relation to observations and not
according to theory (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004). Intcast to positivist, interpretivist believes
that social reality does not exist but is produtieugh the interpretations and actions of
individuals, and research thus emerges from thigceant rather than the observer (Blumberg
et al., 2008).

The scientific approach for this thesis will bettb&positivism. This means, that there will not
be focus on the consumers internal processese.ihner emotions and thoughts or how they
reflect, but only what exists externally and is etved objectively. Considering the traditional
S-0O-R model, the internal processes corresponceo“®” or “organism”, which will be

disregarded in this thesis.

The problem statement directs the thesis in a nibvenairection, since the purpose of this
thesis is to come up with a strategy for Pepsi Merketing investments on Facebook. The
normative or problem-solving research method suggeslutions to diagnosed problems
(Andersen, 2005), and according to Blumberg e(2008), all research should provide and
answer to a question. In order to suggest solumasthus answer the problem statement, two
things need to be examined. First is an examinaifdRepsi Max’ brand strength in order to
define which marketing objectives their marketimydstments should generate (response).

Second is an examination of what effect investmantthe various Facebook functions can

10



generate (stimuli). The scientific objective forsamring these two questions is to identify
casualties so that the relationship between tineusitand response can be understood in order

to prioritize future marketing investments on Faumb

2.1.1 Ontological Assumptions

Ontology discusses how the world in reality is ¢inted and thus concerns the essence of the
researched phenomenon (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004kgl&tion to this thesis, the ontological
assumptions are concerned with this thesis’ vievhan to study Pepsi Max’ investments on

Facebook in relation to increasing brand strength.

The positivist position believes that researchakie-free, which means that the beliefs of the
researcher do not have any impact on the way ichuttata is collected or analyzed (Blumberg
et al., 2008). The positivistic tradition originsrifn the natural science, why an explanation of
the world is what can be observed or reasoned gihrdogic and hereby help explain the
correlation or casualties - which in case of thessts is between investments on Facebook and
brand strength — and the objective for positivistto establish general legalities (Fuglsang &
Olsen, 2004).

The thesis will adopt a modern positivistic viewié&eéng that science is aexplanationof the
world, not a truedepiction of the world (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004). The reasdry this
distinction is important is that scientific statems always must be possible for others to
empirically test. This again calls attention to thet that research needs to be objective, so that
the results appear as reliable as possible. Thidss why this thesis applies a quantitative

focus, since gualitative analysis results are oftdnject to researcher bias (Andersen, 2005).

2.1.2 Epistemological Assumptions

As mentioned above, ontology discusses how thedwisrconstituted whereas epistemology
discussefiow we are able to knosomething about the world (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004
epistemological discussion concerns whether triaviedge exists and how we are capable of

knowing if this knowledge is true (Fuglsang & Ols2004).

As a consequence of leaning towards a modern ywissiti ontology, the thesis adopts a
modern objectivistic epistemology where sciencesdua# give the objective truth of the world,
but is an objective explanation of the world, wiegth is an observed or logic explanation of
reality (Thurén, 2004)The modern positivist strives towards accuracytaeduild the science

on the most secure empirical foundation. This hgdlications for this thesis, since it implies

11



that the empirical data, which are applied in thalgsis, should be of quantitative character,
since they must be testable whereas qualitativdtseim research are poorly comparable. Thus
the empirical data about Pepsi Max are considegsedmaobjective explanation about Pepsi
Max, and what can be logically deducted or observerk is seen as a conclusion to the

problem statement.

2.1.3 Induction/Deduction

For positivists, the method of reasoning considteallecting data and subsequent to use
theoretical processing of the collected data thnosigtistics (Fuglsang & Olsen, 2004) and
includes a deductive or inductive method. The fingthod is in the line of arguments whereas

the latter is in the line of discovery.

Induction means that one draws general conclushimms empirical facts (Andersen, 2005).
This thesis’ method of reasoning is deductive m $knse that the thesis deducts legality from
theory and then proceeds to operationalize it. Timplies that conclusions on single
observations are based on general theories, whiam iappropriate method when seeking to
find causalities about a specific company (Anders905). This place certain importance
upon the applied theory, since the quality of thesis’ analysis is highly dependent on the
theories that are applied and creates the knowlddge, which again is applied to the

empirical data and the specific problem statement.

Yet again, by applying a modern positivistic pergtpe with a deductive method of reasoning,
this is often associated with a quantitative stusipce the scientific objective is often to
complete a causal study. Consequently, a quangtatiethod is predominant throughout the
thesis but qualitative reasoning will be includedgtme degree.

2.2 Research Design

The design of any research should be planned digréduyield results that are as objective as
possible why the research design should be thotgyganned (Blumberg et al., 2008). In a
problem-solving/normative research design the aijecs to find solutions to diagnosed
problems by studying causalities for this thesisMeen marketing investments on Facebook
and increasing brand strength. The approach oftiess will focus on the quantitative method
in the collection, analysis and interpretation loé tdata. This thesis also includes a causal
research design which is designed to collect raa dad create data structures that will enable
the researcher to determine cause-and-effect orfdtips between two or more decision

variables (Hair et al., 2006)This design is most appropriate when the reseanbljectives
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include the need to understand which decision \des (e.g., advertising) are the cause of the
dependent phenomenon (e.g., sales) defined inegearch problem’(Hair et al., 2006). For
this thesis, the decision variable includes mamnkgiimvestments on Facebook (stimuli), and the

dependent phenomenon includes increasing branagstréesponse).

2.2.1 Validity and Reliability

The researcher should report any flaws in procédigsign and estimate their effect on the
research findings, since some imperfections may little effect on the validity and reliability
of the data, while others may ruin them entireNu(Bberg et al., 2008). Validity means the
general consistency between the theory and theralpdata applied and how relevant the
empirical data are for solving the problem statem@mdersen, 2005), whereas reliability
indicates the degree to which the results of th@iegh method is affected by coincidences or
how correct the method is. This should be takeon rdnsideration when conducting the
research as well as when analyzing the findingseswalidity and reliability are a critical

review of the quality of the methods applied.

The thesis is prepared for Pepsi Max and sincerkvab the media agency Mindshare, this
means that | have been granted access to valuabiees of secondary data including TNS
Gallup as well as the Royal Unibrew tracking ddétent now on called RU tracking). By using
this secondary data, | have received a larger sampe which affects the validity and

reliability of the research results.

Both the scientific approach as well as the resedesign supports a quantitative method, thus
statistically the empirical data have high validéyce the data collection, both primary and
secondary, is of quantitative nature. Furthermose n@entioned above, | have had the
opportunity to use data collected by Mindshare, wigysample sizes are much larger than if |
had conducted my own research. The analysis is nhgdérst establishing a theoretical
framework and afterwards using this empiricallyd anwill continuously throughout the

analysis relate to the validity of the researchgtes

The reliability of the quantitative data are comesetl high since TNS Gallup, the RU tracking
as well as my own Facebook questionnaire use clesddquestions which are well
constructed with questions that capture the respursl thoughts and feelings about the
represented brands. However, there is a risk thaed-end questions lack details or depth, but

regarding the reliability it minimizes the risk ohisinterpretation, which increases the
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reliability of the results based on the data. Tfueee the quality of the methods applied in the
thesis is considered appropriate for answeringthblem statement.

2.2.2 Data Collection

For answering the problem statement, several diftesources of data collection has been
used. In line with the positivism, all of them inde quantitative research designs, and the data
collection has been through questionnaires. A quasdire is a formalized framework
consisting of a set of questions and scales designgenerate primary data (Hair et al., 2006).
One major advantage of questionnaires is theiitplid quickly accommodate large sample
sizes at relatively low costs (Hair et al., 2006)ll as collecting quantitative data that can be
used with advanced statistical analysis to identépnds in the data. As mentioned earlier, even
though quantitative data are easy to administerpmadess, they may lack the versatility that
qualitative data can result in, since quantitatilsga are represented by numbers whereas

qualitative data are represented by everything (&se, film, photos etc.) (Andersen, 2005).

A prerequisite for using numbers is that therediemady been established some categories that
make up the researched unit, from which we cantcouanalyze the specific unit (Andersen,
2005). This is usually done through qualitativeesgsh, but for this thesis, the categories that
make up the researched units have been estabbghesing theory which has been gathered in
two different theoretical frameworks (chapter 3 &jd This is in line with the positivistic
method of reasoning by deducting legality from tiyeend then proceeding to operationalize it

with quantitative empirical data.

In order to answer the problem statement, the datkection will include primary data
gathered through a Facebook questionnaire as walkeondary data by using RU tracking as
well as TNS Gallup and Mindshare 3D. In the RU knag | have had the opportunity of

including own measures. A detailed review of theadallection is enclosed in appendix 3.

2.3 Structure of the Thesis
The first two chapters, Introduction and Methodglogave directed the reader through the

conditions forwhythis thesis is made amwit is carried out.

The five research questions structure the bodyisfthesis which is divided into three parts.
The first two parts cover the first four questidmssed on the S-R model and constitute the
chapters from three to six, and the last part cotlez fifth question by formulating a Facebook

strategy for Pepsi Max.
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The first two research questions will cover chaf@eand 4; chapter 3 will establish the
theoretical framework for measuring brand streragtth chapter 4 will empirically measure the
Pepsi Max brand strength through the means ofhber¢tical framework. The objective of
these two chapters is to identify the current levebrand strength and demonstrate where
Pepsi Max experiences challenges in order to be tbket and prioritize between different
objectives. The next two research questions wilecehapter 5 and 6. Chapter 5 will establish
the theoretical framework to be used for categogziarious Facebook functions. This chapter
will consider different Facebook functions and halaey can be used. Chapter 6 will

empirically research the effect of the differemidtions based on the established framework.

Based on the answers to the first four researclstouns, chapter 7 will answer the fifth
research question and propose a strategy for Régosi future investments on Facebook, by

using the findings generated in the analysis.

The thesis is finally concluded in chapter 8 witldiscussion of the results the analysis has
generated. The conclusion is followed by putting tiesis into perspective by briefly covering
issues that could have been interesting to invastign relation to the problem areas of the

thesis.
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Model 1: Structure of the Thesis

1. Introduction
Problem statement:

To what extent can the social medium Facebook build the Pepsi Max brand and how can Pepsi Max
implement Facebook in order to strengthen their brand?

Analysis:

3. Theory: Theoretical framework for :
. . 5. Theory: Theoretical framework for
measuring brand strength applicable to o . )
. categorizing various Facebook functions.
Pepsi Max.

—

o . . 6. Empirics: Analyzing how Facebook can be
4. Empirics: Measuring Pepsi Max brand ) .
used in order to strengthen the Pepsi Max

strength and demonstrate where Pepsi Max
brand.

experiences challenges.

7. Strategy

Based on the performance of Pepsi Max brand and the analysis of how Pepsi Max can use Facebook to help
build the brand, a strategy for setting and prioritzing their future communication objectivesis made.

8. Conclusion

Conclusion and discussion of the findings

The thesis put in perspective.

Source: own caibution
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Chapter 3: Brand Strength Framework

Due to the social media revolution, the shift fraonsumer passivity to activity and the new
digital technologies, this has changed the condtidor the marketing investments as
mentioned in the introduction. This questions iérth is also a need for establishing new
marketing objectives. The marketing objective fep#i Max is to strengthen their brand and
amongst theorists (e.g. Aaker (1991, 2002), K&ll&©3, 2008) or Kapferer (1997)), there is a
common agreement that brand equity is the key girfoe evaluating the strength or value of

a brand.

Keller states that:Though the eventual goal of any marketing progrnsnto increase sales, it

is first necessary to establish knowledge structdoe the brand so that consumers respond
favorably to marketing activity for the brand1993). Today, focus is therefore much more on
creating emotional mental associations with thetbrso that it is stored in consumers’ minds
and creates a strong brand for the company (Lan#i@0). Branding and brand building

should focus on developing brand value (Kapfer@87), and branding therefore leads to an
extended effect of marketing, why the objective rizany organizations is to increase brand
equity. Brand equity relates to the added valueaadhas, and knowledge about brand equity
is therefore of great importance for the marketsitategy since Perhaps a firm’s most

valuable asset for improving marketing productivigythe knowledge that has been created

among the brand in consumers’ minds [(Keller 1993).

In order to measure brand equity, it is necessanth va theoretical foundation,
sinc€’advertising objectives are best set if they asbd on some underlying theory or model
that expresses the laws or principles by which gtmeg works™ (Davidson, 1994). In the
following, a framework is therefore conceptualized, that Pepsi Max’ brand equity can be
measured against this, which includes both therthearrounding the concept of brand equity
as well as the theory surrounding consumer involu@mwhy it is essential to elaborate on and

discuss both concepts and define this thesis’ wtaleding of them.

3.1 Defining Brand Equity

In the past years, brand equity has become oneeaibst debated topics among professional
business drivers as well as academic practitiorférs.concept refers to a brand's strength and
has evolved since traditional marketing data sgcmarket share and volume are not sufficient

to reflect the brand's value, since these do nolud® the associations that exist in the
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consumer's mind (Lambin, 2000). Brand equity isrokef as.... a set of assets (and liabilities)
linked to a brand’s name and symbol that adds tos(btracts from) the value provided by a

product or service to a firm and/or that firm’s ¢oers.(Aaker, 1996).

Various definitions of the concept exist in the ratimg literaturé, which illustrates the
different perspectives on the topic. These differparspectives can be divided into two
superior perspectives, a financial perspective amdistomer-based brand equity perspective
(Franzen, 1999). The former defines brand equitg &eancial asset of the company and the
latter defines brand equity on a customer levedkisgy to map the mind of the customer and

evaluate the strength hereof.

The financial perspective on brand equity emergedih® basis of a number of company
takeovers in Europe and USA during the 1980s whieeepurchase value of the companies
exceeded the actual book value (Kapferer, 1997¢. Mbtivation for estimating the financial

brand equity is typically for accounting purposesnocase of mergers and acquisitions (Keller,
1993). This means that from a financial perspectalee is measured in money, and Kapferer
(1997) suggests that all intentions behind a bessgntially are financial. A firm needs to be
profitable, and the wealth and survival is deteedinby the firm’s ability to create a

competitive advantage over competitors in termereéting superior value to the market. The
sources of wealth are found in the brand attripuidsch enable the firm to produce a market
offering that has value to the customer. Howeves lirand attributes do not constitute value in
itself, if it does not translate into a profitalpieoduct or service (Kapferer, 1997). The attributes
needs to be managed, and if they are managed fyrofseancial brand equity is achieved as

an outcome of the branding.

As the second perspective, customer-based branty egters to the value of the brand from
the customer point of view. This includes the aggmms made by consumers, which develop
and produce the brand's strength (Lambin, 2000%tdDoer-based brand equity occufs.]
when the consumer is familiar with the brand anttlkasome favorable, strong, and unique
brand associations in memory(Keller, 1993). This can be either positive or aiage if
consumers react more or less favorable towardstaed (Keller, 1993). This is important
because the more accommodating consumers behaasdtothe brand, the higher the level of
positive customer-based brand equity.

? For further definition of the concept, see apperdix
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One way of perceiving these two concepts is toyagm concept of formative or reflective
indicators. A latent variable can be describedagables that are not directly observed but are
rather inferred from other variables that are obser Opposite to latent variables are observed
variables, which can be observed and directly nmreadsuFormative indicators (or cause
indicators) are observed variables that are assunmedcause the latent variable
(Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001). For reflectivelicators, or effect indicators, the latent
variable causes the observed variables, and mesanehers assume that indicators are effect
indicators, why cause indicators are neglected itbesipeir appropriateness (Diamantopoulos
& Winklhofer, 2001). Formative indicators can beewed as input whereas reflective
indicators can be viewed as output. The below madliledtrates the difference between

reflective and formative indicators.

Model 2: Relation between Formative and Rlective Indicators

< Formative indicators / input

(customer-based brand equity)

< Latentvariable
(brand equity)

< Reflective indicators / output

(financial brand equity)

Source: own contribution

The latent variable can for this thesis be chareetd as brand equity as illustrated in the
above model, since brand equity is not directlyeobsd. Financial brand equity reflects the
brand’s performance or output in the market as aleyhmaking it a reflective indicator.
Customer-based brand equity is assumed to causd bapuiity, and is consequently viewed as
a formative indicator. Since the objective for tthesis is to strengthen the Pepsi Max brand,
the important thing to research is the variableg Hre assumed to cause brand equity, why
attention is given to the customer-based brandteaqaithis is a formative indicator. Financial
brand equity is therefore not appropriate as atyaca marketing tool for this thesis.
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Kapferer (1997) unifies the two perspectives ombraquity, since he states that customer-
based brand equity is causing financial brand gquit his definition of brand equity includes
brand assets, brand strength and brand value. éf@izbs brand equity as a conditional
sequence, where the same brand assets may prodterent brand strength over time,
depending on competition or distribution, and th®litgy of the firm to deliver profits
(Kapferer, 1997). Franzen (1999) has similar tofi€egr conceptualized brand equity by using
both perspectives. His definition is in two levetsade up of three components, where he
integrates both perspectives. The first level eschstomer level, which consists of mental and
behavioral brand equity, and the second leveladitrancial/economic brand equity.

The first level is equivalent to what Kapferer (I99dentifies as brand assets and brand
strength as mentioned above, and resembles wh#trKeds named customer-based brand
equity. The mental brand response is thus the tegnand affective perspective on brand
equity, since it covers the consumer’'s mental respato marketing activities. Behavioral

brand response originates from the behaviorismaawvers the behavior which is caused by
marketing activities. In the second level, FrangZe®09) defines financial brand equity as the
influence customer-based brand equity has on thiedis financial performance in the market
and is thus equivalent to Kapferer's brand valueese two levels can also be viewed as
respectively formative and reflective indicatorg)ce the first level (mental and behavioral

brand equity) is causing brand equity and the sgéevel (financial brand equity) is caused by
brand equity.

In this thesis’ definition of the brand equity cept, customer-based brand equity is
recognized as a prerequisite for financial brandtggas the elements in customer-based brand
equity causes financial brand equity. However,ssithe objective of this thesis is to research if
marketing investments on Facebook can help budttanger brand for Pepsi Max, this thesis

will focus on customer-based brand equity as a &birra indicator.

3.1.2 Brand Equity Elements
There exist many frameworks for how to measure,agarand conceptualize brand equity.

Two of the mostly quoted theorists are Aaker (192102) and Keller (1993, 2008), whose
brand equity models are highly applicable. Kapféfi€97) has also made a model for brand
equity, but his view of brand value is monetary amtudes intangible assets. Furthermore,
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when analyzing the brand “context” and hence rebéag which analysis that needs to be
conducted in order to derive brand identity, Kapfdd997) focus on the corporate identity and
thus the founders’ values and ethics as well aspemy focus and culture. Kapferer

consequently adopts an inside-out view, whereaseAakd Keller adopt an outside-in view

since they focus on customer analysis, competitatyais and self-analysis (Aaker, 1991) and
customer segmentation (Keller, 1993).

To conceptualize a brand equity framework for P&fex, the elements included in Aaker and
Keller's brand equity models will be included, snthis thesis’ view on brand equity is
customer-based. Moreover, since the two framewak¥Keller and Aaker include the
dimensions which are suggested in most concepatiirs of brand equify these are
therefore applied in the review below.

Aaker (1991) was one of the first to conceptuafizamodel of what brand equity is composed
of. The model is based on five elements that bbiahd equity:Brand awareness, brand
associations, perceived quality, loya#tgdother assets

Brand Equity

|
I I I 1 1
. . Brand
Brand awareness Perceived quality o Brand loyalty Other Assets
associations

Reason-to-buy Help process/retrieve Reduced marketing costs
Anchor for associations . . . information
e Differentiate/postion Trade leverage
Familiarity liking

e Reason-to-buy ) Competitive
Signal of commitment Attracting new customers advantage
Brand to be considered

Model 3: Aaker's Brand Equity Model

Create positive ]
attitudes/feelings Time to respond to
competitive threats

hannel member interest

Extensions Extentions

Source: adapted from Aaker (1996)

The essence of Aaker’s interpretatiorvédues addedo the product through the perception in
the minds of the consumers (Aaker, 1996). This evatua function of several facets, which

* Kapferer (1999) also includes the level of bran@@mess as well as level of perceived quality.
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Aaker refers to as assets grouped into the aboeechtegories. These values, which brought
together represents the concept of brand equitybrefly described in the followirig

Brand awareneseefers to the particular strength of and famitiawith the brand and consists
of brand recognition and recall. Recognition is toasumer’s ability to remember the brand
and hence confirm prior exposure to the brandwelgn consumers visit the supermarket to
buy a soda, and are exposed to various soda bréfillishey then be able to recognize Pepsi
Max as one to which they have already been expoBedtll is the consumer’s ability to
retrieve the brand from memory, when given the pobctategory as a cue e.g. when the
consumers think about being thirsty and want todsgda, will they then think of Pepsi Max?
Brand associationsan be described as the consumer’s image of #redbwhich is assigned
different properties e.g. product-related or noodoict related. Product-related properties for
Pepsi Max include among other things price and @gicky (bottle or can) and non-product
related properties concern the attitudes and fgeltowards Pepsi Max, since the brand can
have many benefits which both can be experimem@lsymbolic, for example being edgy or
connected to music. It can be discussed whethangdugh familiarity is part of the brand
awareness or brand association element, sinceidaiyilattribute to how well the consumers
know the brand why familiarity also can be desdilas the consumers image of the brand.
Familiarity is therefore positioned in a grey arkatween brand awareness and brand

associations, but for this thesis, it will be irada in the awareness element.

Perceived qualitypartially overlaps the brand associations, sihcge dsset among other things
also includes reasons-to-buy, price and the consima#itudes and feelings (Aaker, 1996).
Perceived quality does not necessarily have anytturdo with Pepsi Max’ actual quality, but
depends on the consumers’ expectations and is gd&@y of differentiation for companies.
Brand loyaltyis one of the most important elements, among dthiegs from a financial point
of view, since marketing costs are reduced sigmifily when the majority of consumers are
loyal (Aaker, 2002). It is therefore important fmmpanies to increase loyalty in order to make
consumers prefer your products over competitorsd, ane way of doing this is to create or
enhance the relationship with Pepsi Max by stresmgtbrand associations and perceived
quality.

* For further explanation of the elements, see apgénd
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Other assetsnclude among other things competitive advantadeave chosen to disregard
other assets, since this factor does not have &egtan this study. | view competitive
advantage as being predominantly a reflective atdiccaused by having a strong brand.
Competitive advantage is also included in the fananperspective as mentioned above, and
since this thesis focuses on customer-based biguity ethe other asset element is excluded.
Within the scope of this thesis, the four dimensitirst mentioned are the most important ones
as formative indicators causing a strong brand.

Keller's model of conceptualizing brand equity mlled the Customer-Based Brand Equity
model (CBBE model). The CBBE model looks at buitdanbrand as a sequence of steps, each
of which is contingent on successfully achieving thbjectives of the previous one (Keller,
2008) and is therefore a stairways way of thinking.

Model 4: Keller's CBBE Model

4, Relationship
What about me and you?
/T\

3. Response
What about you?
/T\

2. Meaning
What are you?
/T\

1. Identity
Who are you?

Source: adapted from Keller (2008)

The four stages of brand development include bratehtity, meaning, response and

relationship, which are split into six building bks and assembled as the brand pyramid.
These six building blocks can be boiled down ta feteps, starting with awareness (salience),
benefits (performance, imagery), attitudes (judgisiefeelings) and last but not least, loyalty

(resonance) and all building blocks include sevsuakdimensions briefly covered befow

> For further explanation of Keller's building bloglsee appendix 6.
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Salienceconsists of category identification (Keller, 2008). how often and how easily is
Pepsi Max evoked under various situations or cistamces.Performanceincludes the
experience consumers have with the brand i.e. thiegthear about Pepsi Max from others, the
design and delivering compared to needs and wastsyell as what Pepsi Max tells the
consumers about the brand in the communicatroagerydepends on the extrinsic properties
of Pepsi Max i.e. the ways in which the brand aftesmio meet consumers’ psychological or
social needs. It is often referred to as the motangible aspects of the brand, e.g. the brand
personality which is included in the brand idenstatementsJudgmentsare the consumers’
personal opinions about and evaluation of Pepsi,Mdmch they form by putting together all
the different performance and imagery aspects. i@ensg Pepsi Max these judgments could
include quality, credibility and superiorityzeelingsare the consumers’ positive or negative
emotional responses and reactions to Pepsi MaXeevby e.g. the Facebook Fanpage, and
include feelings such as fun, excitement etc. bastnot leastresonanceas the final step of
the model focuses on the ultimate relationshipctressumers have with a brand (Keller, 2008).
Resonance is characterized in terms of intensitwedsas the level of activity engendered by

this loyalty, e.g. repeat purchases of and loytayards Pepsi Max.

3.2 Conceptualization of Pepsi Max’ Brand Equity Femework
Overall, Aaker and Keller's conceptualizations eérd equity bear great resemblance and

concentrate on measures related to the customén@set and the consumer response. When
considering the consumer response, this relatéset@ffect hierarchies that seek to explain
how communication affects the consumer and thehebyr her behavior (Barry & Howard,
1990). Effect hierarchies are typically the basisdiscussing communication objectives, and
are a further step towards enabling the link betw#e findings from the brand equity
measures and the investments on Facebook why rilésant in this setting also. Effect
hierarchies describe the different stages the eoaswndergoes when being exposed to
advertising and have played a crucial role in dgvielg research within advertising (Barry &
Howard, 1990). The traditional hierarchy includdwee stages; think (cognitive), feel
(affective) and do (behavioral), and these stagesumdamental to many different models that
have been created through time. There has only lktlendisagreement among researchers
regarding the importance of the three stages of hilegarchy. Where researchers are
disagreeing and what differentiates the modeltus the numbers of stages in the models as

well as the sequence or order of the stages (Vadsa&k Ambler, 1999). It is the level of

24



involvement, meaning the complexity of the assomamnetwork (Franzen, 1999), which

determines the sequence of effects that commuaricatay have on consumers.

When considering the customer’'s mindset, this mehas awarenessof (cognitive level),
evaluationsof (affective level) andelationship with the brand (affective/behavioral level)
(Martensen & Grgnholdt, 2004). These three levelsclv originates from Martensen &
Grgnholdt (2004) are used since the above condeatians of Keller and Aaker have great
resemblance and on an overall level, all the kawedisions of Keller and Aaker can be
categorized according to these three levels (awasrevaluations and relationship). Brand
awareness in Aaker's model corresponds to saliemabe CBBE model, since they both
reckon the levels of recognition and recall (Kel2008). The four elements in the middle of
the CBBE model resemble the associations the comsulink to the brand as well as how the
consumers judge the performance of the brand,the.perceived quality (Keller, 2003).
Resonance and Loyalty also corresponds to eacln, dinvever Aaker focusing a bit more on
behavioral loyalty than Keller. Therefore in ordercreate a framework applicable for Pepsi
Max to be used for measuring brand equity, theethesels i.e. awareness, evaluations and

relationship, will be applied.

Model 5: Relationship betwa Keller, Aaker and Pepsi Max’ Brand Equity Framewak

Consumer Framework for
Pepsi Max BE
response
levels
Cognitive Salience Awareness > Awareness
Performance Perceived
Imager ualit
Affective ot J L > Evaluations
Judgment oy
. Associations
Feelings
BAef;Z(\:/tilc;/rZI Resonance Loyalty > Relationship

Source: own corirition

Even though we have a new and changed environrtfegre do not seem to be any new
branding theories for how to evaluate and meastaedoequity. By making a literature review
through Business Source Complete, the key wordantbequity” and “internet” only resulted
in 22 academic journals in the period from 200822(0&hich is the period where Facebook has

grown substantially). One of these journals istemnitby Keller (2009) and focuses on how the
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customer-based brand equity model can be usednasaas to help marketers interpret the
branding effects of marketing communications in tiesv and complex marketing world.
However, the only thing that has changed considetlis model is that he has added
communityto the resonance level, otherwise the marketingatibes and the brand equity

framework are the same.

Analyzing and finding out if there is a new wayrméasuring and evaluating brand equity in
this social media revolution could be an entireeagsh area in itself, but for this thesis the

traditional frameworks for how to manage and meashis concept will be applied.

Neither Keller nor Aaker’'s conceptualization of hadaequity prioritize between the different
levels within their respective equity models. Timsans that it is not determined when to move
from one level to the next in the models (Aaker9@) The theories do therefore not describe
which areas in the models should be prioritizegp@®ary marketing objective, i.e. whether
the primary objective of the marketing investmestisuld be to create awareness or loyalty.
This depends among other things on how involvedctirssumers are in the buying process.
Therefore, in order to identify marketing objecsyeat is important to achieve a greater
understanding of consumers and how they react t@eatiag, so that specific knowledge can
be used to prioritize between marketing investmanis objectives. To this | will apply the
concept of involvement, since knowing the levelimiolvement contributes to setting the

weights of brand equity levels.

3.3 Consumer Involvement

When discussing consumer behavior in relation éméhing and communication, is it inevitable
to discuss the concept of involvement, as this ephts a central determinant in the decision
making process (Peter & Olson, 2002). The degresvhith consumers are involved in
different aspects of the consumption process (eviplved with products, advertisements or
the act of purchasing) has grown to be one of tdral determinants of consumer behavior
(Pickton & Broderick, 2005). Involvement is themefanteresting in this setting, since the level
of involvement is recognized as an important vdelalthen creating branding strategies and
thus prioritizing between different objectives. dhwement refers to a customer’s perception of
personal relevance for a product or service anbhentes the marketing processes, since
involvement participates in determining how curremd potential customers respond to

communication (Peter & Olson, 2002).
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3.3.1 High vs. Low Involvement

A consumer’s level of involvement affects his or lagtention, information search, purchase
and consumption satisfaction differently (Arnoutdaé, 2005). The marketing strategies used
vary with level of involvement, since the consumerésponse to the communication has
proven itself to be different depending on whetiiner communication refers to a product with
high or low involvement (Vaughn, 1986). The traahial hierarchy of effects, think-feel-do, is
not ideal in all types of marketing strategies apglies primarily to consumer behavior that
requires high involvement. This behavior is charazed by “thinking” and “feeling” in a
longer period of time, before actually “doing” amdten treats economic considerations
(Vaughn, 1986). Products with low involvement hake opposite hierarchy of effects, do-
think-feel or do-feel-think where experience wikte tproduct is a necessary part of the buying

process (Vaughn, 1986).

In order to integrate the various effect hierarshi¢aughn (1980) proposed the FCB grid
(Foot-Cone-Belding) where four different situatiorsse distinguished based on two

dimensions, i.e. the high-low involvement and thiek-feel dimension. However, this model

has also been modified, for example is the RosBieecy Grid later on introduced as an

alternative that includes buying motives (Pelsmaahkeal., 2007). No matter which model is

used, the important thing to have in mind is thaethker the product category is placed within
high or low involvement, this has a decisive inflae on how the areas in brand equity should
be prioritized, since the degree of involvement magor strategic impact on which objective

the marketing investments should generate.

3.3.2. Measuring Involvement

“Although researchers agree that the study of lossusehigh involvement states is interesting
and important, there is currently little agreemaiibout how to best define, and hence measure,
the construct of involvemeén(Zaichkowsky, 1985). Involvement is generally reeged by
scale techniques (Franzen, 1999) where respondentgsked to give their opinion by means
of five or seven-point scales, with pairs of woolsstatements at either end of the scale. Since
there is no identical definition of the conceptvidlvement”, many differing statements and
words are used by various theorists in order tabdish the involvement construct, both
considering involvement with advertisement, produot brands. Zaichkowsky presents a
simple, standardized, general and multi-item mettowdneasuring involvement for products
which can be used for Pepsi Max. Even though Zaislsky’'s method is more than 20 years
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old, it has received much recognition, is very aalille and is cited more than 700 times (Web
of Science). The method for measuring involvememiporates three factors (personal,
physical and situational) that affect a personwinement level. Derived from these three
factors, Zaichkowsky develops a series of desegpsicales consisting of a series of bipolar
items, each which are measured on a seven-poingjrstale, rating from (1) strongly disagree
to (7) strongly agree.

This scale is named Personal Involvement Invent@il) and uses 20 items which result in a
score from a low of 20 to a high of 140. On thisibathe respondents can be divided into three
groups (low, medium or high involvement) dependingthe product category. The low scores
are defined as those scoring in the first quaxilehe distribution and thus having scores
ranging from 20-69. Medium scores are defined asedhscoring in the middle 50% in the
distribution and thus having a score of 70-110. fiigh scores and thus those highly involved
with the product category are defined as thoseirsgan the top quartile, where the scores are

ranging from 111-140.

| have chosen to apply the PPI as it offers a vialsirument for measuring the involvement
construct which have been tested for internal loéltg and validity. Furthermore, the construct
have been tested for other products placed witienRMCG category (e.g. red wine, instant
coffee and breakfast cereals). Other methods faasoreng involvement could have been
applied, but since involvement is proposed to beable in the decision process, the PII
offers researchers a quickly administered toolcWwhs$ generalizable across product categories
and can be used as a covariate to other researestians (Zaichkowsky, 1985). The
questionnaire is completed by Danish consumers,itatiterefore needs to be conducted in
Danish. Since the Danish vocabulary is considerabigller than the English, five scales from
Zaichkowsky's original scale are excluded, as sofnthe scales end up being identical after
translating the 20 various scales. The scale tberafses 15 bipolar items which change the

total possible score ranges from 15-105. The fozdes to be excluded are illustrated below.

The below scale based on Zaichkowsky’s involveneenistruct is related to the cognitive and
affective customer response. In order to include ehtire effect hierarchy when measuring
involvement, it becomes important to research bienal involvement, why researching

involvement within the CSD category needs to inelath extra dimension. One way of doing
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this is by measuring how much (consumption) and loéten (frequency) the consumers are
actually involved in the category, why these meeswwill be included in the involvement

construct.

Table 1: Scales for Measuring tHaevolvement Construct

No. Positive indicator (high) | Negative indicator (low) Included/excluded
1. Important Unimportant Incluced
rA Of concern to me f no concern Incluged
3. Relevant Irrelevant Included
4. Means alot to me Means nothing to me Included
5. Useful Useless Included
6. Valuable Worthless Included
il Fundamental Trivial Included
8. Beneficial Not beneficial Included
9. Matters to me Doesn’t matter Excluded
10. Interested Uninterested Incluged
11. Significant Insignificant Excluded
12. Vital Superfluous Incluged
13. Interesting Boring Included
14. Exciting Unexciting Excluded
15. Appealing Unappealing Included
16. Fascinating Mundane Included
17: Essential Nonessential Excluded
18. Desirable Undesirable Excluded
19. Wanted Unwanted Included
20. Needed Not needed Included
Behavior Consumption

Behavior Freguency

Source: adapted from Zaichkowsky (1985)

3.4 Construction of the Brand Equity Variables

Having identified the overall levels of the PepsaMbrand equity framework, the individual
variables to be included in these three levelsrawe identified. In order to make sure the
variables reflect sensitive constructs that truiyelthe market, these are discussed, prioritized
and weighted according to how important as weh@s applicable they are for Pepsi Max. In
this discussion, certain criteria should be taketo iconsideration when defining how to
measure brand equity. These criteria include thedisures should reflect the construct being
measured, the measures should reflect construatstrlly drive the market, the measures
should be sensitive and the measures should béalplel across brands, product categories
and markets (Aaker, 1996).

3.4.1 Brand Awareness Variables
Awareness includes different levels of awarenesd eorresponds to thesalience and
awarenes®f Keller and Aaker's models. Awareness is reldtethe strength of the brand in
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memory (Keller, 2008), which can be measured asomsumer’s ability to identify the brand
under different conditions starting from being uaagvabout the brand to having the brand top-
of-mind (TOM). Brand awareness can be measureahagled awarened$rand recall) where
the first to be mentioned IBOM, or asaided awarenesfrand recognition)Brand familiarity

is the number of product related experiences the¢ lbeen accumulated by the consumer, and
greater familiarity (through product usage, adsang etc.) should lead to increased consumer
ability to recognize and recall the brand (Kell993). Brand familiarity can also be defined as
qualified awareness, since the customer is mordifarwith some attributes of the brand and
can be measured as a part of the aided awarermssvgll do the consumer know the brand).
Ideally, all of these variables should be includedrder to measure the brand awareness level.

Other variables for brand awareness could alsonbkeided e.g. according to Aaker (1996)
brand dominance (the only brand recalled) and bi@widion (I have an opinion about the
brand). These variables are not included in thendbrawareness level, since | interpret
dominance as irrelevant due to the market defimitbfew major players (appendix 1), and |

find opinion better suited for the brand evaluatievel due to the affective character.

Included in the RU tracking is brand awareness (T@QMided & aided) as well as familiarity
(how well do you know the brand). In terms of validthe data correspond to how the brand
awareness level should ideally be measured anteased in order to measure the awareness
level of Pepsi Max. The aided awareness level ggsPMax and their key competitors (Coca-
Cola Light, Coca-Cola Zero and Pepsi Max) is aro@o (RU tracking), and it will
consequently be difficult to improve on this simpdeel of awareness in order to strengthen
Pepsi Max. | have consequently chosen to excludeaitied awareness variable. Instead of
aided awareness, | will use familiarity, and siagged awareness is included in this variable,
and | furthermore interpret this variable as a nmaranced measure of awareness, | do not lose

any validity.

3.4.1.1 Prioritizing the Variables within the Level

Awareness always plays a key role in brand equotynatter which product category is being
analyzed, but the appropriate level to operateiff@rsl across brands. Since there are only few
major players within the CSD category, it can lguad that it does not matter which is TOM.
What is more important is that the brand has umh@meareness and can be retrieved from
memory. Therefore, TOM is weighted 10% whereas deathiawareness is weighted 30%.

Accordingly, most attention must be paid to fammitia and it is hence weighted 60%.
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Familiarity is measured on a four point scale gofrgm being unaware of the brand to

knowing a lot about it, and the higher familiaribe better.

Included in the below table is the weighting acaagdto above prioritizing of the different
variables within the level as well as how to meastire specific variables. For the brand
awareness level, as well as for the evaluationraladionship level, | have developed a scale
going from 0-10. In that way it is possible to carpthe measures across the overall levels
and make sure that the individual variables arebmading the analysis (Spector, 1992). The
importance of the different variables within theesific level is determined by the weighting
and the importance and priority of the overall lsus determined by the involvement measure.

For the brand awareness level, TOM and unaidedemgas is measured by a yes/no answer (0
no or 1 yes) which is thus converted into O or B@miliarity is measured from 1-4, where “do
not know” is converted into O and “know a lot abatitis converted into 10. “Have heard
about it” and “know it quite well” is converted mt2 and 6, since “know it quite well”

indicates more familiarity than “have heard abdut i

Table 2: Brand Awareness

| Variable | Available | Weight | How to measure | Converted scale
TOM Yes 10% 0=no 0
1=vyes 0
Unaided awareness es 30% 0=no 0
1=yes 10
Familiarity Yes 0% 1= do not know 0
2= have heard about it 2
3= know it guite well 6
4= know a lot about it 10

Source: own contribution

3.4.2 Brand Evaluations Variables
Evaluations correspond to tiperceived qualityandassociationsof Aaker’s model as well as

all four middle building blocks of Keller's pyramidill of these elements deal with some
emotional/self-expressive evaluations, and diffetaeorists have different ideas about how
they should be measured. According to Aaker (199®gasures include perceived

quality/leadership measures as well as perceivéueyarand personality and organizational
associations. Martensen & Grgnholdt (2004) inclpdeduct/service quality, price, promise,

differentiation and trust and credibility, and Kall(2008) include judgments (attitude, needs,
value, price premium, uniqueness etc.), performétaste, convenience, quality etc.), imagery

(personality, social attributes etc.) and feelifwgbat feeling does the brand give you).
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In order to make the measures applicable to Pepsi Bbme variables make more sense than
others considering the CSD category. The aboverigieagree upoprice and quality, and
since these are the most important choice crigiibin the CSD category (Mindshare 3D),
they should be included in the brand evaluatiorelleRerceived quality does not necessarily
have anything to do with the product's actual gyalbut it is often a key point of
differentiation between companies (Aaker, 1996)titdde and uniqueness included in the
judgments (Keller, 2008) as well as the promise suea (Martensen & Grgnholdt, 2004)
should also be included, and can all be includedniappealvariable. By having a positive
appeal towards the brand, this contributes to mgldhe relationship between the consumer
and the brand as well as increases the buyingtiaten(Martensen & Grgnholdt, 2004), which
is important for Pepsi Max considering the compeginature of the market. This is also the
reason why differentiation is important for PepsatMwhy this variable should be included as
well. Closely related to appeal are needs whiclulshalso be included in the brand evaluation
level. Brand personality is also included in bothll&r's (2008) and Aaker’'s (1996) measures
and should also be included in the evaluation lémePepsi Max, since personality is a part of
the brand image, and image can also affect choiteria (Mindshare 3D). Having trust and
credibility is important for a brand in a compeft#i market, why these measures should be

included in the brand evaluation level as well.

Organizational associations include admiring thgaaization (Aaker, 1996), however, | find
this variable more relevant for the relationshipele Leadership measures include that the
brand is being respected for innovation and growmgopularity. Both of these measures
should be included, but | find that growing in paity, just like admiring, is more relevant
for the relationship level, since if consumers a@na brand and find it popular, they might
already have a relationship with the brand. Sergaoality is excluded in the evaluation
construct, since no customer service is offeredambination with the physical product of
Pepsi Max. Last but not least, perceived valueery ¢losely related to price and quality, why

this measure is also excluded.

In order to measure the personality, the 16 brafshtity statements as described in the
introduction can be used. Through a factor analgsise by Mindshare for Pepsi Max, 10
statements have been identified as best describgorand identity, and consequently six
statements have been removed, since there was wcb overlap. By removing these, the

factor analysis still explains 75% variation, armistpercentage is not increased if the six
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statements are included. | do therefore not riginlp any validity by excluding the six

statements.

In the RU tracking, some of the above mentionedswmes are not available, why it has not
been possible to include all the ideal variablasni@asuring the evaluation construct. Trust
and credibility would have been ideal to includethie measures, but these measures are not
available. However, it can be argued that if constgnhave a better opinion about Pepsi Max
compared to other brands, the brand might haveehighst and credibility for the consumer.
Due to the available data, | will have to settlehwthe opinion measure, but since | interpret
trust and credibility to be very closely relatedhwihaving a better opinion about the brand, the
construct is still valid why there is no consequemath not being able to include these two

variables.

3.4.2.1 Prioritizing the Measures within the Level

Included in Mindshare 3D are five different crigethat affect which CSD brand is chosen -
taste, price, packing, imagemdaccessibility These criteria are important, since they inflieenc
the relative importance of some of the above maetiobrand evaluation variables. Choice
criteria are not a part of the brand equity framewaince the questions cover the overall
criteria for meeting a need within the CSD categang therefore not attached to any brand
equity element. The prioritization of choice cngeimpacts the answers to some of the
evaluation variables, for example if price is cdesed the most important choice criteria, the
answers related to the variable about price inltend equity framework are qualitatively

considered more important than answers to questielaged to choice criteria of lower

importance.

The most important criteria for choosing a CSD drantaste (4.68) closely followed by price
(4.03) (appendix ?) Besides being the most important dimensions witty similar values,
they together represent the price/quality dimensibhrand evaluations and are rated equally
important with a weight of 30%, as illustrated irldw table. After taste and price,
accessibility is also rated to have high importanday it is important for Pepsi Max to have a
strong distribution (this is not included in thieesis though). Packing and image are both rated
low with very similar values (only 0.25 point difence). These choice criteria are both closely
related to the appeal, personality and opinion dsren of brand evaluations and why these
should have less importance, and are weighted lgquigh 10%.

® Criteria is measured on a scale from 1-5
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The two last measures are needs and differentiaBorce low-calorie carbonates for many
consumers fulfill the same functional need (e.gerol one’s thirst), the choice of brand is not
based exclusively on its fulfillment of functionakeds. Today, the consumer’s decision
processes are also influenced by the emotionaffilenelated to a brand. Since it is difficult to
differentiate products based on functional attelsuand benefits alone, Pepsi Max needs to
differentiate by creating associations in the miatithe consumers that add extra value in the
form of emotional benefits, which should extend doey product attributes and functional
benefits. Differentiation is therefore weighteditdd higher than needs, as differentiation is

weighted with 15% compared to 5% weight to needs.

In the below table, all variables are showed ad a®lthe weight within the level. Brand
evaluations also include a scale going from O0-1fj anany of the variables are yes/no
questions like in the awareness level. The negatieasures are converted into 0 and the
positive measures have been converted into 10. éAlspjust as much” has been converted
into 5, whereas “appeals more than other brands’blean converted into 10, since this is more
positive. The 10 personality measures are ratedllggunportant, with a 1% weight each (a
total of 10%). Even though Royal Unibrew’s objeetiwith investing in Facebook is to
enhance the brand identity, | do not find the peatity variable (which consists of Pepsi Max
brand identity statements) important, since thegmality is a part of the image, and according
to the choice criteria within the CSD category, gaas rated low, why personality is only
weighted 10%. Personality is measured from a sgaileg from 1-7 which has been converted

to 0-10 scale, where 7 is most positive (and tloeeetonverted into 10).

" 1= Completely disagree, 7= Completely agree
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Table 3: Brand Evaluations

Construct Available | Weight | How to measure Converted scale
Price Yes 25% = Cos5ts more than you are willing to pay 0
2= t00 cheap to be of acceptable guality 0
3= has an acceptable price level 10
Quality Yes 12.5% Has better gualities than other brands
No=0 0
Yes=1 10
12.5% 0= has unacceptable gualities 0
1= has good gualities 10
Appeal Yes 10% 0= appeals less than other brands 0
1= appeals just as much as other brands 5
2= appeals more than other brands 10
Needs Yes 5% 0= does not satisfy your or your family’s needs 0
1= satisfies your or your family’s needs 10
Personality Yes 10% (sugar free, gives pleasure, tasty, a healthier
(10 * 5003, “the edgy, but broad appealing soda”,
1%) challenging, music, confident, sport, fun)
1 0
2 167
3 3,33
4 5
5 6,67
6 8,33
7 10
Differentiation | Yes 15% Offers something different than other brands
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
Trustand No
credibility
Opinion Yes 10% Has a better opinion about than other brands
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
Innovation No

Source: own contribution

3.4.3 Brand Relationship Variables
The final level of the Pepsi Max brand equity fravoek is the brand relationship which

corresponds to thesonanceandloyalty concepts in Keller and Aaker’s models. Brand lyal
can be a response in terms of actual purchasee{punchase of the brand over time) or a
function of positive evaluations (or a favorablatatle toward the brand), where the brand is

evaluated more attractive than what the competameoffering (Aaker, 1996).

In order to measure brand relationship, Martense@r&nholdt (2004) include attractivity,
engagement and attachment (mental responses) asasvdbyalty and recommendation
(behavioral responses). Aaker (1996) includes greenium and satisfaction/loyalty as well as
the above measures | find more relevant for retatip (organizational associations i.e.

admiring the brand and leadership measures i.eviggoin popularity). According to Keller
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(2008), resonance measures also include loyalipglgoud of the brand, finding the brand
special as well as more than just a product.

The theorists agree upon loyalty as an importargsme, which can be measured according to
buying intentionsas a behavioral response. Buying intentions awne thcluded in the brand
evaluation level. However, loyalty is not only bagiintention, but also the willingness to
recommendhe product to others, why this variable also #hdne included. It can be argued
that if you are willing to recommend the brand, yane satisfied with the brand, why the
recommendation variable includes Aaker’'s (1996jstaition measure. Admiring the brand
and growing in popularity are very closely relatedeach other as well as related to Keller's
(2008) resonance element (being proud of) and Msete & Grgnholdt's (2004) attractivity
(how attractive compared to other brands) and esrgagt measures (very interest in). These
measures can all be included ip@pularity variable. Theengagemenineasure includes how
important it is for the consumer to maintain atielaship with the brand in the future and is an
important measure for the relationship level. Pgcemium is not included, since | have

included this in the evaluation construct.

The RU tracking also includes relationship measuvas only considers buying intentions as
well as popularity. It would have been ideal todide to include the measures considering
recommendation as well as engagement, but thisdiakeen possible since | have chosen to
use the already collected tracking data. Recomntemdas therefore not included, which is
causing the measurement to lose some validity. klewyeé will not compromise on the sample
size and thus engage in own research just to iedhid one element. | view the loss of validity
to be minor compared to the reliability |1 get byngsthe tracking data, why this element is
excluded from the relationship level. Engagemerais® not possible to include, but it can be
argued that engagement is included in the buyitention variable “will consider next time”,
since this includes commitment to the brand, aedetiore this does not cause the construct to

lose much validity.

3.4.3.1 Prioritizing the Elements within the Level

Whether the consumer is involved for a longer avrt@r period of time, there is always a
direct contact between the consumer and the brahtth makes it possible to create a
relationship. As mentioned above, it becomes ingmrfor Pepsi Max to add extra value in
form of emotional benefits, why consequently botie tmental as well as the behavioral
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responses in the brand relationship measures laxan for Pepsi Max. Buying intentions and

popularity are thus weighted equally important (50%

Relationship is also measured on a scale going ek, where all variables include yes/no

answers. The three measures within buying inteatiand popularity are all rated equally

important (16.6%).

Table 4: Brand Relationship

Construct Available | Weight How to measure Converted scale
Buying intentions Yes 16.6% Have ever tried or bought
0=No 0
1=yes 10
16.6% Bought lasttime
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
16.6% Will consider next time
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
Recommendation No
Popularity Yes 16.6% A brand others may see me use
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
16.6% A brand that become more and more popular
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
16.6% The most popular brand
0=No 0
1=Yes 10
| Engagement No

3.5 Sub-conclusion

Source: own contribution

The purpose of measuring the strength of a brant isnprove the brand by making it

stronger. The outcome of the brand equity measurethes becomes input for defining how

to use marketing investments on Facebook in oaestrengthen the Pepsi Max brand. Brand

equity is a long term concept, and therefore naingeable in the short term. The learning’s

from the brand equity measures however serve ag fopwhich elements that are relevant to

use as objectives when investing in Facebook amthars relatively more short-term.

Even though the environment has changed due tedttial media revolution, there are no new

branding theories and hence no new frameworksdar to measure brand strength. In order to

answer the first research question, | have thucenalized a brand equity framework

applicable for Pepsi Max.
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In order to operationalize the Pepsi Max brand tggtamework and make it a useful planning
tool for prioritizing marketing investments on Fhoek, the framework needs to be linked to
this thesis’ conceptualization of consumer respars® involvement. The measurement must
therefore include some sort of cognitive, affectarel behavioral levels. The conceptualized
framework includes all three levels and involvemisnincluded on the right-hand side in the
operationalization, since the level of involvemaffects which brand equity levels should be

prioritized.

Model 6: Framework for Measuring Pepsi Max Brand Strength

Framework for T Customer

measure response

Pepsi Max BE
levels

Top-of-mind
Awareness Unaided Cognitive &
Familiarity

Price, Quality,
Appeal, Needs,
Evaluations Personality, Affective &
Differentiation,
Opinion

Popularity
Relationship Buying
intentions

Affective
Behavioral <

Source: own contribution
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Chapter 4 Analysis of Pepsi Max’ Customer-Based Brad Equity

Based on the framework which has been conceptulilizthe previous chapter, the purpose of
this chapter is to prioritize and measure the wbffié levels identified in the brand equity

framework for Pepsi Max in order to establish thankling objectives. It has been identified
that no new branding frameworks have been dermwg, it consequently will be analyzed to

what extent the changed environment has affectadRepsi Max should frame their branding

objectives with “traditional” branding frameworks.

In the following the involvement level will initigt be identified in order to prioritize the
different brand equity levels. After this, the ant level of Pepsi Max’ brand equity will be
measured and last the chapter will summarize tlseltee and thus emphasize the most

important objective for Pepsi Max’ future investrtgen

4.1 Involvement Level within the CSD Category

In order to measure the involvement level withia tategory, 309 respondents have completed
a questionnaire. The lowest score was 15 (answérmgall scales), whereas the highest score
was 99 which is only 6 points away from the highsestre (105).

The average for the overall PPI distribution washtfvever, since the scale goes from 15-105,
this average needs to be recalculated in ordeeftect the scale. The average is thus 34.3
(measured this way: (46-15)/(105-15)). In ordeevaluate whether this average indicates high
or low involvement, the two quartiles (25% and 7586)ow and high involvement should be
calculated (Zaichkowsky, 1985). Low involvementdfined as those in the first quartile of
the distribution and high involvement is definedtlgse “scoring” in the top quartile of the

distribution hence the distribution can be dividiei the two following segments:

» Low involvement (first 25%): 30

» High involvement (last 25%): 60

The overall distribution of the PII scores is emseld in appendix 8. These two quartiles
indicate the spread in the data set. This indicétes the total distributions of scores are
distributed more heavily in the low involvement aref the scale, whereas the high
involvement quartile is scattered over a biggeaav®hen comparing the average of 34.3 with
these two quartiles, the involvement level for t8&D category is slightly above low

involvement. However considering the spread ofdag it can be concluded that there is low
involvement within the CSD category.
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In terms of data validation, when looking at thetdbution of all 309 individual scores, one
thing seems conspicuous (for illustration see agped). The frequency of people who have
scored 15 and 60 are higher than the other scar&stal of 54 respondents (27 respondents
have scored 15 and 27 respondents have scoredvB@®h out of a sample size of 309
respondents is 17.4%. This could indicate respbrasein which the respondents only used the
end point (1) or middle point (4) to rate the CS&legory without actually considering the
questions. This is an obvious disadvantage of thes¢adle and any scales for that matter.
However, | do not find the scale to lose validgince it is also a conclusion that the 8.7% who
has answered respectively 1 or 4, find the CSDgcayeto be of considerably low involvement
(1) or are indifferent towards the category (4).

| acknowledge that the PII which has been constdifbr measuring the involvement within
the CSD category is sensible to both respondestdsavell as situational factors. Taking this
into consideration though, it can still be conclddeat the involvement level within the CSD
category is low, since conclusion is consistenhtiite literature that deals with high versus
low involvement (e.g. (Vaughn, 1986), (Pickton &oBerick, 2005)), since there is little
financial and social risk attached to the buyingpcess within the CSD category. In
Zaichkowsky'’s (1985) own study, she positions offlICG products (breakfast cereal, instant

coffee) as low scoring subjects on the PII, whyg thialso consistent with my research results.

For low involvement products, the decision makiagften based on habit, where little or no
information is considered prior to the purchasear8r selection may be one of a shortlist
within the purchaser’s repertoire set rather thama single brand (Pickton & Broderick, 2005).
Hence, it is very important that Pepsi Max is at drthe consideration, that the brand is
recalled and recognized in the consumers mindenptivchase situation. Brand awareness is

therefore considered to be of very high importdiecéepsi Max (50% weight).

When choosing what CSD to drink five choice craeimpact the selection as mentioned in
chapter 3. The most important criterion was tastey the choice of Pepsi Max is depending
on personal taste. Pepsi Max can therefore be ¢blatehe satisfaction strategy for low
involvement/feeling products (Vaughn, 1986) whene tonsumers “feel” more than they
“think”. Brand evaluation is therefore also consateto be of high importance for Pepsi Max
(30% weight).

Since Pepsi Max is a low involvement product, bregldtionship is not as important as brand
awareness or brand evaluations, since consumarstdipend much time in the buying process
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but buy products depending on their personal t@dfective) or which product they are aware
off (cognitive). However as mentioned in the inwotlon, consumers have become
“prosumers”, and want to be active participants in the commwation instead of being passive

receivers of communication (Edelman, 2010). | heli¢his has increased the consumers’
willingness to engage with brands or engage withdbmmunication, even though the brand
has low involvement. Establishing a relationshipudtl therefore still be something Pepsi Max
should focus on, however brand relationship iscooisidered to be of that high importance for
Pepsi Max (20% weight).

The weight of the different levels within the framak for Pepsi Max’ brand equity levels are

summarized below:

» 50%-> Awareness (cognitive response)
» 30%—-> Evaluations (affective response)
» 20%-> Relationship (affective/behavioral response)

When analyzing the behavioral involvement with relga buying frequency most respondents
answer that they drink around two sodas a weekvenage (142 respondents out of the 309
total). How often they drink sodas differ since @pondents answer 1-2 times a week, 69
answer 1-3 times a month and 64 answer daily/almaity (for illustration, see appendix 9).

The average is 1.96 which means around 3-5 so&a$) @ week whereas the average for how

often is 3.27 which means between 1-2 times a wadkl-3 times a month.

If these figures are converted into spending figu5 sodas a week cost around 650-1,000
DKK a yeaf. Compared to the average personal income in Ddgmérich is 263,084 DKK
(TNS Gallup), a yearly consumption of sodas’ cqroeml to 0.25%-0.41% of the personal
income which is relatively low. In addition, sintteese buying questions are asked considering
the entire CSD category and not only Pepsi Max, fitperes are expected be even lower
considering only Pepsi Max. This result is consisteith the PIl, and it can be concluded that
there is low involvement for Pepsi Max when consitg not only cognitive and affective

levels, but also behavioral levels of involvement.

Thus according to the low level of involvement ahd above weight of the different levels,
brand awareness should have primary focus folloletdrand evaluations. How the different

levels should be prioritized depend on how Pepst ptxforms on the different levels.

8 E.g. 3 sodas = 0.75 L * average cost pr. Litet§85* 52 weeks = 650
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4.2 Current Level of Pepsi Max’ Brand Equity
Based on the weights, it is now possible to detinee Pepsi Max brand equity level. It is not

possible to compare the results of the Pepsi Maxdequity framework with competitors,
since the framework for brand equity is unique Pepsi Max, among other things because it
includes the unique Pepsi Max brand personalitywéi@r, in order to benchmark against
other competitor’ it is possible to include the individual measungthin the overall levels
(awareness, evaluations and relationship) in otdeesearch if they perform better or worse
than competitors.

4.2.1 Measuring Brand Awareness
Brand awareness is measured based on the variab@$/1, unaided and familiarity - on a

scale going from 0-10, where 10 is the highest.cAlthe individual brand awareness scores
have been calculated according to the scale andié¢ight. An example of a respondent could
be:

Respondent(a): TOM (1), Unaided awareness (1),Ifaity (3)
Score: 10*0.1 + 10*0.3 + 6*0.6 = 7.6

The average score for all 309 respondents is 5i6hwhbn a scale from 0-10, is a bit above the

scale median.

When comparing Pepsi Max brand awareness to cotoggtCoca-Cola has the highest TOM
level followed by Pepsi as illustrated below. Tkagon why Pepsi Max, Coca-Cola Light and
Coca-Cola Zero are not TOM is because they arexd#nsions of the regular brands, and
respondents rarely mention Pepsi Max if they haveady mentioned Pepsi. In terms of
unaided awareness Coca-Cola is also rated higbh#dstvéd by Pepsi. When it comes to
familiarity Coca-Cola also performs better than ttieer four brands whereas the other four

brands perform on almost the same level.

Considering all awareness variables, Pepsi Mawsg#tipned at almost the same level as Coca-
Cola Zero and Coca-Cola Light and therefore mat¢heslevel of competition. Coca-Cola
performs better on all variables, probably duehirthistory. If the average brand awareness
score of 5.0 should be benchmarked against Coca-Zx&o and Coca-Cola Light, Pepsi Max
is doing well on the brand awareness level of thand equity framework, however,

benchmarked against Coca-Cola and Pepsi, Pepsekzetiences challenges on this level.

° The benchmark will be compared to Pepsi ReguldrGura-Cola (Regular, Zero and Light)
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Table 5: Awareness (Key Competitors)

m««mum- o

TOM TOM
Uaided awareness Unaided awareness 8 1 0 S 0 7 S, 3,2
Do not know 0 0 0 0 O 0
L Have heard about it 12 31 2,5 18 2,7 2,3
Familiarity L
Know it guite well 42 42 5 47 55 4,7
Know a lotabout it 46 2,7 25 3,5 18 3

Source: RU tracking 2011

4.2.2 Measuring Brand Evaluations
Brand evaluation is measured according to the bksa Price, Quality, Appeal, Needs,

Personality, Differentiation and Opinion. Here thié individual brand evaluation scores have

also been calculated and an example of a respondatltt look like this:

Respondent(a): Price (3), Quality (1 + 1), App€2), Needs (1), Personality
(5+7+5+5+7+6+7+7+6+6), Differentiation (1), Opini¢h)

Score: 10%0.25 + (10*0.125 + 10*0.125) + 10*0.1 €*Q.05 +
(6.67* 0.01)*3 + (10*0.01)*4 + (8.33*0.01)*3 + 10*05 + 10*0.1
=9.85

The average score for all 309 respondents is 2i2hwbn the scale from 0-10, is below the
scale median. In order to benchmark this figureregahe competitors, an analysis of Pepsi
Max’ key competitors are in order. Included in &g tracking is competitor knowledge which
has been used in the framework for Pepsi Max’ beemudty. The data corresponding to brand
evaluations are included in the table below. Frbms it can be concluded that Coca-Cola has a
strong position in the minds of the consumers,esi@oca-Cola performs better on all levels
compared with competitors. Coca-Cola Light, Pepai 8epsi Max perform almost on the
same level, however Coca-Cola Zero has managedfferedtiate themselves on quality,

differentiation, appeal and opinion.

The average score of 2.2 which Pepsi Max receivaba brand evaluation level is therefore
below benchmark, since Coca-Cola and Zero perfaettebthan Pepsi Max and Coca-Cola
Light whereas Pepsi must be expected to be oratne ¢evel as Pepsi Max. It can therefore be
concluded that Pepsi Max has a challenge consgldhis level within their brand equity

framework.
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Table 6: Evaluations (Key Competitors)

Avg. of 5

Costs more than you are willing to pay

Price Has anacceptable price level 5,1 4,6 4,7 4,5 4,3 4.6
Too cheap to be of acceptable guality 0 0 0,1 0,1 0,1 0,1
s Satisfies your or your family’s needs 5,7 3,2 ol 3,5 31 3,8
Does not satisfy your or your family’s needs 14 2,7 2,5 2,0 2,6 252
Has better gualities than other brands 2:1 0,8 15 0,6 0,8 1,2
Quality Has good gualities 45 28 3,2 3,2 2,7 3.3
Has unacceptable gualities 12 2,0 15 14 2,0 1,7
Differentiation Offers something different than other brands 12 0,4 11 04 0,6 0,7
Appeals more than other brands 34 0,8 1,7 10 0,8 1,6
Appeal Appeals just as much as other brands 2,8 3,3 2,7 3,8 2,8 31
Appeals less than other brands 0,5 18 18 10 2,0 14
Opinion Has a better opinion about than other brands 21 0,6 1,1 0,4 0,6 1,0

Source: RU tracking 2011

4.2.3 Measuring Brand Relationship
Brand relationship is measured according to Buymigntions and Popularity. An example of

a respondent could look like this:
Respondent(a): Buying intentions (1 + 0 + 1), Rapty (1 + 1 + 0)

Score: (10%0.166 + 0*0.166 + 10%0.166) + (10*0.166.0%0.166 +
10*0.166) = 6.64

The average score for all 309 respondents is 2i8hwidn a scale from 0-10 is below the scale
median. Included in the tracking data is also cditggeknowledge which has been used in
Pepsi Max’ brand equity framework for brand relasbip. As the table below illustrates,
Coca-Cola also performs better than the other ls@ads when considering buying intentions
and popularity and Coca-Cola Zero is a bit strongesitioned in the minds of the consumers
compared to Coca-Cola Light, Pepsi and Pepsi Maparl therefore be argued that the average
score of 2.5 is below benchmark, why it can be kated that Pepsi Max also has challenges

considering this level within the brand equity framork.
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Table 7: Relationship (Key Competitors)

. . Avg.of 5
== e Jed s ls s essd
7,2 6,5 7,5 6,6 74

Have ever tried or bought 88
Buying intentions Bought lasttime 3,3 13l 17 0,6 0,9 15
Will consider next time 40 1,7 2,5 18 16 2,3
A brand others may see me use 51 3,8 40 41 3,8 4,2
Popularity A brand that become more and more popular 13 0,4 16 0,4 0,5 0,8
The most popular brand 3,7 0,3 0,6 0,3 0,3 1,0

Source: RU tracking 2011

4.3 Relationship between Involvement and Brand Eqty
As mentioned above the average involvement scose3da& which indicates low involvement.

The average brand equity score given the threeageescores as indicated above on all three
levels is 3.2. When compared with the involvemeaight (50% awareness, 30 % evaluations
and 20% relationship) the average brand equityesiso8.66 (0.5*5.0 + 0.3*2.2 + 0.2*2.5).

In order to analyze if there is any statisticaatieinship between involvement and brand equity
a correlation analysis is completed by consideratigthe individual scores for all 309
respondents (brand equity and involvement). Wherdgcting a correlation analysis, this can
be done by using Pearson product-moment correlabefficient (PPMCC, typically denoted
by r), which is the measure of the correlation betweerariables X and Y giving a value
between +1 and -1 inclusive.

The correlation between the PII (involvement) ahé total brand equity level is 0.37
(appendix 10) and the correlation between the Rdl r@spectively awareness, evaluations and
relationship is 0.32; 0.30 and 0.31. These figuiredicate medium positive correlation
(Newbold et al.,, 2006) and it can therefore be tated that there is a positive coherence
between the respondents’ level of involvement dralével of brand equity. It can thus be
concluded that the higher brand equity a brand eapee, the more involved the consumers

become which is also consistent with theory (Vaudle86).

It should be taken into consideration that the imement score is based on the CSD category
in general whereas the brand equity score is base®epsi Max. This might affect the
analysis, since if the involvement score had omgrbfor Pepsi Max and not the category in
general, there might have been a greater corralatiowever, this does not affect the results,
as it can still be concluded that there is a diyghositive relationship between involvement

and brand equity.
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4.4 Sub-conclusion
In order to answer the second research questionhande establish Pepsi Max’ branding

objectives, the involvement level within the CSDegry has been measured as well as Pepsi
Max’ level of brand awareness, evaluations andicglahip.

The level of involvement was measured on the Rllesand the average score was 34.4 which
indicates low involvement since the first quartilas 30. When analyzing the consumption and
frequency within the category this also indicate lavolvement and is thus consistent with the
Pll. By knowing the level of involvement, it is cegquently possible to prioritize between the
different levels within the brand equity frameworkow involvement implies that brand

awareness is Pepsi Max’ most important objectiwe the three levels are therefore weighted
according to how important the levels are (50% awess, 30% evaluations, 20%

relationship).

When measuring the current level of Pepsi Max’ Orauguity, Pepsi Max performs well
considering brand awareness (average 5.0) wherhbemking against their key competitors,
but it should still be a focus area for Pepsi Maxsidering the importance of having high
awareness within the CSD category. Pepsi Max egpees most challenges compared to their
competitors in the brand evaluation (average 2r) larand relationship level (2.5). Since
brand evaluations are weighted more important theand relationship, due to the low
involvement category, brand evaluations hence besdotus area for Pepsi Max.

The above slightly positive relationship betweevoiiement and brand equity indicates that if
the consumers get more involved with Pepsi Max]eliel of brand equity will simultaneously
increase and vice versa. It can therefore be cdedlthat if Pepsi Max manage to increase the

brand equity, they might be able to increase thellef involvement as well.
The key objectives for Pepsi Max’ future marketingestments are to:

v Increase brand awareness of Pepsi Max

v’ Strengthen positive brand evaluations of Pepsi Max
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Chapter 5 Categorizing the Facebook Functions

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a framkwaacording to which the stimuli i.e. the
different functions on Facebook can be categoriredrder to analyze the derived branding
effect. Having established the branding objectiviest step is to research how these branding

objectives can be linked to communication objeative

This chapter will begin with conceptualizing a thetacal framework which can be used to
categorize the communication effect of the markestimuli. After this, the IMC model will
be introduced as a mean of categorizing the cownfethie Facebook functions after which their

media instrumentality will be assessed.

5.1 Effect Hierarchies

In general, communication stimuli are categorizetbading to the effect hierarchy as formerly
discussed in the consumer involvement sub-chaptehapter 3. There exist various models of
consumer-response stages also known as respomaechjemodels (Kotler, 2000). The most
well-known communication model and proponent of tifaglitional cognition-affect-conation
response effect hierarchy sequence is the AIDA m@deention, Interest, Desire and Action).
This model was introduced by St EImo Lewis in the11800s (Barry & Howard, 1990) and
theorized that marketers, in order to be succedsaul to attract attention (cognition), maintain
interest and create desire (affect) in order tot “getion” (conation/behavioral) (Barry &
Howard, 1990). The AIDA model proposes a hierar@horder, going from interest to action,
however, the model does not describe what happégristae consumers have acted. Another
well-known model is the Hierarchy-of-Effects mogebposed by Lavidge and Steiner (1961)
which includes six steps the buyers pass throughawareness and knowledge (cognitive
stage), liking, preference and conviction (affeetstage) and purchase (behavior stage). These
models have subsequently been further developedhey theoreticians, yet common for most

other models is that they all include the leveadtionas final level (Barry & Howard, 1990).

The customer activities do however not always st with action, but is an integrated
experience where consumers according to the theaisdra Vandermerwe (2000) follow the
Customer-Activity CycléCAC). This cycle includes three experiences - grging and post
purchase. “Pre purchase” includes when customerdeniding what to do, “during purchase”
includes doing what they decided on, and “post Ipase” includes maintaining the result
(reviewing, upgrading etc.) (Vandermerwe, 2000).c©mthe consumer approaches the post
purchase stage, he or she keéping it going and the cycle loops back to the beginning

a7



(Vandermerwe, 2000). For Pepsi Max this cycle wastlait with acknowledging a need of
thirst and deciding to buy something to drink (pr@)ing to a supermarket and choosing a
Pepsi Max (during) and evaluating the taste (pa$tr which you subsequently get thirsty and
decides to buy something to drink (pre) etc. Thdecthus continuously loops back, why it can
be argued that the buying process is not just i@tkical process that ends with action, but a
cyclical process that continues to develop as tlamdis being evaluated by the consumer.

Previous experiences with the brand thus affecréubnes why the cycle continues to develop.

Mindshare has also developed a version of the Cal@d the“Consumer Journey”which
includes a seek-act-involve-share cyclical procsssilar to the CAC (Markedshorisont,
2010c). Theseeklevel is where the consumer seeks a way to olaligeed (e.g. a search for
something to drink)jnvolve is where the consumer becomes more involved vighktrand
(e.g. though getting more information about PepakMact is when the consumer is deciding
what to do (e.g. choosing to buy a Pepsi Max) simakeis where is where the consumer is
sharing their reactions after having bought/usedtoduct (e.g. sharing the thoughts about

taste/experience of Pepsi Max) after which the gores again seeks a way to oblige a need.

Both models include a step after action, i.e.fgbststep of the CAC and treharestep in the
Consumer Journey where these two steps expecitimiimer to act in some way after they

have bought the product.

Model 7: Correlation betweeAlIDA, Customer-Activity Cycle and Consumer Journey

- -
~ A,
p \
¢ Customer Consumer
A % em Journey

Customer-Activity
Cycle

Attention Pre
Interest '

Desire During
Action Post

Mindshare
Consumer Journey

Seek
Involve

Act

Share

Source: own contribution
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In the development of communication objectives thrdt to the brand equity objectives, the
communication framework should include the abovatmeed post purchase/sharing element,
since | believe that communication does not endh witnply action. This is also why the
framework should include the concept about the ping”, since the CSD category has high

buying frequencyf, and the buying process is thus constantly stadirer again.

Despite the fact that the AIDA model does not idelithe loop and ends with action, this
model is still one of the most well-known communmica models and still widely used today
due to its applicable nature. The AIDA model wilhetefore be integrated in the
communication framework, however, with certain nfigdtions. In this framework, thaction
step is for example not viewed as final step. Iregpby the CAC and the Consumer Journey,
the action step will include an element of postepase behavior as well as sharing.
Furthermore the framework will include the cyclicelement rather than the hierarchical
approach. Apart from that and since the objecsu® iend up with a framework in three levels,
the interest and desire level will be merged intoattraction level, which includes both
interest and desire. Considering the consumer nsgpattention still corresponds to the
cognitive level,attraction corresponds to the affective level. Since actimciudes the post-
purchase and sharing element, this level corresptmdhe affective and behavioral level as
consumers are willing to spend time reviewing thedpct and share their thoughts about the

product.

This way a link has been established between thmenmumication objectives (Attention,
Attraction and Action) and the branding objectiyAsvareness, Evaluations and Relationship)

since both frameworks correspond to the three $evkethe consumer response.

5.2 Media Instrumentality

Media instrumentality is a concept that takes thediais qualitative characteristics into
account (Markedshorisont, 2009). Having establigheccommunication objectives, the task is
consequently to fit the different Facebook funcsido these objectives by considering their
media instrumentality. In the world of Facebooke ttifferent Facebook functions share
similarities with media. Accordingly the concept miedia instrumentality can be applied to
these functions. The 11 different functions thatl We tested include Facebook banners,
Sponsored Stories, Applications (being fan of),df@f, “Comment”, “Like”, Photos, Videos,

1956.31% buys soda’s min. weekly (TNS Gallup)
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Competitions, Wall posts and Questions. For ilatstn and descriptions of functions, see
appendix 11.

Ultimately these 11 Facebook functions should beegmized according to which
communication effect they have, i.e. if they can used for generating either attention,
attraction or action. This way it will be easierpedict the desired outcome. This is, however,
not a simple task since different media may haversé communication effects and therefore
cannot be placed exclusively in one “box”. CongiugmV advertisements, these can e.g. be
used for generating both attention and attract®mholdt & Christensen, 2006). Furthermore
some of the different Facebook functions that ested might have the same quantitative and
gualitative characteristics, why they should beugexl according to the communication
activity they correspond most to.

When considering the quantitative and qualitatiharacteristics and when choosing which
media to use, two criteria have high importancee fitst criterion is financial and is the choice
of the media group that provides the largest caesrar the largest number of exposures in the
selected target group (Grgnholdt & Christensen6200he second criterion is qualitative and
covers which media best corresponds to the attisidand behavioral characteristics of the
message (Grgnholdt & Christensen, 2006). The tweria are very different, since the first is
guantitative/financial-based and measured usingdbks and methods available in traditional
media planning, whereas the second is a qualitath@ce. It's often integrated into the
creative process, i.e. as a part of the messaggndasd contains an element of subjective

assessment.

Choice of media depends on which media reachesatiget group in a situation, where the
target group can be expected to be open towardadaertising message for a product
(Grgnholdt & Christensen, 2006). When choosing betwmedia the primary criterion is
therefore which situation the recipient of the naggsis in. In recognition of this there have in
recent years been attempts to divide the media nmee meaningful way according to the
media instrumentality (Grgnholdt & Christensen, @0Media instrumentality is a concept,
which covers the media’s qualitative charactersstiMarkedshorisont, 2009). The concept
includes among other things how the media is beisgd (e.g. for entertainment or for
information), and by dividing media according toaddcteristics which can satisfy potential

needs for the consumer, it is possible for the etarg manager to get a more differentiated
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view of the media than just by looking at a quatitie opportunity-to-see (OTS)
(Markedshorisont, 2009). The media’s strength ardkmesses should be estimated compared
to the campaign objective, the target group andmkssage which should be communicated
(Grgnholdt & Christensen, 2006). Besides this domus such as the target group’s motives
for using the media, when the media is being ussdwell as noise and relevance in the
exposure situation, should also be evaluated (&GidhB& Christensen, 2006).

As a result, another dimension should be addede@bove model and the objective is hence
to categorize the different Facebook functions etiog to which communication activity they
perform based on their instrumentality and link sthtommunication activity to the

communication objectives.

5.3 Media Activities

The marketing mix is one of the foundation stonésnarketing and represents a range of
“ingredients” or elements, which, if “mixed” proper would create a product capable of
satisfying consumer requirements (Pickton & Broderi2005). These elements have been
shortened to four elements — Product, Pricing, &t Promotion — also known as the 4P’s
(Pickton & Broderick, 2005). Through history thehas been a need for referring to a
promotion mix, in order to give recognition to tlariety of activities that fall into the
promotion category, since the original list of “redients” also fails to make reference to other

forms of promotion, e.g. public relations.

The concept “marketing communications” is insteaddming widely used among academics
and practitioners as an alternative descriptorpi@rhotion”, as it seems more appropriate in
describing a range of communication activities. Toacept describe’all the promotional
elements of the marketing mix which involve thensanications between an organization and
its target audiences on all matters that affect keting performance’(Pickton & Broderick,
2005). Kotler (2003) defines marketing communiaati@s“a way of looking at the whole
marketing process from the viewpoint of the custbm8ince the branding objectives are
framed from a consumer point of view, the marketimgcess as a whole should be from the

viewpoint of the consumer as well.

The marketing communication mix can be classifisdttee four elements; Public relations,
advertising, sales promotions and personal sellifigs mix follows that all the various

marketing communications activities would have #toirfito one of these four categories,
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however, this cannot be done in any satisfactory, wisce some activities might fit into more
than one category (Pickton & Broderick, 2005). Tloeir categories of the marketing
communication mix are overlapping, since e.g. direail can be characterized as being both
advertising and sales promotion. Consequently anatbncept for representing the marketing
communications mix has been developed, called tbegtated Marketing Communication
(IMC) Mix Model. This model illustrates that therexists a wide range of different

communication activities and recognizes that mdrth@se activities overlap.

Model 8: IMC Mix Model

Public relations-
Personal selling Overlap

Public relations
Advertising Overlap
depea0 vopowoad seesg
Buyes puosied

Source: Pickton & Broderick, 2005

Academic research of Facebook is still limited, wihgre at present are no theories or methods
that make it possible to research the effect Famebas on the marketing outcome. Therefore
in order to research how advertising through Fackleorks, how it can be measured and how
it as a marketing stimulus affects the consumer othjective is to create a framework based on

primary data for how Facebook functions can beistld

One way of grouping the Facebook functions is bingighe IMC Mix Model. When
categorizing and grouping the various Facebooktions according to this model, this can
follow the general segmentation criteria, propossgdKotler (2000). Even though Kotler
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evaluates how to target and segment different nsrklis general ideas concerning
segmenting criteria are useful in this setting &il.vDOne of his segmentation criteria is that
segments should be heterogeneous externally anddemaous internally (Kotler, 2000). This
means that the group of different functions migbt different on the outside, but on the

“inside” they more or less fulfill the same commeation purpose.

Facebook includes many different marketing comnaftioa activities. In order to group the
content of these functions, this can be done acupitd the IMC Mix Model. The objective is
to fit each Facebook function under one appropr@mmunication activity. However, as
mentioned above, this cannot be done in any settsfaway, as there are functions that can be
placed into more than one box. Hence, the objedsite categorize the functions according to
those activities they fit the most into, even thHoufpey can be argued to fit into other

categories as well.

5.4 Facebook Functions Grouped According to IMC andheir Instrumentality

The IMC Mix Model includes one-to-many and one-tte@ommunications, where most of the
Facebook functions correspond to the one-to-mamgnuoanications (Pickton & Broderick,
2005). None of the Facebook functions can be cataggb according to the personal selling
activity (one-to-one) or any of the sub activitteat fall under this activity (e.g. telemarketing,
direct sales, trade sales etc.). Facebook is alsomedium placed on the internet, and
according to the IMC Mix Model, internet is placedthe overlap between advertising and
sales promotion. The different functions on Facéboem, however, be categorized according
to public relations, advertising and sales promm#otivities as well as according to two of the
sub activities which are placed in the overlap leemvthese three activities, i.e. sponsorship

and corporate communications.

5.4.1 Advertising

Advertising is defined a%ny paid form of non-personal presentation andmuaiion of ideas,
goods or services by an identified spons@Pickton & Broderick, 2005). There are many
different types of advertising including press, TWebpage/homepage, banner ads etc.
(Pickton & Broderick, 2005). Facebook banners, spoed stories and applications can all be
classified as being some kind of advertising, wagrapplications also include the element of
sponsorships placed in the Public Relation (PR) Addertising overlap area. Applications
will thus be placed under the sponsorship category.
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Just like many other websites, Facebook has aldaded the opportunity for advertisers to
buy advertising space on Facebook. A Facelmakneris more or less the same as regular
internet banners. They are placed on the rightsidee users profile and since all profiles are
created based on profile data, it is easy to tatlgetright users, also known as behavioral
targeting. Sponsored stories have been developeatfeertisers to utilize their fans networks
and operate by turning friend activity into a netvfarmat (e.g. Peter is now fan of Pepsi Max
Denmark). They will appear in the right hand sidehe news feed or profile. The difference

between sponsored stories and display ads ispgbassred stories include persons you know.

Facebook banners and sponsored stories are botltestreffective, since the advertiser only
buys contacts in the target group (Facebook). likestregular display banners you can pay a
cost per click (CPC) or a cost per exposure (CPMg effectiveness of Facebook banners and
sponsored stories can easily be quantitatively oreds since every click can be tracked

according to whether they generated a new fan br no

Both Facebook banners and sponsored stories dethanthe target group actively click on
the advert. However, research shows that only 5%efarget group (male 15-30yo) clicks on
internet banners min. weekly (TNS Gallup). As stadbove, people use Facebook to connect
with friends, and are therefore not interested my advertisements, unless it has some
relevance for them. Being on Facebook normally diasost all the attention of 39% of the
target group and for 17% Facebook has full atten(ibNS Gallup), why the users on this
platform have high attention. Sponsored stories hosvever, a bit different compared to
Facebook banners as mentioned above, since itoreestabout people you know. The
sponsored stories are therefore using the so@ahezit Facebook is known for as it tries to
affect the users, as there might be a bigger isténebecoming a fan of something your friends
are fans of. Hence the relevance is created thrthegbponsored stories which affect the social
situation the users are in when they are usingl€ate When the target group is exposed to
either a display ad or a sponsored story, theyoften only exposed to a logo or a picture
combined with a text. The users exposed to theladkerefore not have time to learn anything
new about the advertiser, but if they act afterythave been exposed to the banner or

sponsored story they can become fan of Pepsi Max.

5.4.2 Sponsorship
By having a Facebookpplicationthe company can communicate with the fans thraagh

interactive platform, however, when evaluating &agtions this only includes becoming fan of
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the function. Even though this function includes gpportunity to communicate with the fans,
interactions with this communication are something company must earn by making the

content interesting and relevant for the fans.

Applications can be measured quantitatively, by mgasuring daily or monthly active users
on the pag¥, logged-in page viewéor daily stream impressiotfsand all measurements are

included in the Facebook Page Insights Report (agipel 2).

By looking at the application more qualitativelyhig function can be used for both
entertainment (e.g. videos/pictures/competitions)well as for information (e.g. product
launches). On the application, no other advertiaegsbeing exposed, why there is no noise in
the exposure situation. Applications integrate gbeial situation, since it satisfies the need of
being entertained, informed as well as creatingtigals between the fans. This supports the
target group’s motives for using the media, i.entpesocial, and the exposure situation is thus

very relevant.

Pepsi Max has created an application calMak the Musicwith the purpose of emphasizing
some of the brand identity stateméftsThe difference between Facebook Fanpages and
applications is that the latter has the strengtlbedhg much more integrated in the creative
process and can hence be used as a platformsjporesorship Sponsorships may be used for
particular brand and marketing communications psegoand can, as such, fulfill specific
marketing objectives (Pickton & Broderick, 2005h€eTability to target a young audience has
made popular music an attractive sponsorship oppibyt (Pickton & Broderick, 2005) where
companies e.g. can choose celebrity endorsers tihenpopular music industry if they see a
match between the celebrity and the products pahspnPepsi Max uses the applicatibtax
the Musicto create an identity that deals with music tersgthen the brand identity and make
the brand more edgy, by using celebrity endorsgech as the pop artists Nik & Jay. Celebrity
endorsement of products is of particular interest i the personality of the celebrity endorser
Is close to that of the product the endorsemenrtlveilmore effective. (Pickton & Broderick,
2005). The strength of this application is thatatresponds to the attitudinal and behavioral
characteristics of the message (i.e. music), stheeapplication includes the opportunity to

integrate music videos in the creative set-up. ighothe application the fans have the

2 Monthly Users who have engaged with your Pageyeieyour Page, or consumed content generated by you
Page (Unique Users) (Facebook)

2 How many users have logged-in on the Page (totattcor unique users) (Facebook)

13 Daily impressions of stream stories generatedday Page (total count)

1 E.g. Edgy, Maximum kick, intense, Max taste, Mugiaders Christiansen, Mindshare)
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opportunity to learn new things about the brandvali as get more information about the
sponsorship.

5.4.3 Corporate Communication

Corporate communication is an area within the ntargeublic relations and has an enormous
range of possibilities including corporate imagenagement, corporate advertising and
communications with other stakeholder groups (Pick& Broderick, 2005)Videos, photos
and Questionscan all be characterized as being different foahsorporate communication
with Pepsi Max’ fans on Facebook. One of the stiteraf these functions is that they are
featured in the fans news feed and Pepsi Max cdnted to these functions. The fan can
commenbr like the communication as well akareit with their friends, but this dialogue and
interaction is something the company should eam tvese functions are placed below PR.

Since the fans have actively chosen to become famajst be anticipated that they have some
interest in the communication from the company. Tiivee functions can be used for either
information or entertainment, since they can shtupes of e.g. new packaging (information)
or show music videos (entertainment). The weakoé#isese three functions is that Pepsi Max
does not have any control of how fans will reacewlbeing exposed to this communication,
though this is a weakness of Facebook in generale $acebook places the users in the center
of the communication. On the other hand, this dan be a strength since fans communicate
with each other and this communication is beingag@rthrough the viral effects on Facebook
causing more fans to participate. Emphasis shdndcefore be placed upon the content of the
communication and it consequently becomes importantemember which situation the
recipient of the message is in why trying to stadialogue. Since Facebook is a social medium
to be used mostly for entertainment, a key rulthés 20% content can be about information
whereas 80% should be about entertainment andgtrymn start a dialogue (Anders
Christiansen, Mindshare).

5.44 PR

Public relation is defined as ‘a.. planned and sustained effort to establish andntan
goodwill and mutual understanding between an orgatdn and its public.”(Pickton &
Broderick, 2005). In this definition the word “beden” is significant, since PR is a two-way
communication activity, why the organization botlieg and receives information (Pickton &
Broderick, 2005). PR is a range of activities thave to be planned and managed and demand

active involvement from Pepsi Max in order to maintthe conversation with the “fans”.
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Whether or not the fans choose to interact withdorate communication is something the
company earns, and is not given beforehand, whyneRdes an element of the concept of
earned medias introduced in the first chapter. The four défd activities included in the PR
activities are “like”, “share”, “comment” and “watwall post”. All of these activities can be
categorized as some kind of interaction, where &tisely interact with Pepsi Max Biking,
commentingor sharinga status update, video or picture, or when fangesawall post and

shares it on the Pepsi Max Fanpage.

These functions can be measured quantitatively égsuring number of likes, comments, wall
posts etc. however, these figures do not describat ihe functions build, why a more
gualitative assessment of the functions is nee@ecimon for all of the functions are that it is
important for the company to create relevant ater@sting content that makes the users want
to share and interact with the content. When icterg with the content, the fans are focused
and they are therefore not exposed to any noisa bther advertisers. As mentioned in the
introduction, consumers have today becgmesumerswhy they do not want to be passive
receivers of information. They want to be activetipgants in the communication, therefore
it's important to integrate them in the communicatiwhich is possible through these

functions.

Even though the different functions reflect diffierelevels of involvement they are all
categorized according to the PR activity since tléyeflect some kind of interaction between
the fan and Pepsi Max. When the fans “like” a statpdate/video/photo, this is viewed as the
lowest level of involvement, since all the fan h@glo is to click on the “like” button. When
choosing to “share”, “comment” or “write a wall gshis indicates a somewhat higher level
of involvement than simply “liking” something sindke fans choose to share it with their
friends or actively participate in the communicatiAll 4 functions however indicate a
commitment towards the Pepsi Max since the fansetigely interacting with Pepsi Max, as

well as willing to spend time with the brand.

5.4.5 Sales Promotion

Sales promotion embraces a wide range of marketimgmunications where much of it is
thought of as below-the-line promotions (Pickton Bfoderick, 2005). Included in sales
promotion activities are contests or competitiomsich are a very popular sales promotional
tool where marketers may use simple incentivesftige gifts in return for quick response.
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As a part of the Max the Music application, PepsaxMhas included competitions as
entertainment for the fans, where they can wireddht prices e.g. back stage experiences etc.
When participating in competitions, the fans matiege influenced by an expectation to win
and thus get a unique experience provided in cotlton with Pepsi Max. Through the
competitions they engage with the brand and conmgitt Pepsi Max since they have a

possibility to win gifts or experiences.

5.5 Grouping of Facebook Functions
Based on the above the various functions on Fadéebao be grouped according to the IMC

Mix Model.

Model 9: Categorizatioof Facebook Functions

Pepsi Max IMC Mix Model:
Communication levels Marketing communication Facebook Function
activities

Banner
Attention i—' Advertising

Sponsored Story
N Sponsorship Applications (beingfan of)
’ ‘ Video
Attraction H)_ gg::r?\rjr:?cation Photo
A Questions
’ Sales promotion Competition

Wall post (share)

Comment

Acti 4
ction Share

Like

Source: own contribution

At present it is not possible to theoretically m@sd which level the various marketing

communication activities build, since it can be umd that e.g. advertising can build both
attention, attraction and action as illustratedhi@ above model. It is therefore not possible to
prioritize between which of the different Facebdokctions Pepsi Max should focus on in the
future in order to reach their objectives as statqarevious chapter.

According to Pickton & Broderick (2005), the protiuzategory decides which marketing
communication activities the advertiser should ®a@n and how they should allocate the
budget between the different activities. The theloeye dictates that if the product category
consists of consumer convenience products (lowluavoent), the advertising is most likely to

play a primary role followed by sales promotionsewdas if the product category consists of
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industrial durable products (high involvement), memphasis is typically placed on personal
selling as primary activity followed by PR (seaudtration appendix 13). Since Pepsi Max is
identified as a low involvement product, this medhat Pepsi Max according to theory
primarily should focus on advertising and salesymtions. Whether or not this is true should

be empirically tested.

5.6 Sub-conclusion

Having established which branding objectives P&t should have, next step is to research
how investments on Facebook can reach these olgectn order to answer the third research
question it was therefore necessary first to eisfalal link between the branding objectives and
the communication objectives, since the Faceboawktions are viewed as communication
stimuli. The AIDA model was consequently included the framework as a model for

communication objectives to create this link, hoarewn a modified version.

In order to fit the 11 different Facebook functiclmsthe communications objectives in the
framework and hence analyze what the differenttfans build (i.e. attention, attraction or
action), these were first categorized accordintheIMC Mix Model, based on the functions
media instrumentality. This categorization of thac&book functions was based on a
theoretical and subjective assessment of the diffefunctions quantitative as well as
qualitative instrumentality. The 11 functions wesdegorized according to five IMC activities

I.e. advertising, sponsorship, corporate commuiticasales promotion and PR.

Ultimately, these activities should be categorizedording to which communication effect
they have, e.g. do they generate attention or macfitis is however not simple, since
advertising according to theory can be used foregging both attention and action. A
framework was, however, conceptualized which canubed for analyzing the Facebook

functions.
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Chapter 6 Analysis of Pepsi Max’ Facebook Functions
Based on the framework which has been conceptdaline previous chapter and the
categorization of the different Facebook functiottse objective with this chapter is to

empirically analyze to what extent the different&aook functions can increase brand equity.

In the following, it will first be analyzed if theifferent Facebook functions can be categorized
according to the IMC Mix Model in order validatetife grouping is correct. Next it will be

analyzed how Pepsi Max can use the different fonstin order to strengthen their brand.

Even though the sample size of Pepsi Max fans g 08 within the overall sample of 185
respondents (appendix 3), | will use the resultgdnerate general conclusions based on how
the data is distributed among the different fundiowithin the established framework.
However, since the margin of uncertainty is abobri a scale from 0-10) due to the sample

size, | need be critical concerning my conclusions.

6.1 Construct validity

The framework established in previous chapter,aised on subjective as well as theoretical
assessment of the different Facebook functionardier to test the construct validity of the
categorization in relation to behavior, the funetidhat make up the five IMC activities are

analyzed in comparison to each other.

Table 8: Bi-variate of Functions

Sponsorship (100%) | Corporate communication (53.73%) |Sales promotions (100%) Public relations (60.67%)

Applications Questions  Photos Videos Competitions Wall post Share Comment Like

0,734 0,543 0,548 0,468 0,561 0,368 0,39 0,539 0,63

0,661 0,534 0,517 0,379 0,621 0,369 0,311 0,572 0,65

Applications 0,461 0,617 0,596 0,55 0,305 0,478 0,45 0,6

Questions 0,543 0,534 0,461 0,474 0,412 0,701 0,64 0,45 0,796 0,66

Photos 0,548 0,517 0,617 0,474 0,726 0,469 0,419 0,389 0,562 0,61

Videos 0,468 0,379 0,596 0,412 0,726 0,376 0,416 0,446 0,468 0,54

Competitions 0,561 0,621 0,55 0,701 0,469 0,376 0,517 0,357 0,698 0,71

Wall post 0,368 0,369 0,305 0,64 0,419 0,416 0,517 0,502 0,711 0,58

Share 0,39 0,311 0,478 0,45 0,389 0,446 0,357 0,502 0,533 0,46

Comment 0,539 0,572 0,45 0,796 0,562 0,468 0,698 0,711 0,533 0,86
Like 0,632 0,653 0,599 0,661 0,608 0,544 0,709 0,582 0,455 0,857

Source: Facebook questionnaire
The above is based on the respondents of the Fakcehestionnaire who are fans of Pepsi
Max (73 respondents). The figures indicate to wddent the respondents use the different
functions, e.g. if you have seen a banner, 87%adt&s seen a sponsored story (dark blue
color). When choosing between different functiahgs indicates that if the banner function is

not available, you can use the sponsored storgadssince 87% use both functions.
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When analyzing applications (sponsorship) and comnpes (sales promotion), the result is
obviously 100%, since there is only one functioatthonstitutes each of these activities.
Questions, photos and videos constitute corpom@atenwinication, and when the fans look at
photos, 72% are also looking at videos. Questioasyare distinct from photos/videos, since
only about 40% who watch photos/videos also ansyuesstions. Considering the last four
functions that constitute public relations, therage of the scores is 60.7% which indicate that

there is a high coherence between these four fumti

The analysis shows that fans use several of tHerelft functions included within the same
IMC activity which makes it easier to be a medianpler, but it does not explain the effect of
the different functions, since it is not necesgacirtain that the functions e.g. banners and

sponsored stories, have the same effect on brartyeq

6.1.1 Correlation between functions
In order measure the effect of the different fume$i which constitute the different IMC

activities, the correlation between the functioesdhto be analyzed within each group.

In the below table the correlation has been meddoetveen all different Facebook functions
categorized according to the IMC activities and hibwy individually affect the different
levels which constitute the three brand equity Ie#r overview of data see appendix 14).
The average of the correlations between the spduaifictions that constitute the IMC activities
has been calculated, and this shows a correlafidh9and upwards which indicates a high
level of correlation. The only correlation belov@ @ between share and wall post.

Table 9: Correlation between functions

Sponsorship (1) | Corporate communication (0.966) |Sales promotions (1) Public relations (0,939)
Applications Questions  Photos Videos Competitions Share Comment Like Wall post

Applications 1

Questions 0,996 0,954

Photos 0,996 0,948

Videos 0,954 0,948

Competitions 1

Share 0,95 0,963 0,871
Comment 0,95 0,969 0,963
Like 0,963 0,969 0,918
Wall post 0,871 0,963 0,918

Source: Facebook questionnaire
Based on the results of the above table, when denisg the different functions that constitute
the five IMC activities, it can be concluded thdtem the fans use one of the functions within

e.g. the advertising activity, these two functitiase the same effect. This means, that if Pepsi
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Max do not have the opportunity of using e.g. basinghey might as well use sponsored
stories, since the fans uses both functions arsgttveo functions have the same effect.

6.2 Fans vs. Non-fans

In through the Facebook questionnaire, | have nfadanalyzing the Facebook functions, |
have had the opportunity of comparing the resultsuass vs. non-fans. In order to analyze the
results and compare the results to the brand eémaiyework, the communications objectives
can be linked to the brand equity objectives asatetnated in previous chapter. The different
Facebook functions are therefore analyzed accoringhich brand equity level they build,
since the Facebook questionnaire is divided into parts, where one part measures the
respondents attitude towards various branding bsa(from the brand equity framework) and
the second part measures the Facebook fans ustgedifferent functions (see appendix 3).

Table 10: Fans vs. Non-fans

Fan Non-fan Difference

LEVEL AWARENESS 8,7 7,4 1,3
10,05 VAR_TOM_PEPSI 6,1 1,6 45
30,05 VAR_UNAIDED_PEPSI 9,0 8,7 0,3
60,05 VAR_FAMILIARITY_PEPSI 8,9 7,7 1,2

LEVEL EVALUATIONS 6,2 EXY 3,2
25,0% VAR_PRICE 7,0 4,1 2,9
12,5% VAR_QUALITY1 5,1 1,9 3,1
12,5% VAR_QUALITY2 8,0 3,6 44
10,05 VAR_APPEAL 6,0 3,0 3,0
5,05 VAR_NEEDS 7,6 3,3 4,3
1,0% VAR_IDENTITY_21 6,5 6,9 0,4
1,05 VAR_IDENTITY_2 7,2 47 2,5
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_3 47 2,7 2,0
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_4 44 2,2 2,2
1,0% VAR_IDENTITY_5 6,6 3,0 3,6
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_6 3,9 1,8 2,1
1,05 VAR_IDENTITY_7 6,0 3,1 2,9
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_S8 7,0 44 2,6
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_9 3.9 2,5 14
1,05% VAR_IDENTITY_10 5,1 2,8 2,2
15,05 VAR_DIFFERENTIATION 4.8 1,8 3,0
10,056 VAR_OPINION 5,8 1,9 3,8

LEVEL RELATIONSHIP 6,7 3,3 3,5
16,75 VAR_BUYING1 9,0 8,7 0,3
16,75 VAR_BUYING2 5,6 1,5 41
16,75 VAR_BUYING3 6,5 2,9 3,6
16,75 VAR_POPULARITY1 7,3 3,9 3,5
16,75 VAR_POPULARITY2 7,9 2,0 5,9
16,75 VAR_POPULARITY3 3,9 0,7 3,2

Source: Facebook questionnaire

When analyzing the results on a scale from 0-1@etfsea significant difference between those
who are fans and those who are non-fans of Pepsi Wee level of awareness has increased
with 14.9% from non-fans to fans, whereas evaluatiand relationship has increased 51.6%

and 50.7% respectively from non-fans to fans. it bance be concluded, that being fan of
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Pepsi Max’ Fanpage affects all the brand equityele\positively, but the biggest effect is
within the evaluation and relationship levels.

When analyzing the specific variables that con&ithe different brand equity levels, it might
seem that the TOM variable in the brand awarenegs| lhas the biggest impact on the
awareness level compared to unaided awarenessaanliafity, since the difference between
fan and non-fan is highest here. However, sinceTid& variable is not equally important
compared to the other two variables within thieleand only weighted with 10%, familiarity
is considered more important within the awarenesgsl] since familiarity score 8.9 among the

fans which is 1.2 more than non-fans.

Considering brand evaluations, var_qualityaq good qualitieshas the highest score (8.0)
followed by var_identity _2dives pleasureand price. Price is weighted 25% and therefore an
important measure in the brand evaluation levelc&ifans score better on price compared to
non-fans, it can be concluded that being fan osPEjax’ Fanpage has a positive influence on

the evaluation of price. The same can be conclwdezh considering quality.

As mentioned in chapter 3, since image as choiterier within the CSD category is viewed as
unimportant, | do therefore not interpret the 1ffedent brand identity statements as being of
high importance. Therefore even though some oidésetity statements score are high, they do
not affect the overall evaluation level and it @bide considered if the identity statements
should be included in the evaluations level at @&hose two identity statements with the
biggest difference between fans and non-fans areidemtity 5 the edgy, but broad
appealing sodpand var_identity 7nfusig, which makes sense when the applicatiglax the
Music’ is taken into consideration. Var_identitydugar fre¢ is the only variable that has a
negative difference, probably due to the fact theahg sugar free is not necessarily something

the consumers value.

In the brand relationship level, the variable viitle biggest difference between fans and non-
fans is var_popularity2a(brand that become more and more popwaith a 5.9 difference on
the scale going from 0-10. The difference betwess fand non-fans within the relationship

level is significantly positive (only exceptionbsiyingl —have ever tried or bought

6.3 Facebook Functions Effect on the Brand Equity évels
In order to analyze which Facebook functions hderost impact on the three brand equity

levels, the brand equity score of the 11 differemictions are calculated in the below table.
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“Users” indicates those who has interacted at all withfthections, whereasDo not use”

indicates those who has never interacted with thections. Based on these scores the
difference between users and non-users has beeuatatl. It would have been preferred to
have analyzed the results based on those who ctgeodten (high) compared to those who
interacts rarely (low). However, the sample siz&®ffans was not sufficient to accommodate

this comparison.

Table 11: Ranking of Facebook Functions

Sale
Advertising Sponsorship Corporate Communication | . Pub elation
Banner WG Application | Photos | Videos| Questions | Competition e Share | Comment| Like
story post

8,8 8,9 8,7 8,8 8,7 8,4 8,9 8,8 8,7 8,8 8,7
6,3 6,6 6,3 6,4 6,5 6,2 6,5 747 6,8 7,1 6,6
6,9 7,3 6,8 7,0 7yt 6,8 7,2 8,2 7,3 7,7 7,1
7 7 7 7,5 7,5 7,7 7 77 7.7 T 7,6
3,4 3,4 3,2 3,2 3,2 3,7 3,3 3,7 3,7 3,5 3,3
3,7 3,7 3,5 3,5 3,5 40 3,6 4,1 4.1 8 3,6
1,3 14 1,2 1,3 1,2 0,7 14 1,1 1,0 1,1 1,1
2,2 3,2 3,1 3,2 3,3 2.5 3,2 40 3,1 3,6 3,3
3,2 3,6 3,3 3,5 3,6 2,7 3,7 4,1 3,3 3,9 3,6
- 2 5 3 6 11 1 8 10 9 7
10 7 8 5 B 11 s 1 9 2 3
10 4 8 7 6 11 3 1 9 2 5

Source: Facebook questionnaire

Based on the differences between those who interidictthe functions and those who do not,
the scores have been ranked (1-11) for each brgoiyelevel in order to analyze which
function has the highest impact on the individuanol equity level. Low ranking indicate high
impact whereas high ranking indicate low impact.rNally it can be concluded based on
ranking which variable has the highest impact. Hmvesince the differences between the
different functions are considerably small, and shenple sizes for each function are equally

small, | need to be cautious with the conclusitraé tan be drawn based on these results.

Neverthelessjuestionsandsharedo not have any significant effect on any of thenl equity
levels, when considering the difference betweeséhsho use the function and those who do

not. Both functions are ranked high, why these fions are unimportant for Pepsi Max

On an overall level, being fan of Pepsi Max onlgrease awareness with 14.9% as mentioned

above, why Pepsi Max should consider using othtviies in combination with Facebook in

15 By analyzing the sample sizes considering theseftwctions, it became clear that not many fansthisse two
functions which support the conclusion that theyamimportant for Pepsi Max.
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order to increase awareness. However, the functidgiiisthe best ranking and thus the highest
impact on the brand awareness level are compeditaom sponsored stories (1.4 difference)
why it can be argued that advertising and salemption activities can be used to increase

awareness.

Being fan of Pepsi Max increase evaluations andtiogiship with around 50%, and
consequently all functions has a high differencesatering these two levels. Those functions
that have the best ranking are the public relatiactsvities (except from share) as well as
competition, photo/videos and sponsored storiesceSPepsi Max cannot fully control the
public relations function, they need to make thetent they can control interesting, so fans are

willing to interact with the content.

6.3.1 Scorecard

In order to make an applicable overview of theeat#ht Facebook functions and how they
affect the brand equity levels, a scorecard is detag in line with traditional media
instrumentality. This is based on the above amslydi the different functions and how
appropriate the different functions are to build thfferent Pepsi Max brand equity levels.

Model 10: Scorecard for Facebook Functions Effect oBrand Equity

Advertising Sponsorship Corporate Communication Sales Publicrelations
promotion

Display  Sponsored  Applications Photo Video Questions Competition Wwall Share Comment Like
Ads stories post

Awareness * ok * * * * ok * L * *

M ook ook ook ook ook ook ook koo ook koK ook

Relationship RO OO RO RO RO RO OROROR RO RO OROROR ROk

Source: own contribution

As mentioned, | need to be critical concerning ragatusions due to the small sample size and
the margin of uncertainty of about 1. To compléi $corecard a scale from 1-4 is used, where
four stars indicates the most appropriate functidnsorder to fill in the scorecard the
difference between users and non-users from theeatable has been round up or down. 1
consequently corresponds to one star, 2 corresptmdsvo stars etc. Even though the
differences between all functions in the brand awess level is very similar, wall post and

sponsored stories receives two stars, since tregethe best ranking.
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In order to answer the question in the problemestant {0 what extent can investments on
Facebook build brand equitemphasis should be placed upon the average leigunty score

which can be measured based on the results frofanisevs. non-fan (table 10).

When comparing the three brand equity levels, tlezame of the difference between fans and
non-fans measured for each level is biggest for ridationship level (awareness 1.99,

evaluations 2.69 and relationship 3.44). In chagtethe average brand equity score was
calculated based on the involvement weights resplin a score of 3.66 (sub-chapter 4.3).
When calculating the brand equity score based err#itebook results (dark blue area in table
10) and including the involvement weights (50%, 3@%@ 20%) the average brand equity
score for fans is 7.54 and for non-fans 5.25, whnchcates a difference of 2.29 scores. The
difference between the fans (7.54) and the bramgtyegcore in the RU tracking (3.66) is 3.88

which indicate the extent to which Facebook cardaihie Pepsi Max brand. Having identified

the branding effect of being a fan, the return{ovestment (ROI) could be calculated by using

a simple formula:
Effect/Cost = ROI.

However, since the costs for Pepsi Max’ Facebogkstments have not been included in this
thesis, the ROI cannot be calculated since idengfyhe cost structure is beyond the scope of

this thesis.

6.4 Sub-conclusion

To answer the fourth research questions, an agabfsine different Facebook functions and
their effect on the three brand equity levels igleidn order to assess the construct validity of
the groups initially the framework for how to cateige the different functions needs to be
analyzed. The analysis showed that the 11 functiamsbe categorized according to the five
IMC activities, since if a fan use one functionhuit an IMC activity, the possibility for the fan
to use one of the other functions within the samM€ kctivity is considered high. Furthermore
the analysis showed that the functions within e IMC activity has high correlation. Since
the previous chapter has established a link betwiieencommunication objectives and the
branding objectives, the Facebook functions carseguently be measured in relation to the

three brand equity levels.

In order to analyze the different functions impawctbrand equity, it was first analyzed if there

is any difference between fans and non-fans. Tlaysis showed a significant difference
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between those who are fans and those who are dobext step was to analyze the effect of
the individual functions, by ranking these funcgsatepending on how much impact they have
on the specific brand equity level. Based on tiniglygsis, a scorecard was completed in order
to make an applicable overview of which functiorep$! Max should focus on depending on

their branding objectives.

The total brand equity score was finally measuraded on the involvement weights. The
result showed a difference in total brand equityreof 3.88 between those who are fans and
the results of the RU tracking which indicates élgent to which Facebook can build the Pepsi

Max brand.
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Chapter 7 Strategy for Pepsi Max’ Investments on Feebook

In order to strengthen the Pepsi Max brand withen€SD category, Pepsi Max needs to have
a clear strategy for the future investments on Bagk. The purpose of this chapter is thus to
answer the fifth research question by comparingrésilts of the two empirical analysis.
Before doing so, the concept of strategy is defiaed put in relation to thetimuli i.e.

investments on Facebook and teeponse.e. brand equity.

7.1 What is a Strategy?

One thing is to know the branding and communicat@bjectives, but what else is there to be
considered when formulating a Facebook strategyategy is more than the outcome of
chapter 6 and where do you start when you haveldéaipon using Facebook as a platform

for your brand?

Since Facebook is a relatively new medium, manfeifit practical types of strategy exist
considering this medium, depending on who are dkegthe activities, whereas there do not
exist any academic ones. Mindshare has made aigalattpe of strategy for social media
called “Social 360 degreéslivided into eight steps. However, | find thisategy insufficient,
since one of these steps is simgisategy without any further definition of what is includién

this step (for illustration, see appendix 15).

If an academic framework should be formulated fowho make a Facebook strategy, this
could be done by e.g. considering the more trataliovay of making strategy, for example as
proposed by De Wit & Meyer (2010). According torthethree dimensions of strategy exist -
context, process and contefontextis the conditions surrounding strategy activitiesler
which the strategy process and content are detetnifhe strategprocessis thehow, who
andwhenof strategy, e.g. how strategy should be maddyzed, implemented, controlled and
changed. The strategyontentis the product of the process or the result of strategy
activities and is concerned with the “what” of s&égy (e.g. what is and should be the strategy
for the company) (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). These thddmensions constitute a framework for

how to make traditional strategy, and will be tegabelow in relation to Pepsi Max.

7.1.1 Facebook Strategy Context
When considering the context surrounding Pepsi Méxis includes theindustry,
organizational and international context. Industry context is whether the industry

circumstances set the rules to which companies oamply or whether companies have the
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freedom to choose their own strategy or even chamgjestry conditions. The organizational
context is where organizational circumstances lgrgetermine the strategy process and
content followed (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). In the énbhational context strategists must deal
with the question of whether adaptation to the i of the international context is required
or if the company has the freedom to choose thetegyy process and content irrespective of
the international context (De Wit & Meyer, 2010e@iCo owns the brand Pepsi Max and
Royal Unibrew holds the license of Pepsi Max on anish market. However, Royal
Unibrew has the freedom to choose their own styapegcess and content for Pepsi Max, why

they are not making strategy within an internati@oatext.

Another way looking at the industry and organizadiocontext, is to determine which factors
that need to be analyzed, e.g. the outside faftorssumers, competitors) or the inside factors
(internal resources, values etc.). On a fundaméenal, two opposing perspectives on how to
create a strategy can be identified - the outsidarnd inside-out perspective. The former
focuses on the external whereas the latter foonisdke internal. Whether choosing one or the
other, there must be a fit between the organizadioth the environment (De Wit & Meyer,
2010). This choice of strategic direction is ess¢énts the chosen perspective determines
whether the firm should be primarily strength dn@ternal) or opportunity driven (external)
(De Wit & Meyer, 2010).

At present time the primary focus for this thesis lbeen on the external factors, why | have
adopted an outside-in perspective. When adoptinguaside-in perspective, the company’s
environment is the starting point and it has begued, that most successful companies are
externally oriented and market-driven (De Wit & Mey 2010). This corresponds to the
industry context, where Pepsi Max has the freedmrohbose own strategy. When analyzing
the Facebook investments, not much attention has geen to Pepsi Max’ competitors since
investments in Facebook is still considerably nesvy it doesn’t make sense to benchmark

against competitors yet, but should be somethimgiRdax at some point should focus on.

7.1.2 Facebook Strategy Process

Most textbooks have traditionally portrayed theatgtgy process as basically a linear
progression including three stages i.e. strateglyais, strategy formulation and strategy
implementation where strategists rationally idgntdetermine, evaluate, choose, translate and
carry out based on extensive knowledge of all igrdrfactors. This view has however been

challenged, due to among other things the stronghesis on rationality and the division of
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the strategy process into a number of sequentiatgsh since the strategy process is messier
with activities going on all the time etc. (De VWitMeyer, 2010).

Since Facebook is a relatively new medium, the ofaysing and exploiting the medium still
holds an element of uncertainty as mentioned inittwduction. Thehow of strategy is
therefore not something that is given beforehaimt;esinvestments on Facebook is in the
beginning of the innovation curve. Two differentrg@ectives can be adopted here, the
planning perspective and thacrementalperspective (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Proponents of
the planning perspective argue that strategies|dhioer deliberately planned and executed
whereas proponents of the incremental perspectiygeahat new strategies emerge over time
as managers proactively piece together a coursactdn or reactively adapt to unfolding
circumstances. Even though Pepsi Max is a relgtigghble brand, Facebook is new and
constantly changing, why it is not possible to makg commitments or strategies for a longer
period. Pepsi Max should therefore adopt the inergal perspective when considering the

how of strategy.

There are three parts involved when considering“wieo” of strategy, PepsiCo and Royal
Unibrew and the Mindshare. Mindshare is making shategies for all Pepsi Max’ media
investments in co-operation with Royal Unibrew. Hwer, these strategies need to be in line
with how PepsiCo wants the brand to be positiondtch sometimes delay different processes

for all parties involved.

When decidingvhenthe necessary activities should take place, $tilsimportant to have a
timeline and set short-term as well as long ternedailves even though an incremental
perspective has been adopted. Positioning is natt-érm and opportunistic behavior, but
requires a strategic perspective, because supaeadtet positions are difficult to attain. Since
Pepsi Max has already invested a large budget iam&l i their Facebook investments, the
strategy should have been formulated before thesesiments, why the strategy needs to be

formulated as soon as possible.

7.1.3 Facebook Strategy Content

Each strategy is essentially unique, why the gisafer Pepsi Max, what it is and what it
should be, needs to be determined specifically hase the strategy context and process.
Strategies can be made for different groups of lgeopactivities within an organization e.g.

for single activities on a single platform suchFasebook. The strategy for Pepsi Max needs to
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be formulated the lowest level of aggregation, aitits concerns one task and therefore needs
to be formulated on the functional level (De Witgeyer, 2010).

When considering traditional marketing strategikese serve as fundamental underpinning of
marketing plans, designed to fill market needs esath marketing objectives (De Wit &
Meyer, 2010). These marketing plans and objectiames generally tested for measurable
results. Most commonly, marketing strategies akelidped as multi-year plans, which include
tactical plans detailing specific actions to becewplished during the current year. The content
of marketing strategies involves several activitresuding careful scanning of the internal and
external environments, making a strategic planidedtifying business alternatives, establish
challenging goals, determine the optimal marketmix (4P’s) to attain these goals and
designing an implementation plan including assignbudget for the marketing activities.
Besides this a final activity includes developingplan to monitor progress and a set of

contingencies if problems arise in the implementabf the plan (De Wit & Meyer, 2010).

| believe that Pepsi Max’ Facebook strategy shawttlde many of the same elements which
are included in the traditional marketing strateyt some emphasis should be placed on
certain elements whereas other elements shouldigeatior be modified to some degree.
When considering the scanning of internal and esleenvironments, most emphasis should
be placed on the target market analysis, sinceleakeis a social medium intended for user-
generated content as mentioned in the introduckanebook, as well as other new platforms,
changes the basic communication conditions, sihee users are placed in the center of
communication, why the users plays an importantywhen Pepsi Max should make a strategy

for this platform.

When making the strategic plan for a strategy comig only Facebook, it does not make
much sense identifying business alternatives, sssiould be a specific strategy for Pepsi
Max’ investments on Facebook. When determining db&mal marketing mix, Facebook
mostly include thgoromotionelement considering the traditional marketing mixthe 4P’s,
why the different Facebook functions, as mentiomechapter 5 and 6, have been categorized
according to the IMC Mix Model which is built arodithe promotion element. It therefore
makes more sense when formulating strategies asingeFacebook, to look at the IMC Mix
Model instead of the traditional marketing mix, c@na strategy for Facebook investments
should not consider neither the product, the p{ac@hysical distribution) or the price.
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An element that can be used from the Mindshareab860 degrees is the activities concerning
contentas well aplatform & conversation managemesince these two activities are unique
considering a Facebook strategy versus a tradltioaketing strategy. These two activities
should be included in the specific implementatiéenpand there should be allocated enough
resources in terms of personal commitment and ludgehe different activities, since it is a
very decisive area considering the objective weing the platform, i.e. to interact with the
consumers and have a dialogue, why this needs &atis&factory handled. Making sure that
there is assigned budget for the specific actwias well as secure commitment of personal

resources should therefore be specific activinghe Facebook strategy framework.

7.1.4 Framework for Pepsi Max Facebook strategy
Based on the above considerations when formulatirsgegy, a framework for the Pepsi Max

Facebook strategy should include the below aatisiti

- Scanning of environment with emphasis on targeketaanalysis
- Formulate a strategic plan including:
o Establishing goals
o Determine the optimal IMC Mix
0 Make implementation plan including a plan for “cent” and “platform &
conversation management”
0 Assign budget for activities
0 Secure commitment of personal resources

- Continuous evaluation, monitoring of progress aegtalopment to contingency plan

As the theory prescribes, these activities shaalte place all the time and continuously being

changed if modifications are needed.

7.2 Applying the Framework
Considering the previous four chapters, focus lies thesis has been on two of the activities

within the above strategy i.e. establishing goadsgfonse) and determine the optimal IMC Mix
(stimuli). In order to answer the second questiothe problem statemertdw can Pepsi Max
leverage Facebook in order to strengthen their lof3nit needs to be analyzed, how stimuli

and response relate by assembling the resultedivibh above analysis.

As analyzed in chapter 4 the key objectives Pepax [ghould focus on when considering

future marketing investments is tocrease brand awarenesand strengthen brand
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evaluations The scorecard completed in chapter 5 can be tmedhoosing between the
different Facebook functions, based on how mucacethe function has on the specific brand
equity level. In order to reach the objective afremsing awareness, Pepsi Max should focus
on advertising and sales promotions by using theetfons “sponsored story”as well as
“competitions”. This result is in line with theory since the puatl category decides which
IMC activities the advertiser should focus andsiPepsi Max is a low involvement product,
they should focus on advertising and sales promstiaccording to Pickton & Broderick
(2005). Since being fan of Pepsi Max only increabesbrand awareness score with 14.9%
Pepsi Max should use other media channels in dadarcrease awareness. As mentioned in
the introduction Socialcasting has not replaced “broadcasting”, why a combinatbthese is

preferable.

Being fan of Pepsi Max increases the evaluatiomsralationship with about 50%, why Pepsi
Max can use all the different Facebook functionsrider to strengthen evaluations. The only
functions with four stars considering the brandlea@on level, is tvall post and “commerit
within the public relations activity. Since thesmétions are not controlled by Pepsi Max, they
need to allocate time and resources into generaglgyant content, by e.g. using photos,
videos or competitions. This increases the imposganf the tontent and “platform &

conversation manageménthich should be included in the implementatioarpl

7.3 Sub-conclusion
To answer the fifth and final research questiorfiraanework for how to make a Facebook

strategy is conceptualized by using an existingnéwaork for how to make traditional

marketing strategies proposed by De Wit & Meyerl(20

The framework for Pepsi Max’ Facebook strategy #hanclude many of the same elements
as included in the traditional framework, thoughhwtertain modifications. Since Facebook
mostly includes thgromotion element considering the traditional marketing mixmakes
more sense to use the IMC Mix Model which is als®reason for why the Facebook functions
has been grouped according to this model. Beshdgsfocus should be placed upaohtent

and ‘platform & conversation managemeént

By formulating a framework for a Facebook stratédyecomes possible to answer the second
guestion within the problem statement, and anahme Pepsi Max should leverage Facebook

in order to strengthen their brand. Included in fteenework for the Facebook strategy is
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establishing goals and determine the optimal IMCk Mihich is equal to the stimuli and

response analyzed in this thesis.

The established goals are to increase brand avwesanel strengthen brand evaluations, so that
the brand is evaluated positively in the minds bé tconsumers. The scorecard can
consequently be used for deciding the optimal IM@ Nbr reaching the objectives. To
increase awareness, Pepsi Max should use advgrisid sales promotions by using the
functions“sponsored story”as well as‘competitions”. To strengthen the evaluations Pepsi
Max should focus on public relations, by increadimg level of involvement and hence get the

fans to writewall postsas well acommenbn their content.
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Chapter 8 Conclusion
This thesis has included branding, advertising @masumer behavior theory, which together

have established the theoretical foundation fofyaireg Pepsi Max’ future usage of the social
medium Facebook and based hereon answer the pratéementTo what extent can the
social medium Facebook build the Pepsi Max brand aow can Pepsi Max implement
Facebook in order to strengthen their brand?

To solve this specific task for Pepsi Max, validigs thus been deducted from theory and the
thesis has been structured according to the toaditistimuli-response theory. Considering the
research design, this has been twofold, sincehberétical foundations have been identified
on one side for both response (brand equity) andult (Facebook investments) while
afterwards applying empirical data about Pepsi Maxhe other side. Using this method has
successfully allowed for the different theoreticahcepts to be interpreted from the thesis’

perspective and resulted in frameworks applicaid®epsi Max.

First, the concept of customer-based brand equtye tbeen defined according to this thesis
understanding of the concept and a framework has lsenceptualized based on Keller and
Aaker’'s brand equity models. Even though the emwvitent has changed due to the social
media revolution, no new branding theories havergattand hence no new frameworks for
how to measure brand strength. The framework waseragplicable for Pepsi Max and three
brand equity levels were included in the framew@kareness, evaluations and relationship).
The specific variables within the overall brand ieglevels were weighted according to their
importance for Pepsi Max. Since the theory doespmiatritize between the different levels

within the brand equity models, a measurementaflirement was included in the framework

for Pepsi Max in order to be able to prioritizevoegn the three brand equity levels.

Next, the level of involvement within the CSD caigghave been measured as well as Pepsi
Max’ current level of brand equity. The involvemdavel on the PIl scale was 34.4 which
indicates low involvement why brand awareness gsP®lax’ most important objective and
the weights of the different levels were identifigeD% awareness, 30% evaluations, 20%
relationship). The current level of brand equitysvedterwards measured and the results shows
that Pepsi Max performs well considering brand awess (average 5.0) whereas the brand
experiences challenges compared to their compgiiidhe brand evaluation (average 2.2) and
brand relationship level (2.5). A slightly positivelationship between involvement and brand

equity was furthermore found which indicate thathié consumers get more involved with
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Pepsi Max, the level of brand equity will simultansly increase and vice versa. With these
results taken into consideration, Pepsi Max’ kejecdtives have been identified as beihg

Increase awarenesmnd?2. Strengthen positive evaluations

Having identified whichresponseéPepsi Max should focus on, next step was to rekaahich
stimuli can be used to condition this response by identifya framework for categorizing the
Facebook functions. In order to conceptualize fr@snework, this required a link to be
established between the branding objectives anddhemunication objectives why the AIDA
model was included in a modified version. In orderfit the Facebook functions to the
communications objectives in the framework and kemcalyze what the different functions
build, these were first categorized according ® IMC Mix Model, based on the their media
instrumentality. The 11 functions were categorizatording toadvertising sponsorship
corporate communicatignsales promotionand PR These activities should have been
categorized according to the communication objestivbut since one activity may reach
several objectives, this was not simple why thévaiets and hence Facebook functions should

be empirically tested.

Next, the 11 functions were analyzed by using tbeceptualized framework for how to
categorize the Facebook functions. In order tosssHee construct validity of the grouping of
the functions, initially the framework for how taategorize the different functions was
analyzed. The analysis showed that if a fan usesfonction within an IMC activity, the
possibility for the fan to use one of the otherdiions within the same IMC activity is
considered high and furthermore the functions wittie same IMC activity have the same
effect. In order to analyze the functions impactboand equity, it was first analyzed if there
was any difference between fans and non-fans andrthlysis showed a significant difference,
where being fan of Pepsi Max increases brand awasewith 14.9%, brand evaluations with
51.6% and brand relationship with 50.7%. Next tiffece of the individual functions was
analyzed, by ranking these functions dependingam tmuch impact they have on the specific
brand equity level. A scorecard was completed wiiammarized the effect the different
functions have on the different brand equity levelgen though the sample sizes made it
difficult to frame conclusions. To answer the ficgtestion within the problem statement, the
analysis showed a difference in total brand eqgsityre of 3.88 between those who are fans
and the results of the RU tracking which is a digant difference and indicates the extent to

which Facebook can build the Pepsi Max brand.
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Finally a strategy was made where the output ohdrquity served as input for setting and
prioritizing Pepsi Max’ investments on FacebooksEia framework for how to formulate a
Facebook strategy was made. Included in this fraonkewvas ‘establishing goals and
“determine the optimal IMC niixvhich have been the focus for this thesis (b&and equity
and choosing between Facebook functlonBy comparing the results of the branding
objectives and the scorecard for the Facebook ifumsstit thus becomes possible to answer the
second question within the problem statement. P#&fsx should consequently leverage

Facebook in their strategy by using:

v' Advertising and sales promotions in order to inseslrand awareness.
o Emphasis should be placed upon the functi@mfisored storiesas well as
“competitions’.
v" Focus on public relations in order to strengtheantirevaluations.
o Pepsi Max should allocate time and resources irerotd generate relevant
content, in that way to make fansomment’the content as well as increase the

level of involvement and make the fans wiitall postson.

8.1 Thesis put in Perspective

The way of using and exploiting Facebook still lsolth element of uncertainty. The results
generated in this thesis are relevant for Pepsi Maxder for them to exploit the vast number
of opportunities the social media revolution is siag. The results become of practical
importance for Pepsi Max, since they can easilyuohe them in a strategy for their future
investments on Facebook. The analysis has clest&pkshed specific branding objectives, as
well as researched which Facebook functions Pepsi 6&n leverage in order to reach these
objectives. The only critical element consideringge results is the sample sizes for analyzing
the Facebook functions since these are very smhl}, it could be interesting to execute the

analysis once again in future research in ordgetdigger sample sizes.

As always when a project approaches the end, trereseveral things that could have been
done differently and the results give ideas for mesearch areas. The final product of a project
is the outcome of a series of choices made, ante#raing’s based on these choices make it

possible to reflect on what should be done in tieré.

Having established which functions Pepsi Max shaudd, future research within this area
should focus on the cost of the different functiamsl how much the company get in return.

The ROI of social media is often discussed, bueeigig upon how to measure it has never
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been easy. Some argue that it is not really nepessastablish a direct ROI, with the actual
value being the openness and transparency affa@embnsumers across social networks.
However, | still find it interesting and relevamt tesearch how much e.g. a fan is really worth

or how much a fan cost (or how much e.g. a “like*anmment” cost).

Facebook continues to develop, why future resealat should focus on how to analyze the
developments and how these can be included in abbak strategy, if appropriate. An

example of a recent initiative include “Klout’-ses; which is a widget companies on
Facebook can buy that measures the influence degrésin fans has on friends within their
network. By using this widget, the companies caward their most faithful ambassadors with
e.g. product samples, unique experiences etc. Rb&sshdows that many Danish Facebook
users still are somewhat sceptical consideringrigmgtento a direct commercial contact with

brands, why this technology might not be readtifier Danish market yet. However, one thing
is certain. The enormous growth and popularity Bao& has gained during a short period of
time makes it interesting to keep up with new depeients and find interesting ways of best

exploiting the new opportunities.
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Appendix 1. CSD Category in the Danish Market

In Denmark the CSD category decreased by 2 % i) 201364 million liters (Euromonitor
2010) and total volume sales are expected to deet®a 7% to 338 liters in 2015. This is due
to the fact that consumers perceive carbonatesirdsealthy” and are actively lowering their
consumption of carbonates accordingly. In Denmarigrket saturation and an ageing
population limit growth opportunities and this isceuraging increased segmentation via the
continued development of niche products e.g. PBlasi Wild Side, a specialty low-calorie
cola, that recorded the fastest growth in 2010. Juezess of Pepsi Max Wild Side has helped
to reignite consumer interest in the category (Ewmwitor 2010).

Carlsberg Denmark A/S is the clear market leadé@h & 2010 off-trade value share of 58%
(Euromonitor 2010) and holds the Danish licensetlier popular Coca-Cola brand. In 2010,
Coca-Cola and Coca-Coca Light were the two befihgetarbonates on the Danish market.
Royal Unibrew is no. 2 in the market, with a 201f)-tcade value share of 16%. Royal
Unibrew holds the license of the Pepsi brand wlicthe third best-selling carbonate. Pepsi
Max hold the seventh place and thus compete inrg eempetitive market, with the key
competitors within low-calorie cola’s being Cocal&€ad.ight and Zero (Table 1). The
consumer demand for low-calorie carbonates hagased the availability and range of low-
calorie drinks. Young professional females areiti@uhlly the key consumers of low-calorie
carbonates in Denmark, however increasing healthvegllness concerns among the general
population have helped the appeal of low-calorida@aates to broaden (Euromonitor 2010a).
Especially the launch of Coca-Cola Zero has in@eéate appeal among male consumers.
Strong branding is a key tool for the competitivecess (Euromonitor, 2010).

Standard brand sales on the Danish market are dtedirby multinational brands such as
Coca-Cola and Pepsi and, but also Coop, a privatel Ibrand, is also very competitive

compared to the multinational brands.

In the below table, the top 10 brand shares witlairbonates is listed with share figures from
2009 and 2010.
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Table 1: Top 10 Brand Shares of Carbonates

% off-trade value rsp Brand Company 2009 2010
Coca-Cola Carlsberg Danmark A/S 27.0 27.2
Coca-Cola Light Carlsberg Danmark A/S 10.7 9.8
Pepsi Royal Unibrew A/S 7.9 7.9
Coca-Cola Zero Carlsberg Danmark A/S 6.8 7.0
Coop Coop Danmark A/S 6.9 6.8
Fanta Carlsberg Danmark A/S 6.4 6.5
Pepsi Max Royal Unibrew A/S 4.1 5.7
Classic Dansk Supermarked A/S 4.3 3.9
Schweppes Carlsberg Danmark A/S 3.4 3.4
Jolly Bryggeriet Vestfyn 3.8 3.2

Source: Euromonitor 2010
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Appendix 2: Pepsi Max’ Brand Identity Statements

Table 2: Brand Identity Pepsi Max 2011

Brand identity statements

appealing cola alternative

Sugar-free Music

Refreshing Sport
Gives pleasure Confident

The edgy, but broad Tasty

Challenging International
Modern A healthier soda
Edgy Youthful
Innovative Fun

Source: Royal Unibrew
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Appendix 3: Data Collection

RU Tracking

Mindshare continuously tracks the CSD category poogress and has each week 150
respondents. In this questionnaire, the respondeatguestioned about their attitudes towards
different brands within the category. The purpokthe tracking data is to assess brand loyalty
and includes both prescriptive and predictive daest in terms of State-of-Being data as well

as State-of-Mind, State-of-Behavior and State-oé+ition data (Hair et al., 2006p. 359-360).

Most of the data from the tracking is State-of-Muohata, which represent the mental attributes
or emotional feelings of individuals that are noedtly observable or available through some

type of external source (Hair et al., 2006).

The tracking data will be used for the purposeesiearching theesponsd.e. for measuring
the strength of the brand in chapter 4. The dathbei clustered according to this thesis’
definition of brand strength and the means of meagut. When using data from the tracking
reports, this will be based on Pepsi Max’ defin@djét group'persons between 15-30 years”

| will be using data from the tracking reports ieek 21 and 22, and my sample size will thus

be of 309 respondents.

Since the tracking report is compiled every weekave furthermore had the opportunity of
including my own measures in the questionnaireseek 21 and 22, which has increased the
validity of the results by strengthening the cotesisy between the theory and the empirical

data.

Facebook Survey

In order to research the stimuli i.e. the differ€acebook functions, | will be conducting an
online survey among Facebook users, who are “fafd?epsi Max’ Fanpage, by using an
online questionnaire. Ideally, this questionnainelwdd have been placed on the Fanpage, and
the objective was to get a sample size of 500 re$pas, since the 11 functions to be tested
need a significant sample size. However, this wdgnssible due to internal disagreements at
Royal Unibrew. Instead, | made a Facebook event iaated all Facebook users in my
network to join the event and answer the questioandhe event was made public, why
everybody could join and invite others to partitgpand the event was therefore quickly spread
through the viral effects on Facebook and has teduth a sample size of 185 respondents. In
this sample, 73 respondents were fans of Pepsi Mampage. Even though this sample size is

smaller than the objective, it is still an apprapeisize for answering the problem statement.
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The consequence of collecting the data this wagatsof only reaching the Pepsi Max fans is
that | now have the opportunity to research if ¢hisrany difference between the non-fans and

the fans and how they perceive Pepsi Max.

The questionnaire was divided into two parts whikeefirst part considered general branding
measurements from the RU tracking and the secondipeuded the different Facebook
functions Pepsi Max uses on their Fanpage. Beingfdepsi Max was consequently used as
a screening criterion, since the respondents os#tend part of the questionnaire need to be
fan of Pepsi Max in order to evaluate the differiemictions. All respondents participating in
the questionnaire were screened, why only those wagofans of Pepsi Max’ Fanpage
continued to the second part of the questionn@ilie.data from this questionnaire will be used
in chapter 6.

TNS Gallup and Mindshare 3D

To gain insight about the target group and the @8@gory, TNS Gallup Index Denmark as
well as Mindshare 3D has been used as secondaay TS Gallup Index Denmark is the
largest and most well-known statistical tool in Derk and is an in-depth media- and
marketing information system, which measure medid arand consumption as well as
lifestyle, socio demographics, activities, intesesind attitudes among Danish consumers.
Mindshare’s 3D database with 2.500 annual respdadeoludes questions about consumers’
attitudes towards different brands in differentegatries, including the CSD category. The
purpose of the 3D database is to assess brandylogald the database is single source with
TNS Gallup Index Denmark.

Other Sources of Secondary Data

Besides the above, other sources of secondarystiates from various books, articles, reports
and websites. Reports and websites have beenmugeder to gain information about the CSD
category and Facebook, and the articles and boaks been used in order to build the

appropriate theoretical frameworks for this thesis.
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Appendix 4: Further Definition of the Concept of Brand Equity.

Table 3: Definition of Brand Equity

David A. Aaker Brand equity is a set of assets (and liabilitieskéd to a brand’s

(1996) name and symbol that adds to (or subtracts fromMéiue provided
by a product or service to a firm and/or that fisx€ustomers. The
major asset categories are: 1. Brand name awarerie€Brand
loyalty, 3. Perceived quality, 4. Brand associasipand 5. Other
proprietary assets

Kevin L. Keller Customer based brand equity is defined as therdiffmal effect of
(1998) brand knowledge on consumer response to the magkefithe
brand.

Source: Own making

Aaker’s (1996) definition is setting the stage thoe fact that Brand Equity can be both positive
and negative, as you can imagine the Brand beisgcaged with factors that will make people
not want to buy the brand. The definition operatghin three areas. First, Aaker has the idea
that Brand Equity consists of a set of assets, lwhiges the company value. Second, Brand
Equity has an impact on how communication of thandris perceived differently by

consumers, because there already exist knowledg¢igedbrand in the mind of the consumer
and in continuation of this, a changed behavioratas the brand. Last but not least, Brand

Equity gives an extra value to the product.

The definition by Keller also operates within theee areas, however in the definition by
Keller, added value is not mentioned, instead hes ube term “differential effect”, which
marketing investments of the brand has on the coasu response. Bgrand knowledge
Keller refers to the sum of brand awareness anddommage, expressed in an associative
network that tie together knowledge, meanings aeliets about the brand (Keller 2003).
Keller's definition should thus be understood amouwnications effect on knowledge, which
is split into the two universal communication effecbrand awareness and brand attitude.
Therefore, in some cases where consumers are gvithitbase their choice on familiarity with

the brand, brand awareness alone may be suffitteemesult in more favorable customer
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response. What this means is, that image is ndd lmn many brand attitudes, but merely
awareness of the product, thus it is expressedlassacomplex associative network (Keller

2003). This is the case for many low involvememtdorcts.
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Appendix 5: Further Explanation of Aaker’'s Brand Equity Elements

Brand awarenessefers to the particular strength of and famitiawith the brand and consists
of brand recognition and recall. Brand recognitisrthe consumer’s ability to remember the
brand and thus confirm prior exposure to the brahdn only given the brand as a cue (Aaker
1996). In other words, when they go to the stondl,they be able to recognize the brand as
one to which they have already been exposed? Bewadl is the consumer’s ability to retrieve
the brand from memory, when given the product acategs a cue. The first brand that comes

to mind is categorized as being top-of-mind (TOM).

Brand associationan be described as the consumer’s image of #redbwhich is assigned

different properties e.g. product-related or nooepict related. Product-related properties
includes among other things reason-to-buy and modygt related properties concerns the
attitudes and feelings towards the brand, sincebthad can have many benefits which both

can be experimental and symbolic.

Perceived qualitypartially overlap the brand associations the coress have for the brand,
since this asset among other things also inclu@sores-to-buy, price and the consumers
attitudes and feelings (Aaker 1996). Perceivedityudbes not necessarily have something to
do with the products inherent quality, but depeiwds the consumers’ expectations. The
perceived quality is often the key point of diffetiation for companies and if it's improved,

other elements of the consumers perception of idwechis equally improved.

Brand loyaltyis one of the most important values, among othegthfrom a financial point of
view, since marketing costs are reduced signifigamhen the majority of consumers are loyal
(Aaker 2001). It is therefore important for compemnito increase loyalty in order to make
consumers prefer your products over competitorslewdcting as ambassadors for the brand
which can attract new customers. One way of inangasrand loyalty is to create or enhance

the relationship with the brand i.e. strengthemtrassociations and perceived loyalty.
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Appendix 6: Further Explanation of Keller's CBBE Fr amework

In order to use the four steps and create the bigdrid identity, brand meaning, brand response
and brand relationship, it is useful to think of $irand-building blocks” which can be used to
accomplish the four steps necessary to createagsbrand. Creating significant brand equity
involves reaching to top of the pyramid and willyooccur if the right brand building blocks

are in place.
Brand Identity

Brand SalienceAcieving the right brand identity involves credfiorand salience which
relates to aspects of customer awareness of thed.bkow easily and often is the brand
evoked under various situations or circumstances?viat extent is the brand top-of-mind
(TOM) and easily recalled or recognized? What tygfesues or reminders are necessary? How
pervasive is brand awareness= Brand awarenessdfaus to customers’ ability to recall and
recognize a brand and is more than just the fattdisstomers know a brand name and the fact
that they have previously seen it, perhaps everyrmaes. The concept also involves linking
the brand — i.e. brand name, symbol, logo and gbh fe to certain associations in memory.
Building brand awareness involves thus making shae customers understand the product or
service category in which the brand competes.sib avolves ensuring that customers know
which of their needs the brand is designed to fyaii®. what basic functions does the brand

provide for customers?

Salience forms the foundation in developing brandity and provides several important
functions including the formation and strength cdridl associations, influencing the likelihood
that the brand will be a member of the considenasiet and is thus important during possible
consumption settings. Salience is an important $tesp in building brand equity, but is usually

not sufficient in and of itself.
Brand Meaning

Creating brand meaning involves establishing briamaige, which means what the brand is
characterized by and should stand for in the mafdsistomers. Brand meaning is made up of
two major categories of brand associations thagteri consumer’s mindgerformanceand

imagery
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Brand PerformanceThe product itself is at the heart of brand equas it is the primary
influence of what consumers experience with a Qravitht they hear about the brand from
others, and what the firm can tell customers alfoeiorand in their communications. In order
to make successful marketing, it is important tiiveée a product that fully satisfies consumers’
needs and wants regardless of whether the prosluctangible good, service or organization.
Brand performance relates to the ways in which gheduct or service attempts to meet
customers more functional needs and thus refdrsetmtrinsic properties of the brand in terms
of inherent product or service characteristics. $pecific performance attributes and benefits
that constitute functionality will vary widely byategory but includes among other things
product reliability, durability and service abilitytyle and design and price.

Brand Imagery The other main type of brand meaning involvesnramagery which deals
with the extrinsic properties of the product orveee including the ways in which the brand
attempts to meet customer’s psychological or sowalds. Brand imagery is how people think
about a brand abstractly rather than what theyktttie brand actually does and the concept
thus refers to more intangible aspects of the bfidrese aspects include user profiles, purchase

and usage situations, personality and values atdrij heritage and experience.

The key criteria for brand meaning includes thregpartant dimensions i.e. the strength,

favorability and uniqueness of the brand assoaiatio
Brand Responses

Brand responses refer to how customers resporgktbrand, its marketing activities and other
sources of information, i.e. what customers think feel about the brand, and include

judgmentsandfeelings

Brand JudgmentsBrand judgments focus upon customer’s personaliaps and evaluations

with regard to the brand and involve how custonpertstogether all the different performance
and imagery associations for the brand to formedgfit kinds of opinions. Four types of
summary brand judgments are particularly importantl include brand quality, brand

credibility, brand consideration and brand supésior

Brand FeelingsBrand feelings are customer’s emotional respoasdsreactions with respecs
to the brand and relate to the social currency eddly the brand. What feelings are evoked by
the marketing program for the brand? How does tlaad affect customer’s feelings about
themselves and their relationship with others? &Heslings can be positive or negative, mild
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or intense and there exist six important types wdnd-building feelings; warmth, fun,
excitement, security, social approval and self-eespThe first three are more experiential and
immediate and increases the level of intensity waerthe three latter are more private and

enduring and thus increases the level of gravity.
Brand Relationships

Brand ResonanceThe final step in the brand building pyramid imid relationship which
focuses upon the ultimate relationship and levetieftification that the customer has with the
brand. The concept of resonance refers to the eatuthe relationship that customers have
with the brand and the extent to which they feal they are “in synch” with the brand. It is
characterized in terms of intensity or the depthhef psychological bond that customers have
with the brand as well as the level of activity endered by this loyalty. Brand resonance can
be broken down into four categories; behavioralalyy attitudinal attachment, sense of

community and active engagement.
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Appendix 7: Choice Criteria within the CSD Category

The criteria are rated according to an importarca@esranging from one to five, with five
being most important, one being least importanbdlow model, the 5 choice criteria are rated
for the Pepsi Max target group (15-30 yo.) compdoeithe total population.

Model 1: Choice Criteria within the CSD Category

m 15-30yo. m Total population

5 74,68

4,03

Taste Price Accessibility Packing Image

Source: Mindshare Tracking report 2011

In the above figure, ratings in the total populatare included in order to look at a benchmark
when evaluating the choice criteria. It can be aated that the importance of the choice
criteria within the CSD category are more or lessibgeneous, since the relative importance

of choice criteria are almost the same.
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Appendix 8: Overall Distribution of PIl Scores

Model 2: Overall Distribution of PIl Scores for CSD Category

30
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A0i8a7181920212223242026272829303132333430363738304081424342204847482920015233243026572829606162636262666768697071727374727677 79808688 809193929799

Low involvement Highinvolvement
~25% 30 34’3 60 ~25%

Source: Royal Unibrew tracking 2011
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Appendix 9: Usage of CSD for Involvement

The two below models show how often the Pepsi Maget group drinks soda and how many
times a week they drink soda.

Model 3: How often do you drink soda?

20

82

80

69
70

[e)]
Ny

60

50

20

w
NS

- 28

N
wm

20

0 T T T T T
Daily/zImost  3-4times 2 week 1-2timesz week  1-3timesz 1-5times during Rarely Never
daily month last ' year

Source: Royal Unibrew tracking 2011

Model 4: How many sodas do you drink a week on avage (converted to 25 cl.)?

160

142

Around 2 sodas 3-5sodas 6-10 sodas 11-15 sodas 15-20 sodas More than 20 Don't know
sodas

Source: Royal Unibrew tracking 2011
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Appendix 10: Correlation between Brand Equity and hvolvement Score

Model 7: Correlation between Brand Equity Score andnvolvement Score

. Brand equity score (0-10)

*
*
*
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L 2
*
¢
*
Correlation coefficient
(r)=0.37
& ’ O
0 - > * r T <+ T * T r r )
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Involvement score (15-105)

Source: RU tracking 2011
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Appendix 11: Description of Facebook and Picturesfd-unctions

Facebook structure

During the last couple of years, Facebook hasaé#taincreasing attention in the marketing
world which has resulted in many discussions arxhts about how we should relate to social
media and Facebook in particular. Facebook is heweill unknown territory for most

marketing managers, why many are still reservedmtheomes using the medium.

“Facebook is a social utility that connects peoplgh friends and others who work, study and
live around them. People use Facebook to keep tipfinends, upload an unlimited number of
photos, share links and videos, and learn more altbe people they meet(Facebook).
Connecting is one of the key words and is the esserf what the platform offers for
individuals as well as professionals. In order valeate the various Facebook functions and
discuss their instrumentality, a brief overview amgoduction of the platform is necessary.

Content and functions on Facebook

When a user registers on Facebook, they need tgpssatrofile. A profile consists of personal
data e.g. age, sex, education, interests, choiappiications etc. which the users can choose to
use for building their profile. The users can atsgdude pictures and other personal data, and it

Is these functions that give the profile a personatk.

Fundamentally Facebook consist of a number of lefivhich is entered into different types
of relations and networks When a profile is created, the users requestadship with each
other, and if the request is accepted, the relaia@stablished. When the users have been on
Facebook for a while, the number of relations wifically increase and the network becomes
bigger. Often the users are inspired to enter etations, when they see who their friends

connect with.

In order for users to stay updated on what happetieir network, Facebook has established a
news feedwhich is a continuing flow of news from their nyarelations. This news feed is
divided intotop newsandrecent newswhere recent news is the latest news, and tofs ew
where Facebook, through a social algorithm, hasutated which news has the biggest
relevance for the user, primarily dominated by yres, “likes” and comments on status

updates.
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Facebook is a user-generated-content (UGC) drivebsite, since the individual users
primarily produces the content. Te&atus updateplays an important part in the information
sharing, since these are showed in the news feddnaites others in the network to like,
comment or share them. Similar to status updatesea can also writevall postson other
friend’s profiles. This way the UGC is continuouslging shared in the network. Besides text,
the users can also shametures videosandlinks with their network on their own as well as on
friend’s profiles. The users on Facebook ofteninpat from each other and from other media
channels when they produce cont&n€ommon to all of the above functions is that theg
transparent within the network however there datelxinctions which are not transparent, e.g.
theinboxand thechat functionthese will however not be covered in this thesis.

Interactivity on Facebook is a fundamental principle and conttiesidea that the users can
share their input, and interact with other profiless well as with companies. The concept of
interactivity can be argued to correspond to thecept of involvement, since the users are
more or less involved with other profiles or compandepending on how much they interact

with them.
Companies on Facebook

Facebook is originally established for the indivatlas an opportunity to stay socially updated.
However, Facebook continues to devélophy it for some time has been possible for
companies to be present on the platform. Compah&é® the opportunity to use many

different kind of functions, each of which is illusted below.

16 Many news sites have included the opportunity to “recommend” or “share” their articles on Facebook.
v During the time of working with this thesis, new functions such as places have been developed, however since
this function are not relevant for this thesis or not developed fully yet, they are not included.
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Appendix 12: Facebook Page Insights Reports

Facebook’s new Page Insights analytics tool noawal Page admins to set a date range for
exported reports. This will make it easier for lesignding Pages to focus on data from a

specific time period instead the entire historyhair Page.

Reports from the new Insights tool now show desioms of the data columns and include data
on news feed impressions for post, but no longelude data on views of different types of
media. Admins can still view that data in reports the old Insights tools.

Admins can access the new Insights tool via thee®&@u Admin screen. This can navigated
to by clicking Ads & Pages on the homepage’s lefelsar, then Pages on the Ads Manager
left sidebar. From there, admins can export datatatraffic, Likes, and interactions using the
“Export” button in the top right corner. The “Expdnsights Data” pop-up now shows date

fields for start and end time of the report.

Export Insights Data
Comma-Seperated (CSV)

| Start Time:| 7/4/2010 D

End Time ‘TOdJY E
October 2010

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu

N34 5 6 7 8 9™
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 | e
17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31
tions See Detaws

Recently, Facebook changed what’'s included in hisigeports. Columns now include
descriptions in the row below the column titlesr Fostance, “Monthly Active Users” is
explained as “Monthly Users who have engaged wibhryPage, viewed your Page, or

consumed content generated by your Page (Uniques)Jse

The columns included in Insights reports have alsmnged. Most noticeably, admins can now
see Daily Stream Impressions, or how many timessusee posts by the Page in their feeds.
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This is important for trackingews feed optimizatioand edgerank— how visible a Page’s

stories are in the news feed.

Daily Stream Impressions
Daily Impressions of stream stories generated by your Page (Total Count)
7138
15080
2287
2587
3833

Admins won’t see data on photo views, audio playssideo plays in reports exported by the
new Insights tool. Page Admins focused on drivind eneasuring media impressions will be
hampered by this change. This data can still bedon reports from the old Insights tool,
which by accessed by clicking “View Old Page Inggjlon the Insights page and then clicking
“Export Data”.

The data types currently included in new FacebaadgeRnsights reports are:

Date

« Daily Active Users

« Monthly Active Users

- Daily New Likes

+ Daily Unlikes

+ Lifetime Total Likes

- Daily Logged-in Page Views (Total Count)
- Daily Logged-in Page Views (Unique Users)
+ Daily Stream Impressions

« Daily Likes and Comments

- Dalily Likes

- Daily Comments

+ Daily Discussion Posts

+ Daily Wall Posts

- Dally Videos
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Appendix 13: Product Categories and the Marketing @mmunications Mix

The nature of the product category, whether thatugtes high or low involvement, and the market the
product serves has a profound impact on the usiseaiarketing communications mix. The marketing
communication budget should therefore be allocadiffidrently if the communication involves lower

involvement products or higher involvement products

If the product category consists of consumer comvexe products, the advertising is most likely to
play a primary role followed by sales promotionsewdas if the product category consists of industria
durable products, the more emphasis is typicatiggd on personal selling as primary activity fokalv
by PR.

This relationship between higher and lower involeaiproducts and the effect the category has on

choice of marketing communications mix is illusthin the below model.

Model 5: Product Categories and the Marketing Commuications Mix

Advertisin
% of g
marketing
corr;m;miatl Soffe
op RS promotions
(marketing
communicati
on effort)
Public
relations
Personal
selling
Consumer Industrial Consumer Industrial
convenience convenience durable durable
products products | products products
Lower involvement products | Higher involvement products

Source: adapted from Pickton & Broderick, 2005p439)
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Appendix 14



Appendix 15: Mindshare Social 360 Degree

Model 6: Mindshare Social 360

STRATEGI

Optimering & Workshops
Evaluering & Support

ANALYSE MINDSHARE INDHOLD
SOCIAL 360°

Platform &
Conversation
Management

Digital PR &
Annoncering

AKTIVERING

Source: Mindshare
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