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Brands are an important feature in today’s society. A brand can consist of anything; a 
product, an organisation, a university, a person or even a city. They are not constricted 
to products or companies, but are important constituents of culture. Having a cup of 
coffee at Starbucks is not only about the coffee, it’s also about the brand; its values and 
motivations, and what it represents for the customers and fans. Brands are 
interweaving themselves further into society than ever before.  

Social media is growing and taking up a large part of people’s time. We discuss 
everything, including brands, on platforms such as Facebook and Twitter. Thus it is 
imperative for brands to actively partake in the discussion to not submerge and lose 
control over their brand image. They shape their brand identity, but the image is what 
is perceived by the people. If they let others shape the perception of the brand then 
there is a great risk that the image construct will not correspond to their intended 
identity. Social media provides a gateway for fans and brands to interact. This thesis 
investigates the primary uses of Facebook and Twitter for product and people brands 
respectively. Also, it looks at what components of the brand identity are displayed on 
the aforementioned platforms for both product and people brands and whether there 
are any differences between the brand types. 

The investigation takes the shape of a content analysis of twenty brands’ Facebook and 
Twitter pages – 10 each for product and people brands. Variables pertaining to the four 
identity perspectives proposed by David Aaker – (1) brand as product, (2) brand as 
organisation, (3) brand as person, and (4) brand as symbol – were used to see whether 
there is a dominant perspective that brands adopt when interacting with fans in social 
media. Also, the uses of social media were investigated and matched with authors’ 
suggestions for ideal uses of social media for brands. 

It was found that, in line with several authors’ recommendations of ideal usage of 
social media; brands adopt an identity approach consistent with Aaker’s Brand as 
Person perspective – regardless of brand type. The Brand as Person perspective was 
dominant for people brands on both Facebook and Twitter, however, slightly more 
enhanced on the latter. While still being the main perspective for product brands, the 
other identity perspective are given more attention so the prevalence of the Brand as 
Person perspective is not quite as distinguished. Also, the main uses of Twitter and 
Facebook were found to differ; Facebook is to a further extent used to engage fans 
whereas Twitter is predominately used to inform. The results provide a basis for which 
future research on brand identity and uses for brands in social media can build upon, 
starting with these general findings to dig deeper into more specialised areas of brands 
in social media.  
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Varumärken i sociala medier – En studie i hur person- och 
produktvarumärken representerar sin identitet i sociala medier 

Sociala medier är ett modernt forum där människor på 
internet kan interagera, umgås  och bland annat diskutera 
sina vardagar, sport och kultur. Dessa medier är en otroligt 
stark plattform för att fritt sprida information och åsikter då 
denna moderna version av ”word-of-mouth” når miljontals 
personer. Varumärken av alla slag har blivit alltmer 
sammankopplade med kulturen och diskuteras flitigt på 
plattformar som Facebook och Twitter. Detta gör att 
varumärkena tappar kontroll över hur de framställs, och det 
enda sättet för dem att bemöta denna nya teknik är genom 
att själva delta. Men vilket intryck av sig själva ger 
varumärkena i sociala medier? Vilken sorts identitet 
förmedlar de? Och finns det en skillnad i hur de 
kommunicerar med fans i två av de största sociala medierna, 
Facebook och Twitter? Den här studien avser undersöka 
vilket perspektiv av varumärkesidentiteten som är mest 
framstående hos produkt- respektive personvarumärken, 
samt se huruvida varumärken har fokus på samma saker i sin 
kommunikation på Facebook som Twitter. 

Studien genomförs med hjälp av en innehållsanalys på 20 
varumärkens Facebook samt Twittersidor. Tio för 
personvarumärken och tio för produktvarumärken. Det som 
utgör analysramen är David Aaker’s fyra perspektiv på 
varumärkesidentitet. Dessa har delats in i ett antal variabler 
som tillsammans konstituerar perspektiven. Genom att 
sammanräkna användandet av dessa variabler kan man se 
vilket perspektiv är viktigast för varumärkena. Förutom detta 
har även användningssätt räknats för att undersöka om 
Twitter och Facebook har samma användningsområde. 

Resultaten av undersökningen stöder hypoteserna att det 
identitetsperspektiv som är flitigast använt är det där 
varumärket ska uppfattas som en person. Det fanns även att 
Facebook och Twitter har olika primära 
användningsområden; Facebook engagerar medan Twitter i 
första hand informerar. 
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Contemporary culture is more complex than ever before. Not only is there a plethora 
of cultural material, the arrival of new media has brought with it a range of new and 
more varied means of dispersion. Included in this cultural material are brands and 
icons. Culture, in the words of Lash and Lury (2007: 4), is becoming thingified. Brands 
are becoming part of the cultural fabric and an essential point of social interaction 
(Heding, Knudzen and Bjerre, 2009: 25).  

Although there is much debate on how to define a brand (depending on issues such as 
research direction), scholars agree that brands are the intrinsic values, the intangible 
qualities, which people attribute to products or services and which adds to their 
perception of the product or service (Aaker, 1996: 8) (Kapferer, 2008: 10). From a 
cultural perspective, Professor Douglas B. Holt (2004: 1-3) argues that the brand is the 
myth built up around the good – its story – and that the more powerful the myth is the 
stronger the brand will be. Strong brands such as icons, he continues, could consist of 
a variety of different things. People – both fictional and real, companies, non-profit 
organizations, educational institutions, objects and even places fit his definition. (Holt, 
2004: 1) Building a strong brand such as an icon thus requires constant vigilance to 
brand threats and opportunities in order to maintain the myth.  

New media has emerged as both a threat and an opportunity for brands. It has 
introduced the internet and with it an entirely new way for brands to communicate 
with their fans and customers, as well as challenges of learning to deviate from the 
traditional mode of (one-way) communication. It was stated already in the year 2000 
that the strong brands of the digital era will be those that best utilize the Web as a 
building tool (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000: 230). Online marketing in the shape of 
a brand website – offering information about the brand – has been a staple in 
companies’ advertising and PR strategies during the past decade; however, the internet 
is becoming increasingly networked and complex and simply maintaining a website is 
no longer the only important feature in online communications.  

Something that has arisen in recent years with the development of technology is social 
media, where people are able to communicate with each other in online forums such 
as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, MySpace and many others. While having been hyped 
for a long time and extensively employed for personal use, social media is now truly a 
medium that brands cannot ignore. For instance, the number of Facebook users has 
grown from 300 million in September 2009 to over 500 million in July 2010 (Facebook, 
2010). Also, the number of Twitter users now exceeds 175 million (Twitter, 2010). This 
means that there are a vast number of people that can be reached through these media 
who are already prone to discussing cultural material – and as defined earlier cultural 
material now includes brands. 
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Word-of-mouth has long been an important feature of marketing campaigns as people 
bestow a lot of trust in their peers and find their verdicts more reliable than messages 
originating from the company itself (Jansen et al., 2009) (Brown, Broderick and Lee, 
2007). Typically, when a person has a strong feeling about something (e.g. a product or 
a brand) they relay this information to a few people. The internet and social media, 
however, has increased these ‘few people’ to the entire Internet population. Posting a 
review of a product on a site, or sharing your thoughts of a person in a forum, ensures 
that your opinion has the possibility of travelling much further than if you would say it 
to a friend in person. This means that brands and people are talked about in social 
media – both positively and negatively – and to meet these comments the brand or 
person need to be active in the same forum. As Harres Akers (2009) states in a report 
concerning Twitter:  

Reputations spread like wildfire on the internet, and if companies do not want to lose 
control of their brand they need to be present on these platforms. Research shows that 
more and more companies should – and are beginning to – engage actively on social 
media websites such as the aforementioned Facebook and Twitter, to hone their 
brand’s image and reputation (Mangold and Faulds, 2009) (Beuker and Abbing, 2010) 
(Smith, 2009). Not being involved means that the company runs the risk of the brand 
being portrayed in a way that is defined by the outside audience without influence 
from the brand itself (Chordas, 2009). 

Brand managers are realizing the importance of using social media, both for product 
brands and for people brands, in conveying an accurate – in their opinion – image of 
their identity. People can engage with both product brands as well as celebrities on 
both Facebook and Twitter. The brand identity is hugely influential in how customers 
and fans relate to the brand, and is therefore a determinant of how successful the 
brand will be. The identity is portrayed in the brands communications. Thus, how do 
brands use social media to convey their identity? Celebrities – and people in general – 
come with inherent identities and personalities, whereas product brands or company 
brands have them bestowed upon them. Are there differences in how they portray 
their identities in social media? 

This study aims to investigate how brands use social media to communicate their 
brand identity to- and with fans and customers. As has been mentioned earlier, brands 
are becoming part of the culture, and brand management has taken on a more cultural 
approach. Thus, the ability to relate to brands is more central to their success than 
before, which increases the importance of being able to express personality and engage 
with fans. Social media is a phenomenon that is not likely to fade away, but is a step in 
the development towards a more interactive and networked society. Also, the 
thingification, or commodification, of culture into branded entities calls for more 
research regarding different kinds of brands. There is little research comparing how 
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people brands and product brands are managed in social media, and this investigation 
is intended as a first step in closing that gap. Therefore, there are a number of 
questions that needs to be answered.  

1) Firstly, how does the brand identity manifest itself in social media?  

2) Secondly, are there differences in how personal brands convey their identity 
compared to product brands?  

3) Thirdly, what are the main uses of Twitter and Facebook for the respective brand 
types? 

As the concept of the brand is very broad (as has been exemplified above by Holt’s 
categorization over what constitutes a brand) there is a need to narrow down the 
investigation. The company brands used in this investigation will be firms who deal 
with tangible products. This excludes service firms such as banks, however, includes 
those companies active in, for instance, the food and beverage sector. The second 
category, the personal brands, investigated will be defined as ‘entertainers’. Essentially, 
this often means celebrities who use their celebrity status as a source of income, or 
athletes who use their name for sponsorship. They themselves become the product, 
and are therefore deemed comparable to the product brands. The sample population 
and frame are discussed more thoroughly in section 3. METHODOLOGY.  

The social media sites that will act as the research base for this investigation are 
Facebook and Twitter, as these are two of the largest sites and also those that are 
primarily used by brands to communicate with fans and customers. 

After this introductory section there will be a review of the literature on brands and 
branding. What is a brand, and how can they constitute of both people and products? 
Moreover, the concept of identity will be explored, culminating in a discussion on 
various perspectives of how to see and build a brand identity. This section heavily 
draws on David Aaker’s research in the field, and provides the basic structure of the 
subsequent investigation. Following this, the mode of communication is discussed – 
social media. The features and uses of the two major social media sites, Facebook and 
Twitter, are researched to gain a better understanding of the possible benefits of using 
them as a vehicle to communicate with fans and customers, and to see how brands 
would use them with the greatest result.  

Having looked into these different areas, the methodology for the investigation will be 
explained, succeeded by a presentation of the empirical results. These will thereafter 
be analysed and compared and contrasted, in order to come to a conclusion regarding 
the research question of how different kinds of brands use social media to 
communicate their identity and personality, and if there is a general formula that is 
applicable on all brands despite contextual differences. 
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There are different perspectives on how to define a brand. Batra et.al. (1996: 318) 
simplify the concept and state that the brand adds value when, all things similar, a 
person prefers a product with the brand rather than one without it. 

Holt, adopting a cultural approach to branding, describes the brand as the myth 
surrounding the product or service, comprised of the combined stories constructed by 
“authors” in conjunction with- and about the product. These “authors” can be 
companies, the culture industries, intermediaries (such as critics or salespeople) and 
customers. Holt maintains that the logos, names and designs created by the company 
or person would be devoid of meaning unless imbued with a myth. (Holt, 2004: 3) 
David A. Aaker1 (1996: 74), from a business perspective, agrees that the brand is more 
than a product and means that it is constituted by several other parts. These are 
summarised in the figure below. 

Aaker (1996: 8) also states that the added value of the brand, the brand equity, is 
derived from a brand’s performance in a number of categories: loyalty, awareness, 
perceived quality and brand associations. If the brand is, in Holt’s words, the myth, 

                                                 
1 David A. Aaker is Professor Emeritus at both the Haas School of Business and University of California, 
Berkeley, as well as Vice Chairman of major brand and marketing consultancy firm Prophet.  

Figure 1 - The Brand (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000: 52) Figure 1 - The Brand (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000: 52) 
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and includes Aaker’s elements of Figure 1, then the brand equity is the value of the 
myth. Thus, the brand’s value lies in the power of the myth.  

Tom Peters introduced the concept of personal branding in his seminal article-that-
became-a-book, The Brand Called You (Peters, 1997). He suggests that people are 
brands as much as products and insists that you should think of yourself as a Pepsi, 
Coca Cola or McDonalds equivalent. In other words, you should commodify yourself 
and market yourself accordingly. Celebrities especially have the potential of being 
brands, because they can be professionally managed and because they possess the 
additional associations and features particular to brands (Thomson, 2006).  

The allure of personal brands lies in people’s idolisation of other people. A major issue 
for brand success is how attached people are to it. Associating themselves with certain 
brands is a way for people to express their identity (Solomon, 2007: 157). If a brand 
corresponds to a person’s idea of his or her actual or ideal ‘self’’, the brand is a tool to 
reinforce this idea. “In consumer behaviour research, it has long been acknowledged 
that consumers use brands for symbolic consumption and as means to express 
themselves by selecting brands with a particular brand personality.” (Heding, Knudzen 
and Bjerre, 2009: 119) Considering this statement, one can say that people on Facebook 
expresses themselves by liking a brand, person or object on the platform. The ‘liked’ 
brand becomes associated with the person, and this is open for everyone to see on the 
person’s profile. 

As with products, the ability to associate oneself with a celebrity through one mean or 
another is an extension of the person’s personality. Consider high school – there is, 
generally, an “in-crowd” with the popular people. Most kids want to be friends with 
people in that crowd to be able to be considered popular themselves. People seek 
relationships with people they attach to, and seek to interact with celebrities in the 
same way that they would interact with a friend (Thomson, 2006). The ideal self is very 
much shaped by culture and the dominant figures in it, which includes both product 
brands and people brands. 

According to Aaker (1996: 68-69), the brand identity is the overarching idea of the 
brand that guides its actions and activities. Fundamentally, it is the company’s view of 
what it wants to be, how it wants to be perceived.2  Kapferer (2008: 172) reiterates this 
view in arguing that it is the identity that helps companies feel that they truly exist, 
that they are ‘driven by a personal goal that is resistant to change’. Thus, Kapferer’s 
view is that the brand identity remains the same, unchanged. On this issue, Kapferer’s 
and Aaker’s opinions diverge. Aaker separates a core identity from an extended identity. 

                                                 
2 On the contrary, the much discussed concept of image is how people perceive the identity. The image 
is thus based on how people decode the signals emanating from the brand regarding the identity. 
(Kapferer, 2008: 174) Therefore it is fair to say that the ideal image of a company corresponds to its 
identity. This can only occur if the signals communicated from the brand are concurrent with the 
brand’s identity, if they communicate a clear message (Ginman, 2010). It is important to distinguish 
between the two concepts. 
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The core identity corresponds to the ‘unchanged and resistant to change’ criterion that 
Kapferer puts forth and includes the traits of a brand that are likely to remain 
constant. However, the extended identity supplements the core identity by adding 
texture and completeness to the brand (Aaker, 1996: 68-69).  

Figure 2 below shows Aaker’s depiction of this relationship. This is comparable to 
Figure 1 of what constitutes a brand, on page 8. At the core there is the product and its 
attributes, qualities and uses. The extended identity adds details to the core which 
makes the brand richer, deeper and more comprehensive. Aaker suggests that a large 
and extensive extended identity implies a stronger brand, drawing a parallel to people’s 
personalities. The more interesting a person is, the more you can say to describe them 
and the longer you can go on. On the other hand, if you find a person uninteresting 
then chances are you will only need a few words and a short time to describe them. 
(Aaker, 1996: 88) The extended identity helps in creating a stronger attachment 
between the person and the brand. 

 

 

From studying the figures it is clear that a brand and the brand identity encompass a 
number of different elements. However, every brand need not use all of the 
constituents of the extended identity. Aaker has described four perspectives on the 
identity where the elements are grouped together in four groups; (1) brand as product; 
(2) brand as organisation; (3) brand as person; and (4) brand as symbol (Aaker, 2010: 
78-79). These will be outlined below. (For a graphical representation see Appendix I) 

The elements included in this perspective of brand identity almost all pertain to the 
inner circle of figure 1. The scope refers to the products that the brand is associated 
with; a strong link meaning that that the brand will be recalled when the product class 

Figure 2 - The Identity Structure (Aaker, 1996: 86) 
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is mentioned (for example, soda and Coca Cola). The product-related attributes 
concern the benefits – functional or emotional – that can be derived from purchasing a 
particular product. This also includes the quality element, which is important both 
from a competitive point of view as well as from a pricing point of view. The use and 
user elements involve the typical occasions when a product will be used (e.g. Gatorade 
for sport) and who is the typical user. The single element not included in the inner 
circle of figure 1, the core identity, is that of country of origin, however, the country of 
origin is highly unlikely to change. This factor can be used to add credibility to the 
brand. (Aaker, 2010: 78-82) 

This perspective is more inclined to the organisation, its innovativeness, drive for 
quality, concern for the environment, etc. It focuses on the people, values, programs 
and culture of the organisation. Associations to organisations include:  

 Customer focus (“customers first”) – brands operate with a philosophy that 
helping customers is a prime objective, and aim to take care of any queries or 
irregularities that may arise with the product (Aaker, 2010: 125) 

 Environmental sensitivity 
 Community orientation (charity involvement, sponsorship, employee treatment 

etc.) 
 Success 
 Perceived quality 
 Innovation and technological commitment (it is crucial to not seem dated) – very 

important in areas where technological excellence is important for the customer. 
It is also important to conserve a reputation of being an innovative brand, in that 
way claims of new innovations become more credible (Aaker, 2010: 124) 

 Local vs. Global 

These can support the value proposition and support the organisation’s credibility. The 
organisation perspective thus offers a more holistic approach to the brand identity, 
incorporating the overarching organisation rather than a part of it such as the product. 
Organisational associations are built with long term objectives, and are therefore seen 
as more durable than product related attributes since they are not as easy to copy. It is, 
for example, easier to copy Nike’s products than to adopt their entire organisational 
structure and philosophy. Because of this durability building on organisational 
attributes is a more stable way to build a differentiated advantage toward other brands. 
(Aaker, 2010: 82-83, 131)  

This perspective involves both the brand personality and the brand-customer 
relationship. Bestowing a brand with a personality is a means of differentiating it from 
its competitors. A personality helps the brand become interesting and memorable and, 
as mentioned earlier, this helps people develop a relationship with the brand. (Aaker 
and Joachimsthaler, 2000: 53) Personality is built through the brand’s actions and 
communications. The manner in which a brand communicates shows what sort of 
person it would be if it were human. (Kapferer, 2008: 183) 
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Jennifer Aaker defines the brand personality as the ‘set of human characteristics 
associated with a brand’. Contrary to the product-related attributes, the personality 
serves a symbolic or self-expressive function. In other words, the brand contributes to 
the customers’ or fan’s construction and expression of their own self and in the 
creation of their own identities (Heding, Knudzen and Bjerre, 2009: 118-119). In her 
study Jennifer Aaker outlined five personality dimensions that have been greatly cited 
in academic research. She maintains that personality can be split into five categories, 
named the “Big Five” – sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication and 
ruggedness. The five personality dimensions in turn include a number of 
subcategories, as displayed per Table 1 below. Together, these describe what sort of a 
person a brand is or would be. 

Jennifer Aaker contends that perceptions of the brand personality can be formed based 
on peoples’ direct or indirect contact with the brand (Aaker, 1997). Signs of personality 
can be collected from user imagery (typical user, employees and CEO), sponsorships, 
and symbols (Aaker, 2010: 147-148). These are examples of direct contact; indirect 
sources of personality are for instance product-related attributes and brand 
communications. (Heding, Knudzen and Bjerre, 2009: 140)  

Secondary brand associations such as endorsers or affiliated brands can be very useful 
in constructing personality. Such associations can be used to create strong, favourable 
and unique associations to a brand. (Keller, Georgson and Mats, 2008: 287) Moreover, 
through sharing its likes and dislikes the brand creates a picture of what it would be 
like if it was a person.  

 

Finally, this perspective focuses on the visual imagery and the metaphors of the brands 
as well as the brand heritage (Aaker, 2010: 79). Symbols provide cohesion for the brand 
as well as encourage brand recognition and recall. Aaker states that anything that 

Table 1 - Jennifer Aaker's Five Personality Dimensions (Varey, 2002: 155) 
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represents the brand can be considered a symbol. They can also include specific 
colours and packaging. Nike has its iconic “swoosh” symbol, McDonalds has the golden 
arches and Ronald McDonald, and other businesses may use their heritage as a symbol. 
Cultural symbols such as the aforementioned Ronald McDonald, but also Tony the 
Tiger, Mr Clean and several others provide the brand with a not only with a symbol but 
it also imbues it with personality and benefits of the brand (De Pelsmacker, Geuens 
and Van den Bergh, 2007: 60, 135). Symbols increase their usefulness if combined with 
a metaphor that expresses the benefits (functional, emotional or self-expressive) of 
using that particular brand. (Aaker, 2010: 84-85) 

One of the main differentiating factors between traditional communication and newer 
variants is that in new communications, the audience is active. People go online with a 
purpose, they seek information, entertainment or the like. It is not handed to them at a 
set time but they can find it at their own discretion. Instead of being an onlooker, the 
fan or customer is invited to participate in the advertising experience. (Aaker and 
Joachimsthaler, 2000: 232-233)  

There has been a shift toward more participation and interaction which means that 
communication is not as straightforward as before. There has been a democratisation 
of communication. It has been suggested that a social perspective on online branding 
is imperative for the brand to maintain relevant in the marketplace, and that the brand 
nowadays is shaped as much by the audience or community as it is by the strategists 
behind the brand – ‘online communities are co-branders of companies around the 
world.’ (Jones, Temperley and Lima, 2009) 

According to Carlsson (2010: 10), social media are web related services where people 
can talk, share information, and forge new relationships. Examples of social media 
include blogs, microblogs, podcasts, wikis, communities and video sites. The essential 
feature is that social media builds on user generated content. (Carlsson, 2010: 11-12) 

Carlsson (2010: 20) continues to state that although there are several uses for people in 
social media, it also provides businesses with a new way of thinking about their 
marketing. This multiple form of communication is divergent from the traditional 
sender-message-receiver model in that it aims to promote interaction between the 
brand and the person.  The primary aim of a brand in social media should be to build 
relationships, open up to dialogue and create trust – not simply to sell products. 
(Carlsson, 2010: 35) Authors agree with Carlsson in that the most important thing for 
brands to remember in social media is to be authentic. Social media opens an 
opportunity for brands to connect with fans and customers on a personal level, and it 
is therefore incremental that companies do not misuse the trust that is required for 
such a relationship to transpire. (Chordas, 2009) (Harres Akers, 2009) 

A recent study by Firefly Millward Brown aimed to investigate brand perceptions in 
social media, how effective brands are in shaping consumer perceptions and behaviour 
in regards to the brand. (Hernandez, 2010: 2) This study solidifies Carlsson’s view and 
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stresses that if brands are to succeed in social media they must be willing to change 
their entire marketing approach. According to the study, they must: 

 Act like a friend rather than a corporation (interact) 
 Build relationships with consumers instead of “selling” to them (engage) 
 Think community contrary to marketplace (be personable) (Hernandez, 2010: 6) 

Though brands cannot control what is being said about them in social media, they do 
have the opportunity to shape the discussion. (Mangold and Faulds, 2009) Success is, 
according to Mangold and Faulds (2009), contingent on how well brands perform in 
these categories: 

 Providing networking platforms 
 Use platforms to engage and encourage feedback 
 Combine internet and traditional promotional tools to engage customers through 

for instance rewards schemes or contest 
 Provide information 
 Be outrageous 
 Provide exclusivity through special offers etc. exclusively for fans on Facebook or 

Twitter 
 Stimulate conversation with news, products etc. Both product design and 

promotions should be undertaken with the desired self-image in mind. 
 Support causes important to customers and fans, and show Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) work 
 Use the power of stories 

Social media offers endless opportunities for customer service and support. It is an 
excellent tool to get close with your customers and fans; however, it is by no means 
intended to be used on its own. Social media works best for brands in marketing if it is 
used as a complement to other activities. (Carlsson, 2010: 65) 

The next two sections will describe two of the main social media platforms today, 
Facebook and Twitter.  

 Facebook is an internet community developed by Harvard 
student Mark Zuckerberg in 2004. The company describes 
itself as a “social utility that helps people communicate more 
efficiently with their friends, family and co-workers.” It is 
open to everyone, and allows people to interact with each 
other in a trusted environment. People create profiles where 
they share selected information about themselves, and are 
able to join groups, causes etc. Facebook also uses 
applications, stating that its core applications include Photos, 

Videos, Events, Groups, and Pages. These applications “lets people connect and share in 
rich and engaging ways.” (Facebook, 2010) 

Users are allowed to create groups and pages and have been doing so for personal 
purposes, and also as fan initiatives supporting brands or celebrities. The pages are a 
relatively new feature on the site, and are mainly directed at amongst others public 
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figures, organisations and local businesses. Facebook writes ‘Connect with your 
audience, share your story and participate in real-time conversations quickly and easily 
on Facebook’. (Facebook, 2010) Smith (2009) asserts that a Facebook page is integral 
for maintaining a successful social media platform. The page, she continues, 
encourages participation and interaction between the brand and its fans. It also offers 
superb opportunities for contests and exclusive offers.  

Each page has the same basic layout as a profile on the platform. To the left there is a 
profile picture and just below there is space for some light information. The so called 
wall where updates are posted is lined with boxes. These display the number of fans, 
any causes the brand supports, quick links to the photos a brand or its fans has 
uploaded, or other information the brand has chosen to display on the front page. 
Above the wall there are several tabs where people can reach brands’ chosen 
applications (see Figure 3 on the following page for a screenshot of a Facebook Page).  

Twitter is probably the most extensively used microblog, 
where people in 140 characters or less are asked to share and 
answer the question “What are you doing?”  The more 
accustomed a user is to Twitter the less important it is to 
reply to that particular question. Twitter uses ranges from 
letting friends know what you are up to, a messaging tool, a 
vehicle for automated corporate communications, a tool for 
disseminating information, a marketing and PR tool, and a 
networking tool. (Harres Akers, 2009) Smith (2009) contends 

that Twitter can be very effective for promotional purposes, and that it is the social 
media site where things are most likely to go viral. She also states that it is a highly 
usable tool for brands in regards of conducting consumer research, as well as a way for 
creating buzz about the brand. Carlsson (2010: 82) states that there are a number of 
typical uses for brands on Twitter: 

 Quick updates on company activities 
 Generate interest for different topics 
 Channel for temporary offers 
 Generate publicity 
 To offer support and advice 
 Expert advice 
 Chit Chat 

The site is basic, and built up with a headline where the person or brand can describe 
themselves. This description is short and shown in conjunction with the chosen profile 
picture, a picture that appears every time the individual or brand posts an update or 
comments on someone else’s post. It also offers information regarding the total 
number of posts, number of followers and the number of people it follows itself; as well 
as the number of lists it appears on (see Figure 4 on the following page).  
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Figure 3 - Screenshot of a Facebook Page Frontpage (Louis Vuitton, 2010) 

 

 

 

Figure 4 - Screenshot of a Twitter Profile and Feed (Louis Vuitton, 2010) 
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This investigation takes the shape of a content analysis of a set number of brands’ 
Facebook and Twitter pages. A content analysis focuses on manifest features of texts, 
and is used to generate a perspective on trends across a number of texts. (Deacon et 
al., 2007: 381) It is a method that is primarily used in media and communications 
research, although it is applicable in both social and human sciences (Deacon et al., 
2007: 119). The greatest benefit of doing a content analysis is that it offers the 
opportunity to generalize. A quantitative method such as content analysis is good for 
revealing trends or patterns, which is part of the aim of this study. (Hesmondhalgh, 
2006: 121)  

At this stage it is worth repeating the purpose of this study, which is to investigate how 
brands use social media to portray their identity. Furthermore, it aims to see whether 
there is a difference between how product brands versus people brands utilize these 
platforms, and also whether the modes of usage differ between Facebook and Twitter. 
This particular direction of study has been chosen as social media are becoming 
increasingly important for brands to consider when thinking about their PR and 
marketing.  

Hesmondhalgh (2006: 142-143) suggests a method for conducting a content analysis in 
four stages, and this structure will be followed in the study. Hesmondhalgh’s method 
is: firstly, (1) formulate a problem – this has been done and reiterated above. Secondly, 
(2) decide on a sample. When this is done, the third stage is (3) count within that 
sample and code the data, before (4) interpreting it. The next section will thus involve 
the sampling selection, before the variables and coding procedure will be set and 
explained.  

As this thesis aims to investigate how product brands and celebrities use social media 
to build their brands, the population of this investigation broadly extends to contain 
product and personal brands. As there are a great number of brands that qualify into 
either of these categories there is a need for sampling. The general rule is that the 
bigger the sample the better (Deacon et al., 2007: 122). In order to fit the scope of this 
investigation a sample size of 20 brands total has been decided on due to the time 
consuming nature of content analyses (Hesmondhalgh, 2006: 143).  Thus, the division 
will be 10 brands in the product category and 10 brands in the people category.  

A sample frame also needs to be set in order to ensure a good selection base. However, 
as the natures of the brand categories within the population differ so will the 
conditions upon which the brands are selected. The process of defining the population 
and the frame for both parts of the population is described and discussed in sections 
3.2.1 and 3.2.2 below.  

As has been discussed previously, the concept of the brand is a very broad area, and 
therefore a number of premises need to be set in order to conduct an investigation as 
to how companies use social media in their brand-building process. First of all, the 
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brands in this investigation will be consumer oriented. In other words, they will be B2C 
brands rather than B2B brands. This distinction has been made since consumer 
targeted brands are more likely to generate a following in social media than that of 
their business oriented counterparts.  Hence, companies providing products or services 
to other companies will not be investigated. Incidentally, this indicates the second 
stipulation; these consumer oriented brands will deal with tangible products and not in 
intangible services. This means that, for instance, banking services and cell-phone 
services are excluded. Thirdly, the brands investigated operate outside of the virtual 
world. Thus, their usage of internet and social media is an aide to their operations, and 
not the actual foundation of their business. This means that companies such as Google, 
Amazon and Facebook itself will not be included. Fourthly, the brands need to have 
active and official Facebook and Twitter accounts. These stipulations are summarized 
in the table below. 

Table 2 - Sample Frame: Product Brands 

The conditions are set; however, there are still many brands to choose from and these 
need to be organised or listed in some way in order to be able to do a random sample. 
Every year Interbrand © ranks the world’s most valuable brands in their BrandZ Top 
100 Most Valuable Global Brands report (Millward Brown Optimor, 2010). The report is 
based on a very comprehensive study measuring the brand equity of over 40,000 
consumer facing brands. (Businesswire, 2007) For the purpose of this investigation, the 
2010 edition of this report will be used as a basis (see section 3.2.3 for more). The 
complete list of the top 100 brands can be found in Appendix 1. Applying the 
conditions set earlier in this section leaves the brands depicted in Table 3 below. 

                      Table 3 - Brands complying with criteria 

To select ten brands from this list the method used will be simple random sampling. 
Random sampling allows for unbiased selection and can therefore be considered a 
reliable way to generate a representative sample (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 
226). Random sampling can be done either using a grid, manually using the lottery 
technique or though using software. Saunders et.al. (2009: 224) suggest Research 
Randomizer (2010) to generate a random sample. The population is 34, and the wanted 
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sample size from this category is 10. Entering these into the software generates these 
numbers:  

2, 4, 10, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 31, 32 

Looking at the list of brands in                       Table 3, the numbers correspond to the 
following brands: Coca Cola, HP, Louis Vuitton, L’Oreal, Mercedes, Pepsi, Nike, H&M, 
Starbucks, and Sony.  Thus, included in the sample are brands from various categories; 
food and beverage, technology, luxury, clothing, sportswear and vehicles.  

Similarly to product brands, there are several kinds of personal brands. The likelihood 
of a politician using social media in the same fashion as a rock musician is low, which 
is why the population of personal brands needs to be narrowed down to ensure a valid 
and generalisable outcome.  

Therefore, the conditions for the personal brands included in this investigation are as 
follows. Firstly, the person must be alive (non-fictional, and now living) and classed as 
an entertainer. Entertainers form a big part of culture and are frequent subjects for 
discussion, and are thus on par and comparable with the brands in the sample frame 
for the product brands. The operable definition of entertainer includes celebrities from 
film, TV and music fame, as well as athletes. They form a large part of the cultural 
fabric, their personal brands are often used for endorsements and they are often 
thought of as celebrities in their own right. A second condition that does tie in with 
the first (in the form of, for example, endorsements) is that the brand should be used 
by the person. This condition is set as product brands very much use their brands in 
order to increase their value and attractiveness. Also, as with the stipulations set for 
the product brands, the fame must be gained elsewhere than the internet so as to not 
skew the results. Finally, the person must have set up and maintain a Facebook Page 
(as it is the public page and not the person’s personal profile that is examined) and a 
verified Twitter account. In sum, the sample frame for the personal brands includes 
the conditions described in Table 4 below. 

As there is a vast number of personal brands that fit the sample frame, there needs to 
be a basis from which to perform the simple random sampling. To correspond to the 
method used for product brands (the BrandZ ranking) a list of personal brands will be 
used. Forbes Magazine annually ranks the top 100 celebrities based on their 
performance in a number of different areas (see section 3.2.3 for more).  

  

Table 4 - Sample Frame: Personal Brands 
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                Table 5 - Celebrities complying with criteria 

Following the same random sampling procedure as with the other brands generates 
the following list of numbers:  

 3, 11, 12, 15, 17, 18, 19, 21, 28, 29, 30, 31 

These correspond to the following celebrities: Britney Spears, Pink, Donald Trump, 
Ryan Seacrest, Ben Stiller, Cristiano Ronaldo, Serena Williams, Jeff Dunham, George 
Lopez, and Chelsea Handler. Their main focuses range from athlete to musician, 
comedian to businessman, and actor to TV personality.  

This selection process is not without its flaws; however, it is the most justifiable way 
that has been found to reach a sample. There is, as has been said earlier, thousands 
upon thousands of brands, so to be able to in any way investigate without personal bias 
the investigation has to be based on official lists. The only other feasible way to narrow 
down the population from which to draw a sample would be from the author’s own 
mind, knowledge and experiences; which would generate a highly skewed population 
and hence also sample.  

However, why have the BrandZ and Forbes rankings been used, for example, when 
there are lists covering brands that have the greatest number of fans in social media? 
(see for instance Famecount 2010) Using such lists would automatically comply with 
the verified Twitter and Facebook stipulations; however, it would only feature those 
brands that are hugely successful in social media. Yet again this would be an example 
of bias. Using the top 100 lists gives an overview of the most successful brands and 
celebrities overall, regardless of social media. 

Deciding what to count, which variables will provide an answer to the research 
question, is incremental for the success of the study. Content analysis provides answers 
only to the questions that are posed (Deacon et al., 2007: 119). How identity in social 
media is communicated is the topic that is being examined, therefore the constituents 
of identity (the four perspectives described in section 2.3.2) should be counted; and 
also, the mode in which they are displayed. Important to remember is that it is not the 
kind of trait but the fact that the trait exists on the page that should be counted, 
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because the purpose of the study is not to compare the identity of one brand to 
another, but to compare how brands use social media to communicate their identity; in 
other words which identity perspective takes precedence in social media. Thus, the 
literature review in section two has provided the investigation both with background 
on social media, its main uses, and what to look for – the manifestations of identity in 
these uses.                 

 

Social media, as several authors have stated, does require a more friend-like approach. 
Is it thus correct to assume that the third perspective of identity, that supporting 
personality, will be found to be the most prevalent manner in which brands portray 
themselves? Therefore, a hypothesis might be that brands, regardless of whether they 
are product or people brands, will have adopted a personality perspective of their 
identity in the online forums to acquiesce to the unwritten rules of social media. 

H1: Brands will in general have adopted the personality perspective of identity in 
social media.  

Based on the differences in nature between Facebook and Twitter, there could be 
differences in how the brands use them. Facebook offers a more comprehensive 
platform, whereas Twitter offers fewer tools at the user’s disposal.  

H2: Brands use Twitter and Facebook differently, emphasizing different 
elements pertaining to different identity perspectives. 

The process of coding the data refers to coming up with relevant categories and 
assigning the data to these categories. The categories are the brand perspectives 
including their subcategories. Thus, the investigation will revolve around the frequency 
of occurrences of the brand identity elements. These elements have been described in 
parts 2.3.1-2.3.4 and will be observed based on the information recounted in those 
sections. A complete list of the examined variables, including examples of what is 
counted within each variable, can be found in Appendix V.  

Starting with Facebook, since it by nature is a more comprehensive platform than 
Twitter, it must be decided how to delimit the research process. It is unfeasible to 
count all the wall posts a brand has ever made, however, a substantial number of posts 
needs to be counted in order to gain an understanding of the brand’s communications. 
Should it be delimited by number of weeks or number of posts? From piloting the 
research there was shown to be considerable differences in the number of posts a 
brand made over a period of six weeks (one brand, for instance, contributed with 29 
posts whereas another posted on the wall 109 times). Because of this inequality in the 
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distribution of posts, and on grounds that the study suffers from time and monetary 
constraints, the number of Facebook posts investigated will be set to 30. From this an 
average of posts per day will be calculated. Because of the varying degree of usage 
there will also be a set number of tweets per brand for the investigation. For 
continuity, it will also be the 30 latest postings on Twitter. An average number of 
tweets per brand per day will also be calculated for sake of comparison. The entire list 
of investigated variables can be found in Appendix V. These variables will provide a 
firm basis from which one can deduce answers to the hypotheses or inclinations as to 
whether they might be accurate or not.  The figure below provides an example which 
variables are found in a post on L’Oreal’s Facebook Page and how it might be 
dissected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reliability concerns the issue whether the chosen methodology will yield a consistent 
result. In other words, if the same result would be found if the investigation was 
conducted during another period of time or if another researcher would reach the 
same observations. (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 156) The risk of observer bias 
can be reduced or avoided in having an outsider check part of the sample to verify that 
the assessment is not biased. (Hesmondhalgh, 2006: 145) In this investigation, 25% of 
the sample will be checked by another person to maintain a high reliability of the 
conducted research. Regarding the issue of time, the research is set in December 2010, 
i.e. in the weeks leading up to Christmas, which may involve communication with 
seasonal influences and possibly affecting the overall assessment. This will be 
considered when conducting the study; however, the time factor should otherwise 
have little effect on the general usage of the media.  

The question of validity regards whether the findings of the study really ‘are what they 
appear to be about’ (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 157). Precaution has thus 
been taken to ensure that the research question is posed in such a way that answers 

Figure 6 - Dissecting a Facebook Post 
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can be deduced from the investigation process. Also, in operationalising the question 
into a research project the issues that have arisen have led to amendments in the 
question. These amendments have been made in order to ensure that the posed 
question is indeed likely to receive an answer. Also, before embarking on the actual 
content analysis a pilot study has been conducted and proven to yield important and 
interesting data. Another effort to increase the level of validity has also been made in 
making the investigation as transparent as possible, explaining every step in how the 
investigation has been conducted and why, providing this information either in the 
body of the text or in the expansive appendices.   
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Tables 6 and 7 on the following pages display the data that resulted after counting the 
contents of the brands’ Facebook and Twitter pages.  

                       Table 6 - Facebook Data 
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The data was collected from the 11th to the 18th of December 2010, and focuses on the 30 
most recent posts by the brands on the respective social media site as well as the 
brands’ general profiles on the sites.  

Table 7 - Twitter Data 
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How do brands use social media to portray their identity? This section aims to dissect 
the collected data and form an understanding of how the identity perspectives are 
built and used by brands on Facebook and Twitter. As a starting point, the data shows 
that there are large variations in the usage of social media; some brands use it very 
often whereas others update their walls or feeds rather infrequently. The relationship 
between brands’ average activity on Facebook versus their average activity on Twitter 
was shown to be weakly positive, with a correlation of only 0,150 (see Table 8 for a 
graphical representation of the relationship) Hence, it is unreasonable to conclude that 
the more a brand utilises Facebook the more they will use Twitter, or vice versa.  

Table 8 - Correlations: Average Activity on Facebook and Twitter 

The observations also showed no correlation between the number of fans on Facebook 
and the number of followers on Twitter (see Appendix VI Table 1). This may concern 
the manner in which the brand uses the respective social media outlet.  

What do brands use social media for? Informing? Engaging? To promote causes, tell 
stories or hold contests? There are many possible uses, and below is a table of the most 
important uses for product brands and people brands respectively on Facebook and 
Twitter.  

                           Table 9 - Brand uses of Social Media 

The data collected regarding the suggested uses of social media (as listed on pp. 12-13) 
show that the primary use of Facebook for most brands is as a means to engage with 
their fans (see Appendix VI Figure 1 for a graphical representation of the uses of social 
media). In the collection process, “engaging” was defined as any instance where the 
brand encourages further action on the fans’ behalf. It thus includes, for example, 
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questions posed to fans, suggestions or recommendations (such as “check this out!”) or 
videos. Extensive use of engaging factors comply with the ideal uses of social media 
outlined earlier, that it is an exchange between parties and not simply an information 
outlet. However, the second standout use of Facebook was to spread information. 
There were also several instances where the two overlapped, in posts where there was 
first an informative statement followed by a question to fans. This implies that brands 
have found a way to interact with fans in a friend-like manner, yet still maintaining the 
objective to keep them informed of new product features, upcoming shows, etc. In 
asking for fans’ input brands also manage to make them feel involved, while to a 
certain extent it helps brands to control what is being said about them.  

While the gap between engaging and informing is narrow for product brands on 
Facebook, the distinction that people brands’ primary use is to engage is much clearer. 
Product brands thus seemingly appear more concerned about spreading information 
whereas people brands rely more heavily on engaging with their fans through using 
videos, games, quests or other means of interaction. Contrary to Facebook, on Twitter 
the primary use for both types of brands is to inform. However, this may be a result of 
the lack of multimedia available – Twitter does not offer the opportunity to upload 
videos or the like (items that were included in the “engaging” category for Facebook 
and a big part of it making “to engage” the most prominent use of the platform) 
without referring to an external website. In this manner Twitter is better suited for 
things such as communicating directly with people and sending informative updates, 
as well as engaging in direct and regular conversation rather than interacting in more 
advanced manners.   

The other ways brands use social media vary between both platform and brand type. 
For instance, while references to causes or charities are the third largest category for 
people brands on Facebook, it is the smallest on Twitter. Concerning product brands 
they are more likely to offer exclusives or special offers on Facebook than on Twitter. 
One interesting finding is that product brands to a much larger extent use the telling 
of stories to communicate. Perhaps it is so that since the product brand largely has to 
build its persona it needs to borrow elements from stories, or build up a story around 
the brand whereas the people brand itself is the lead character in its own story. The 
people brand is thus seen as an unfolding story and does not need to rely on the 
retelling of other stories to build its brand.  

From this discussion it can be concluded is that there are several similarities between 
how product and people brands use Twitter and Facebook, and that the predominant 
usages are to inform and engage. As one platform has accrued more focus on engaging 
whereas the other is used more for informing, one can lean toward concluding that 
there are differences in usage and therefore affirm the supposition made in hypothesis 
2, that the brand types should have different primary usages of the platforms. Also, 
people brands especially seem to concentrate on these two variables whereas product 
brands also use social media for special offers, contests and to tell stories. Intriguing 
though is that the celebrity people brands also offer contests and special offers 
primarily on Facebook in a way that regular people do not. In a way this is evidence of 
the commodification of culture, that even people brands are becoming thingified and 
that it is valid to compare products and people.   
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Now, after having discussed how brands use social media, which perspective of 
identity is most dominant for brands? And are product- and people brands similar in 
their depiction of their identities or do their methods diverge?  

This section will investigate the identity perspectives and see which takes precedence 
for brands in social media; whether it is as hypothesized (H1) that Brand as Person will 
be the most extensively used way to express identity. Each perspective will be looked at 
individually before collecting all perspectives and looking at them as a whole, thus 
seeing which is most dominant and which variables within it are most prevalent.  

The Brand as Product perspective is considerably more employed for product brands 
than for people brands. On Facebook the average number of references to product 
category, product attributes, quality, uses or users for product brands is 54.2, which is 
more than double the average for people brands, coming in at 22.6. A similar pattern, 
though less markedly, emerges when studying the figures for Twitter, with the product 
brands scoring on average 20.7 compared to the people brands’ 11.8 (see Appendix VI 
Figure 2 for a visualisation of this relationship). In other words, the product brands’ 
activity on Twitter is 0.417 of their Facebook activity, whereas the corresponding figure 
for people brands is 0.570. The difference between the platforms is thus more 
significant for product brands, which could indicate that they have different purposes 
in their usage of the platforms. This would support the conclusion made in section 5.1 
that the platforms are used differently. 

Delving deeper into the components of this perspective, the one receiving most focus 
by the brands on both platforms pertains to scope – how many times the brand’s 
category is addressed on the wall or in the feed (see below).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 - Brand as Product Variables on Facebook and Twitter 
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While the data shows that product brands do have a stronger connection to their 
category than the people brands, the difference is low to marginal – especially on 
Twitter. In that respect, both kinds of brands adopt a similar approach in that they do 
tie their brand to the brand category in social media. This implies that they are keen 
on being recalled when reference is made to the product category.  

Contrary to scope, for the remainder of variables included in this identity perspective 
there are clear dissimilarities between product and people brands. For example, people 
brands do not seem to have a targeted audience because there are very few references 
to typical users. Also, the people brands rarely show situations where the brand is 
used. References to users and usage is generally low, however, this could be explained 
by the nature of the platforms. Recall that one of the pillars of social media is 
interaction – the brands themselves do not have to portray the typical users or usage 
situations because the fans that they interact with do it for them. Low scores in these 
variables thus do not mean that occurrences of users and usage situations are not 
depicted; it simply implies that these do not originate from the brand. Hence had the 
research focused on the user generated angle of Facebook and Twitter references to 
these two variables might have been in abundance, because every comment made or 
photo uploaded by a fan depicting him or herself with the product would provide 
material for both the uses and user categories. 

The product related attributes and quality variables are continuously higher for 
product brands than their people counterparts. This might be explained by the nature 
of the brands; perhaps it comes more naturally for someone to praise a product, saying 
for instance that it is an “award winning face cream formula”, than personal brands 
praising themselves on their own page. Again, it is likely that references to quality 
originate from fans – though, perhaps encouraged to do so by the brand. In line with 
word-of-mouth marketing theory this sort of information would likely be more 
impressionable on fans than the brand beating itself on the chest and boasting with 
statements such as “I am the world’s greatest”. Such information is more acceptable if 
received from someone unattached to the brand, someone in the same position as the 
fan or customer himself. 

The single disparity in the pattern of product brands scoring higher than people 
brands in an element of the brand as product perspective is found when comparing 
mentions of country of origin on Twitter. On Facebook product brands indicate their 
home country more often than people brands; however, the situation is reversed on 
Twitter. Aside from this, product brands continuously adopt more elements of the 
brand as product perspective than people brands on both platforms. 

Product brands are also considerably more inclined to use elements of the Brand as 
Organisation perspective on both Facebook and Twitter than are people brands (see 
Appendix VI Figure 3). Considering the fact that product brands originate from 
organisations whereas the same cannot be said about all people brands, this is a fairly 
expected distribution. Granted, many celebrities start foundations or their own 
companies, or it may be the basis of their brand (as with Donald Trump), however, 
their focus is not on emphasizing their organisational attributes. 
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Regarding the individual variables, product brands steadily pay more attention to 
organisational associations than people brands do on both Twitter and Facebook. They 
are more likely to mention things pertaining to their innovativeness, customer focus, 
and their global vs. local interests than their people counterparts. While it is important 
for product brands to be innovative and show to this in social media, the same does 
not seem to apply to people brands. As mentioned earlier, innovativeness in an 
industry such as technology or cars is crucial to the brand’s success and the brands 
operating in these categories have certainly learned to point to their new products, 
features and designs etc. also in social media. HP, for example, emphasizes their 
innovativeness more than any other of the researched brands, which helps maintain 
their reputation as a frontrunner in technological innovation. While the people brands 
also work, there are few mentions of innovativeness – only references to new material 
by the investigated musicians were observed. Overall there are more signs of 
innovativeness on Facebook than on Twitter (see Appendix VI Figure 4 for a graphical 
representation), a result that is surely influenced by the comprehensiveness of 
Facebook in comparison to Twitter.  

For product brands the data shows that it is also very important to have customer 
focus in mind. This is evident both on Facebook and Twitter, although in a lesser scale 
on the latter. Personal brands do not pay this variable much attention, most not 
addressing it at all. Customer focus often entails support and help with products, 
which is perhaps why people brands rarely have to address it.  Product brands also 
dominate globally, scoring many more references to places around the world than 
people brands. Again, this may be because product brands can be global, can have 
stores around the world, whereas people brands physically cannot be more than the 
one person that they are. Even though they may have movies that sell all over the 

Figure 8 - Brand as Organisation Variables on Facebook and Twitter 
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world, music played on the radio internationally and perfume lines sold in every corner 
of the earth, the brand will still be the person and he or she cannot be in more than 
one place at the same time.  It is therefore not important for the people brands to 
make known their availability in different parts of the world in the same way that it is 
for product brands. 

The two variables of this identity perspective where people brands show some activity 
are community orientation and success; however, their counts are still lower than the 
product brands’. Their references to success on Facebook are almost level with that of 
their product counterparts, and it is the only variable in which they distinguish 
themselves on Twitter (see Figure 8). Showing signs of success is a way to underline 
the quality of the brand – recorded success is something that is durable and that 
cannot be changed. Durability is one of the foundations of seeing the identity as brand 
as organisation, and this success is obviously one variable where product brands and 
people brands are on the same page. As are they when considering community 
orientation, both aiming to show that they care about their surroundings, customers, 
and disadvantaged people all over the world. For product brands references to their 
CSR work has been evident, and people brands are adamant in showing their support 
for various causes.  

In sum, the identity perspective depicting brand as organisation is more extensively 
used by product brands than people brands. It seems as though not all variables 
making up the perspective are applicable to the special kind of brand that people 
constitute, thus showing that there are noticeable differences between the kinds of 
brands investigated. 

Of Aaker’s four identity perspectives and based on the inherent qualities of social 
media it was hypothesized that this perspective, brand as person, would be most 
dominant for people – as could be expected – and also product brands. It has been 
continuously stated that it is important not to adopt a too authoritative approach to 
fans in social media, but rather act like a friend. Have they done this? It can be 
deduced from the collected data that product brands and people brands are more 
comparable, have a more similar number of references made to the variables 
comprising the identity perspective, than for the two previously discussed perspectives 
(see Appendix VI Figure 5). This shows that brands have a similar approach to the 
perspective, which is in total comprised by four variables: personality, affiliated brands, 
instances where brands address fans, and instances where brands reply to fans. The 
usage of these varies both between the brands and platforms, as can be seen in Figure 
9 on the following page.  
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The personality variable pertains to references that can be classified as any 
characteristics described by Jennifer Aaker and shown in Table 1 on page 12. Both types 
of brands accumulate numerous references to personality on Facebook as well as 
Twitter, however, product brands collect more references on Facebook while people 
brands show comparatively more signs of personality on Twitter. They each, so to 
speak, “win” one platform. Although it should be pointed out that the people brands 
are most consistent in that they score just around 20 references on each platform, 
whereas product brands show personality more on Facebook with about thrice as 
many references to personality as they do on Twitter. This could be a result of the 
brands having several people responsible for the social media activity3, with their own 
style of communication, ending with a divergent style of communication. The people 
brands, on the other hand, update their pages and feeds themselves leading to a more 
cohesive style across both platforms. The difference may also arise because while 
product brands, as discussed in previous sections, make more of an effort with or use 
the brand as product as well as brand as organisation perspectives, there is less space to 
show personality.  

The extent to which brands affiliate themselves with other brands on both Facebook 
and Twitter is fairly even between both brand types. On Facebook both brand types 
refer to other brands on average just around 30 times, and the corresponding number 
for Twitter is 10 to 12 times. This shows that there are more mentions on Facebook 
than on Twitter, but also that the usage of secondary brand associations is similar for 
both product- and people brands. Compared to other variables, the data shows that 
affiliation to other brands is a rather important issue for brands to consider, regardless 
of brand type.  

                                                 
3 Pepsi and Starbucks for instance have adopted this way of working with social media 

Figure 9 - Brand as Person Variables on Facebook and Twitter 
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The remaining variables within this perspective describe the brand-customer 
relationship, or brand-fan relationship. An interesting observation is that both types of 
brands are keen on addressing their fans and asking for their input, thus giving them a 
sense of involvement. The data shows that this is accurate on both platforms; however, 
it also shows that it is the product brands that are most prone to replying to the fans. 
The nature of the questions was not investigated, but the fact that product brands 
reply more often could mean that they are making more of an effort to attain a “friend” 
relationship with the fans. On the other hand, the number of replies could also be a 
result of them using social media as a channel for providing customer support. 
Personal brands address their fans and followers more often than their product 
counterparts, which although they do not reply as often imply that they revere their 
audience and seek a connection with them. The issue of them replying does not entail 
support with products or the like, but rather a dialogue with the person.  

While it seems as though both brand types focus heavily on the brand as person 
perspective of identity, there are differences in usage, particularly in the direction of 
communication. However, as was just discussed, this divergence could be a factor of 
the nature of how the brands use social media.  

The final perspective of brand identity, brand as symbol, includes the variables 
“symbol”, “visual imagery”, “metaphors” and “brand heritage”. It is a perspective that 
on the whole is massively dominated by the product brands, which utilise these tools 
to a much larger extent than the people brands. The results show that this perspective 
is also better suited for Facebook than Twitter as it is comprised by several design 
elements and Twitter’s structure does not allow many of these. For instance, Twitter 
only permits visual imagery twice; one as the profile picture and once for the 
background. Thus, much of the discussion of Twitter usage regarding brand as symbol 
becomes superfluous, and therefore more attention will be focused on Facebook. 

 

  

Figure 10 - Brand as Symbol Variables on Facebook and Twitter 
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Concerning the various components of the perspective, visual imagery is by far the 
most observed variable on Facebook. Both types of brands use it rather frequently; 
however, it is still clear that imagery is of higher importance for the product brands 
(see Figure 10) that use it on average 64.9 times per brand compared to 45.8 times for 
people brands. On the other hand, the imagery consumes almost all references to 
brand as symbol for people brands, whereas the product brands use the use the 
remaining elements of the perspective to a greater extent. In that sense one could 
discern that imagery is of relatively greater importance for people brands than product 
brands regarding this perspective as they do not rely on any other components. On 
Twitter the usage of imagery mirrors the average usage of this perspective – very sparse 
(see Figure 10) – and both brands utilise it to the greatest possible level.  

Symbols and logos were rather scarcely used in general. The category is, however, 
dominated by the product brands. This can be a result of the much wider employment 
of symbols for product brands than their people counterparts; people it seems 
generally work less with logotypes and symbols and live on their imagery and names. 
The same pattern can be detected concerning the usage of metaphors and references 
to brand heritage on both platforms. It is more pressing for product brands to 
emphasize their heritage and to use allusions and other linguistic means to paint a 
picture of the brand identity than it is to people brands.  

In summary, this view of the brand identity is primarily characterised by the usage of 
imagery, the other components unequivocally become secondary. The view is marred 
by differences between Facebook and Twitter, but that is presumably down to the 
platforms inherent qualities more than actual active decisions by the brand to focus 
more attention on Facebook to paint a visual image of the brand.  

Having reviewed all perspectives, is there a way to say that one is more prevalent than 
the others? From looking at the independent variables, it is clear that some are used 
more often than others for both brand types; imagery, personality, and brand/fan 
relationship garner most attention from both product- and people brands on Facebook 
(see Appendix VI Figure 7). On Twitter the only diverging factor is that imagery is not 
used to the same extent as the other prominent variables, otherwise there is a similar 
distribution of focus on the various variables (see Appendix VI Figure 8). Weighting 
the four brand identity perspectives against each other, one can see that the ‘brand as 
person’ variables collectively are more dominant than the other variables and by 
extension also perspectives. The percentage distribution between the four identity 
perspectives on Facebook and Twitter and brand type is shown graphically on the 
following page. 
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The data clearly shows that the Brand as Person perspective is the most prominent of 
Aaker’s four perspectives of identity, affirming the validity of hypothesis 1. It also 
shows that the focus on portraying the brand as a person is more accentuated on 
Twitter than on Facebook for both brands. This is particularly evident for people 
brands where the proportional increase from Facebook to Twitter is 29 percent 
compared to product brands’ 15 percent. It is also clear that choice of platform 
dramatically influences the usage of the Brand as Symbol variables, which on Facebook 
are second only to Brand as Person but on Twitter are used least of all. In fact, it seems 
as though the loss of visual imagery and Brand as Symbol on Twitter is substituted by 
an increase in Brand as Person, thus accounting for the increase in usage of this 
perspective from Facebook to Twitter. 

Figure 11 - Brand Perspectives Shown by Brand Type and Platform 
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Other notable observations concerning the brand types and their usage of the 
platforms are that there is little change in their usage of the remaining identity 
perspectives. The brand is looked at equally as a Product and an Organisation on both 
platforms with only marginal changes. This implies that the brands investigated have a 
constant way of approaching these perspectives, whereas usage the other two (Person 
and Symbol) is contingent on platform. However, regardless that usage is dependent 
on platform, the Brand as Person perspective is still applied most extensively by both 
brands on both platforms, which solidifies the claim that brands aim to be perceived as 
people in social media. 

Reverting to the issue of Brand as Product, the perspective very nearly corresponds to 
the entire core identity (as discussed in section 2.3.1 Brand Identity” on p. 9). One of 
the central features of the core identity is that it is resistant to change; therefore it 
makes sense that brands should allocate a set amount of space in their social media 
activity for the purpose of displaying these core traits. The fact that both product and 
people brands do this reaffirms that people are being commodified, are portraying 
themselves as a sort of product.   
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Brands are part of the cultural fabric, and are interweaving themselves into the daily 
lives of fans and customers on an even more advanced level than before through using 
social media. It has become imperative for brands to join in the discussion taking place 
about them in social media, if not to control it then at least be able to influence its 
direction. This thesis has aimed to grasp what brands’ main uses are in their activity on 
Twitter and Facebook, as well as to see how two different types of brands choose to 
portray their identities on these platforms.  

Using Aaker’s four identity perspectives as a base, it was, as hypothesised, found that 
the most dominant way to portray their brand identity on social media was through 
applying the perspective of Brand as Person. All identity perspectives were addressed 
and used by the brands; however, they more frequently assumed the position of a 
person rather than an organisation, product or symbol. This conclusion can be reached 
for both product and people brands, who seem to have accepted that the way to act in 
social media is to be a friend rather than an authority; to be approachable rather than 
inaccessible. In a way it is more of a reciprocal relationship – fans care about the brand, 
and on social media the brand shows that it cares about the fans directly to the people 
in question through interacting with them. 

Concerning how product and people brands use Facebook and Twitter respectively, it 
was found that there were some differences. Facebook is more often used to engage 
while Twitter seems to be used more for informative purposes. However, as the 
categories are rather broad (engaging, for example, includes many different kinds of 
engagement – videos, polls, discussions, etc., some which are not applicable on Twitter 
due to its structure) this result should only be treated as an indication and not as a 
finalized result. Twitter is a less comprehensive platform than Facebook and this could 
be deemed as a factor in the more varied usage of Facebook than Twitter.  

As was hinted at in the analysis, celebrity people brands are being treated as, and more 
importantly are treating themselves as, commodities. This is paradoxical to the 
conclusion reached in this thesis that brands adopt a person perspective to their 
identity. The fact that people use special offers and contests with reference to selling 
perhaps not themselves but items bearing their names – an extension of their identities 
– is very interesting to observe. It supports the statement mentioned in the 
introduction of this thesis that there is currently a thingification of culture. Particularly 
intriguing concerning the commodification of people brands is that they, 
simultaneously as thingifying themselves, are being less candid about their private 
lives. They are carrying on seemingly private conversations on open forums such as 
Twitter, allowing fans to interact with their idols on a more personal level and 
providing a unique insight to the brand. Thus, in using special offers, exclusives or 
contests, people brands are encouraging a deeper connection with fans and customers 
in a traditionally product manner, while they at the same time are inviting them to 
participate in, or at least be privy to, a relationship with their idol that before social 
media had not been an option.   

On the whole, the stark increase of social media usage during the past year in general, 
and also for branding and commercial purposes, is an indication of a greater 
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connectedness between business and culture. Though it is a minor theme in this 
thesis, the topic of cultural branding is significant as social media is such a large 
platform for spreading and discussing cultural material, and especially as brands 
themselves are cultural material. Douglas B. Holt has, as mentioned earlier, discussed 
the brand as a myth and the various authors that write it; the companies, cultural 
industries, intermediaries and customers or fans. Though it is usable by all these types 
of authors, social media especially provides the fans with a voice (and a megaphone), 
which consequently shifts the weight of the stories comprising the myth to emerge 
more from the fans and customers than before. As a greater part of the myth originates 
from the fans, brands are largely at their mercy – not only concerning sales and 
numbers, but concerning the meaning of the brand. Social media has democratised 
culture and the branding process as power is being transferred to the people, and sites 
such as Facebook and Twitter provide brand owners with a bridge to meet- and to 
work with the fans in shaping the stories that ultimately make up the brand myth.  

This investigation has provided an overview of how brands communicate their identity 
on Twitter and Facebook, two of the largest social networking sites. Also, it has 
outlined how product and people brands use these two platforms. The conclusions of 
this study have been stated previously, and describe which perspective is dominant as 
well as the manner in which they communicate. However, there are no answers as to 
why; it lay outside the scope of this investigation. There are speculations as to what 
may cause brands to act in a certain way, but to truly understand the reasons why they 
decide to do some things in social media future research is needed.  

Also, something that would be interesting to investigate further is the connection 
between the brands’ communication and the brand category, in other words, the 
scope. One people brand that was investigated does not connect to their brand 
category at all on either Facebook or Twitter. It is rather remarkable and this unusually 
low – nonexistent – connection between brand and category questions whether she, 
contrary to the purpose of a high scope, wants to distance herself from her category. 
Though she is an outlier, the lower scores for people brands overall in this category 
questions whether they perhaps are open to be seen as more versatile and not 
particularly connected with any one category (for instance, Coca Cola is connected to 
soda, but Britney Spears may be associated with both music and acting). Could it be 
that through neglecting their “claim to fame” fans are given the opportunity to get 
closer to the person within the brand? However, is there a way to see where the brand 
stops and the person begins, or are they always one and the same? This is could be a 
topic for future study; which kinds of brands are most intent on being connected to 
the product and which are not?  

Further, this general study concerned brands divided into “product” and “people”. 
However, within these two groups there are a number of subcategories. It would be 
interesting to conduct a larger study where one could investigate for instance 
technology brands, automobile brands, luxury fashion brands, and clothing brands on 
the one hand and athletes, musicians, actors, and politicians on the other. This would 
require a great amount of time but it would build on and develop the research 
conducted in this study into more specialised areas.  
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Also, the time allotted for this study was limited, which meant that the time frame 
when the research was conducted was automatically set to the end of autumn and 
early winter. To gain a deeper understanding of brands’ communications without 
seasonal influences a larger and longer study would be of comparative interest. Do the 
results of this study correspond to overall, yearly communications, or do brands’ 
communications change seasonally? Several topics can be derived from this initial 
piece of research into the vast area of brands in social media, all of which are of great 
interest for the development of branding in the future.  

Lastly, branding in social media means that there is a new need for research revolving 
around cultural branding. The fact that the smaller “authors”, the individual people, 
are given a megaphone on sites such as Twitter and Facebook means that their power 
in constructing the brand’s myth is increasing. Also, the tendency for people to trust 
their peers rather than authorities means that the weight of these individual stories 
could be larger than the weight of the stories created by the company itself. What 
kinds of myths arise around product brands, and do they differ from the myths created 
around people brands? What role do individuals play in creating a myth? If a people 
brand is commodified, does the brand truly represent the person behind the brand? 
Can one tell the brand apart from the person, or are the lines too blurred so that one is 
unable to tell a difference? One key issue for brands is to be perceived as honest, which 
implies that there is no way to separate the brand and the person – the actions of the 
person will affect the perception of the brand (look at Tiger Woods; the person Woods 
did things that affected how his identity was perceived, changing his brand image). 
Culture is a central part of society, and brands are a central part of culture. Therefore it 
is of great importance to highlight cultural issues of branding in future research.   
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(Aaker, 2010: 78) 
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*Account linked to from website - @MSFTnews 

**”Enterprise software” 

***Several Twitter Accounts – aimed at men and aimed at women. 

****Several Twitter accounts with different purposes. One linked with Facebook  will be used in this 

study 

*****Nike has several Facebook and Twitter Accounts depending on which department of Nike they 

belong to. Official Nike Facebook page and Nike store twitter will be investigated 

******Dell home offers 

*******Petrobras pages only in Portuguese, which makes it unfeasible to investigate for a non-speaker 
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Rank Name 

Non-
fictional, 
living 
entertainer 

Brand 
as 
income 

Other 
than 
online 
fame 
originally 

Verified 
Facebook 

Verified 
Twitter 

Category 
Meet 
Criteria? 

1 Oprah Winfrey Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

2 Beyonce Knowles Y Y Y Y N Musicians N 

3 James Cameron Y - - - - Directors/Producers N 

4 Lady Gaga Y Y Y Y Y Musicians N 

5 Tiger Woods Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

6 Britney Spears Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

7 U2 Y Y Y Y N Musicians N 

8 Sandra Bullock Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

9 Johnny Depp Y Y Y N - Actors N 

10 Madonna Y Y Y Y N Musicians N 

11 Simon Cowell Y Y Y N - Personalities N 

12 Taylor Swift Y Y Y Y Y Teen stars Y 

13 Miley Cyrus Y Y Y Y N Teen stars N 

14 Kobe Bryant Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

15 Jay-Z Y Y Y Y Y Hip-hop impresario Y 

16 Black Eyed Peas Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

17 Bruce Springsteen Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

18 Angelina Jolie Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

19 Rush Limbaugh Y Y Y N - Personalities N 

20 Michael Jordan Y Y Y Y N Athletes N 

21 Dr. Phil McGraw Y Y Y Y N Personalities N 

22 Steven Spielberg Y Y Y N - Directors/Producers N 

23 Ellen DeGeneres Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

24 David Letterman Y Y Y Y Y* Personalities Y 

25 Tyler Perry Y Y Y Y Y Directors/Producers Y 

26 Jennifer Aniston Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

27 Pink Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

28 LeBron James Y Y Y Y N Athletes N 

29 Roger Federer Y Y Y Y N Athletes N 

30 Brad Pitt Y Y Y N - Actors N 

31 Floyd Mayweather Y ? Y N - Athletes N 

32 Michael Bay Y Y Y N - Directors/Producers N 

33 Donald Trump Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

34 Jay Leno Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

35 Coldplay Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

36 David Beckham Y Y Y Y N Athletes N 

37 Jerry Seinfeld Y Y Y N N Comedians N 

38 AC/DC Y Y Y Y N Musicians N 

39 Howard Stern Y Y Y N - Personalities N 

40 Jonas Brothers Y Y Y Y Y Teen stars Y 

41 Tom Hanks Y Y Y N - Actors N 
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42 George Lucas Y Y Y N - Directors/Producers N 

43 Glenn Beck Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

44 Ryan Seacrest Y Y Y Y Y Personalities Y 

45 Phil Mickelson Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

46 Ben Stiller Y Y Y Y Y Actors Y 

47 Jerry Bruckheimer Y Y Y N - Directors/Producers N 

48 Cristiano Ronaldo Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

49 Alex Rodriguez Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

50 Robert Pattinson Y Y Y N - Actors N 

51 Conan O'Brien Y Y Y N - Personalities N 

52 Shaquille O'Neal Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

53 James Patterson Y Y Y Y - Authors N 

54 Kenny Chesney Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

55 Manny Pacquiao Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

56 Tom Cruise Y Y Y N - Actors N 

57 Adam Sandler Y Y Y Y N Actors N 

58 George Clooney Y Y Y N - Actors N 

59 Stephenie Meyer Y Y Y N - Authors N 

60 Cameron Diaz Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

61 Serena Williams Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

62 Rascal Flatts Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

63 Charlie Sheen Y Y Y N - Television actors N 

64 Derek Jeter Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

65 Lance Armstrong Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

66 Kristen Stewart Y Y Y N - Teen stars N 

67 Toby Keith Y Y Y N -  Musicians N 

68 Sean (Diddy) Combs Y Y Y Y Y Hip-hop impresario Y 

69 Stephen King Y Y Y N - Authors N 

70 Sarah Jessica Parker Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

71 Leonardo DiCaprio Y Y Y N - Actors N 

72 Judge Judy Sheindlin Y Y Y N - Personalities N 

73 Robert Downey Jr Y Y Y N - Actors N 

74 Lil Wayne Y Y Y Y Y Hip-hop impresario Y 

75 Reese Witherspoon Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

76 Keith Urban Y Y Y Y Y Musicians Y 

77 Julia Roberts Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

78 Steve Carell Y Y Y N - Television actors N 

79 Meryl Streep Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

80 Akon Y Y Y N - Hip-hop impresario N 

81 Maria Sharapova Y Y Y Y N Athletes N 

82 Daniel Radcliffe Y Y Y N - Teen stars N 

83 Venus Williams Y Y Y Y Y Athletes Y 

84 Ray Romano Y Y Y N - Television actors N 

85 Gisele Bundchen Y Y Y Y Y** Models  

86 Heidi Klum Y Y Y Y N Models N 

87 Drew Barrymore Y Y Y N - Actresses N 
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88 Alec Baldwin Y Y Y N - Television actors N 

89 Kiefer Sutherland Y Y Y N N Television actors N 

90 Tina Fey Y Y Y N - Television actresses N 

91 Kate Moss Y Y Y N - Models N 

92 Eva Longoria Parker Y Y Y Y Y Television actresses Y 

93 Jeff Dunham Y Y Y Y Y Comedians Y 

94 George Lopez Y Y Y Y Y Comedians Y 

95 Katherine Heigl Y Y Y N - Television actresses N 

96 Danica Patrick Y Y Y N - Athletes N 

97 Kate Hudson Y Y Y N - Actresses N 

98 Chelsea Handler Y Y Y Y Y Comedians Y 

99 Jennifer Love Hewitt Y Y Y N - Television actresses N 

100 Mariska Hargitay Y Y Y N - Television actresses N 

*Letterman has no Facebook or Twitter profile for himself, but for his show. However, he is synonymous 

with the show so it is counted as being one and the same 

**Part of the Twitter page is in Portuguese 
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F = Facebook, T = Twitter 

Basic Variables Case Brand Name Brand Type Brand Category Date 
 

Medium Variables Definition and Examples 

F & T Mentions of Primary 
Brand Category 

References to a brand’s category on the brand’s wall. For a musician it would 
for example include music, songs, concerts, albums and other instances 
entailing the person’s music. 

F & T Scope Out of 30 posts, how many are tied to the brand’s primary category. 1-10 = 
low , 11-20 = medium, 20-30 = high scope, i.e. a strong attachment between 
the social media activity and the brand’s category 

F & T Product Related 
Attributes 

Mentions of benefits of brand, emotional and technological. Examples 
include Coca Cola emphasizing happiness in conjunction with the brand in 
the same way that Pepsi associates itself with the word and quality “refresh”. 

F & T Quality Mentions of the quality of the product. Louis Vuitton might, for example, 
state that their products are handmade and by the best material.  

F & T Uses What might the brand be used for? Nike may emphasize their products in 
sporting situations, while an actor might state that the film they are in is 
good for a family outing. When a brand gives a hint of how it may be used it 
– the hint – is counted within this variable. 

F & T Users Users refer to depictions (in words, pictures or video) of who uses the brand.  

F & T Country of Origin Mentions of where the brand comes from, helps to visualize how strong the 
brand’s ties are to its country of origin. 

F & T Innovativeness Is the brand innovative? When a brand points to signs of innovativeness it is 
counted within this category. L’Oreal might be used as an example in this 
instance, mentioning a “new formula” for a product. Also, Mercedes 
showcased new features on their cars.  

F & T Customer Focus If a brand shows concern for customers regarding their products, it is 
counted under “Customer Focus”. For instance, if there is a complaint that is 
addressed it will be noted in this variable.  

F & T Community Orientation Charity work, environmental concern, corporate social responsibility (CSR) 
activity that is addressed on the pages is entered under this category. 

F & T Success Notions of success – “most successful”, “winner of” and other references 
made to the success for the brand are counted as part of this category. 

F & T Local vs. Global Mentions of activity at home and away.  

F & T Personality This category includes instances when once from the post can detect 
personality as defined and categorized by Jennifer Aaker (see Table 1 on 
p.12). Likes and dislikes and use of catchphrases or signatures specific to that 
brand are counted, as well as every time the brand tells the fans and 
followers something about who it is. If it addresses fans as well as replies to 
them it is a rather communicative and open brand, which is also book-kept 
under personality.  

F & T Affiliated Brands Instances when the brand associates itself with other brands – sponsors, 
celebrity friends, endorsers, etc.  

F & T Brands Address Fans Number of times the brand addresses fans. 

F & T Brands Reply Number of times the brand replies to fans. 

F & T Symbols Instances where one can see brand symbols. 

F & T Visual Imagery Includes pictures and videos used to paint an image of the brand. 
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F & T Metaphors Metaphors to the brand. Metaphors are a figure of speech where one 

through referring to one thing paints a picture of something else in 
order to suggest a similarity 

F & T Brand Heritage Mentions of the brands history. It includes more than its country of origin, it 
includes its story and values. For Louis Vuitton, for example, it could amongst 
others include references to its founder and the history if quality, the fact 
that it is French and luxurious.  

F & T Fans/Followers Number of fans or followers the brand has on Facebook and Twitter 
respectively.  

F & T Functions for fan 
communication 

How many ways are there for the brand to communicate with its fans? On 
Facebook Pages brands have the ability to add features to communicate 
more extensively with others. How many such applications do they use? 

F & T Informative Is the post rich in information? Does it tell the reader something that he or 
she did not know from before? Examples may include “New single out 
tomorrow!” 

F & T Engaging When the brand attempts to receive a response from its fans it is classified as 
engaging. If they ended a post with a question, asked for fans’ opinions etc. it 
would be included in this variable.  

F & T Special Offers and 
Exclusives 

The extent to which the brand announces special offers and exclusives. 

F & T Contests and 
Giveaways 

The extent to which the brand holds contests or giveaways 

F & T Stories The times in which a brand uses the telling of stories to attract people to the 
brand.  

F & T Causes Number of times the brand mentions causes that it supports. 

F & T Links Number of times the brand links to other websites. 

F & T Connection to Culture Times that the brand connects to culture. Mercedes, for instance, refers to 
art in numerous posts. 

F & T Wall/Feed Average 
Activity per Day 

The average activity per day. 

F Number of Tabs Number of tabs a brand has on their Facebook Page. 

T Total Posts Total number of posts a brand has made on Twitter.  
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 Number of fans 
Number of 

followers 

Number of fans 
Pearson Correlation 1 ,008 

N 20 20 

Number of followers 
Pearson Correlation ,008 1 

N 20 20 
Appendix VI Table 1 - Correlation between number of fans on Facebook compared to followers on Twitter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix VI Figure 1 - Uses of Social Media 
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Appendix VI Figure 2 - Brand as Product 

Appendix VI Figure 3 - Brand as Organisation 
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Appendix VI Figure 4 - Innovativeness per Category 
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Appendix VI Figure 5 - Facebook All Brand Perspective Variables 

 

Appendix VI Figure 5 - Brand as Person 

Appendix VI Figure 6 - Brand as Symbol 
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Appendix VI Figure 7 - Facebook Brand Perspective Variables 

Appendix VI Figure 8 - Twitter Brand Perspective Variables 
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Appendix VI Figure 9 - Facebook Brand Identity Perspectives 

 

 

Appendix VI Figure 60 - Twitter Brand Identity Perspectives 


