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ABSTRACT 

How much is a brand worth? Brand equity is a measurement that reflects brand 

valuation, and is built through a brand’s various products, actions and activities. 

According to the Consumer Based Brand Equity (CBBE) model, the epitome of equity 

is achieved when the brand and the people are in a relationship, when the brand 

resonates with people. Until a few years back, most of this relationship played out in 

real life, but the arrival of new media and social media in particular is changing this. 

Brands are migrating into the realm of social media where people are socialising like 

never before. People move to social media, and so to maintain a relationship with them 

brands need to be there too. However, how do they go about engaging with people in 

these relatively unchartered waters? Is there a formula, a strategy that fits all? This 

study examines how brands work to maintain relationships with people in social media 

through looking at Social CRM and strategies that encourage participation and 

involvement. It aims to see whether there are differences in how different brand types 

manage their relationship with fans on the largest and most extensive social 

networking site, Facebook.  

Brands satisfy consumer needs and these influence consumer purchase decisions. The 

brand types investigated correspond to the different levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of 

needs as it is the most cited and respected categorisation available. This means that a 

wide variety of brand are eligible for the investigation as long as their primary use is to 

satisfy one of the needs described by Maslow. The investigation takes the shape of a 

content analysis of 20 brands from four need categories (physiological, safety, 

behavioural, and ego), accompanied by a case study of one of these brands to illustrate 

the points made based on the quantitative data.  

What the data showed was that brands in general primarily focus on content rather 

than contact and collaboration in their engagement plans. Content is least time 

intensive and also easily involves the 90 percent of people that are categorises as 

lurkers. Two-way communication is encouraged but it varies between brand types. 

Brands within the safety need category were most open to two-way communication 

and also used it for customer service purposes. Collaboration is encouraged in social 

media but it is still used very sparsely, physiological brands being the most open to 

collaboration. However, the collaboration is more often cause-related than brand 

product/service-related.  
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SAMMANFATTNING 

Carole Ginman 

Anne-Marie Morhed 

Engagemang – Hur arbetar varumärken med att engagera och 
bygga förhållanden med fans och kunder i sociala medier?  

Hur mycket är ett varumärke värt? Ett varumärkes värde 
byggs genom dess produkt, tjänst och övriga aktiviteter och 
kan mätas på flera olika sätt. Enligt CBBE modellen så är den 
ultimata delen av värdeskapandet att ha ett gynnsamt 
förhållande med kunder och fans. I och med nya- och sociala 
medier har interaktionen mellan varumärken och människor 
delvis flyttat till den virtuella världen, vilket gör att 
varumärken måste lära sig hur man engagerar och interagerar 
med fans i sociala medier på ett sätt som gynnar både fans 
och varumärket. Denna studie avser att undersöka hur detta 
sker – genom att titta på SCRM samt engagemangteorier – 
samt se om engageringsstrategierna skiljer sig mellan olika 
varumärkestyper. Eftersom människors beslut i grunden är 
baserade på behov så är dessa varumärkestyper baserade på 
Maslows behovshierarki. 

Studien genomförs med hjälp av en innehållsanalys på 20 
varumärkens Facebooksidor, fem vardera i kategorierna 
psykologiska behov, säkerhetsbehov, beteendebehov samt 
egobehov. Dessutom görs en case study på ett av dessa 
varumärken för att illustrera det som innehållsanalysen visar. 
Analysramen utgörs av engagemangsteorier i sociala medier 
från SCRM gurun Paul Greenberg, vilka har delats in i tre 
breda ramar – innehåll, kontakt och samarbete. Genom att 
undersöka dessa kan man se vilka perspektiv och vilka 
variabler inom dessa som framhävs av olika varumärkestyper.  

Generellt sett använder sig varumärkena mest av innehåll för 

att engagera sina fans. Sociala medier handlar om kontakt 

och visst finns det en dialog men den hamnar i skuggan av 

det innehåll som varumärkena fyller Facebooksidorna med. 

Om man delar upp det så ser man att tillvägagångssätten 

skiljer sig åt mellan de olika varumärkestyperna, bland annat 

att varumärkena som släcker säkerhetsbehoven till högre grad 

använder sig av dialog och kontakt för att bygga förhållanden 

med sina fans.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Are We in a Relationship? 

The world of marketing is changing. No longer are the ads of the 60s as depicted in 

Mad Men the norm, nor would they be efficient. Marketing in today’s society needs 

more than a pretty picture with a message, one-way communication is not enough. 

With the development of technology integrated marketing has emerged and two-way 

communication has been enabled. Simply the fact that there is an opportunity to 

communicate has meant that customers and fans demand a dialogue. They no longer 

want to hear a long soliloquy or a monotonous monologue; they want to join in the 

conversation. With social media they can, and it is thus revolutionising the way brands 

communicate.  

Brands are major staples of culture today – almost anything can be a brand. The 

concept of the brand is no longer constricted to a product or a company; brands are 

also people, institutions and countries. (Holt, 2004: 1) People have relationships with 

brands, and the clothes they wear and the car they drive are all determinants of their 

personal brand, they are extensions of people’s selves. Thus, in making the important 

decision in how they want to be perceived people want to be involved with the brands 

they use, they seek a higher attachment to the brands.  

According to marketing guru David Aaker, a strong brand requires loyal customers and 

a strong fan base. Brand loyalty is one of the four pillars of high brand equity along 

with awareness, perceived quality and brand associations. (Aaker, 2010: 8) Aaker’s 

brand equity framework originates with the brand itself, whereas the CBBE model – 

Customer-Based Brand Equity – looks at brand equity from a customer point of view. It 

states that the power of a brand lies in what resides in the minds of customers. (Keller, 

Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 42-43) Today, nurturing the loyalty in building a strong 

brand involves a dialogue with fans and customers. It is about participation, about 

cooperating with others and letting go of control. It is about building relationships, 

and a relationship in which one party is the one calling all the shots is not a viable one. 

As social media experts Morgan and Peters (2009: 19) eloquently phrases it: 

‘Businesses that refuse to build relationships with their consumers are 

going to die and nobody is going to be at their funeral (sad, right?)’ 

In other words, brands are now at a point where they need to diverge from the old 

trusted road and turn on to a new path to really connect with their customers and fans, 

otherwise the customers will make the turn and find other brands that are willing to 

connect, while the old brands are left behind heading into oblivion.   

The view of the importance of Customer Relationship Management (CRM) has been 

around for a long time. This philosophy implies putting the customer first and 
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nurturing the relationship that the brand has with its customers – however, it is a 

principle that is often preached but rarely practiced in the ideal manner. (Reynolds, 

2002: 2) In the social sphere, the idea of Social CRM (SCRM) has emerged. Paul 

Greenberg, one of the pioneers regarding the topic, states that customers are now so 

empowered that businesses needs to adapt their SCRM strategies to revolve around 

collaboration and engagement. Co-creation, mutually derived value, is at the core of 

SCRM. (Greenberg, 2009) Creating something together, engaging customers to really 

care for and work with the brand, is where the development is heading. Brian Solis 

summarizes it as “migrating [...] to SCRM represents a shift from managing customers 

to listening to and engaging with them.” (Solis, 2010: 299) 

1.2 Facebook and Brand Engagement 

Previous research has shown that brands adopt a personal approach to identity on 

social media, an approach that invites for interaction and that places the brand at the 

same level as the fans and customers. (Ginman, 2010) The fact that participation and 

engagement is on the rise is argued to be due to a behavioural change rather than 

technology itself. It has been facilitated by technology, but the change itself is down to 

how people are acting today. (Solis, 2010: 4) The internet offers countless opportunities 

for people to interact with each other, and for brands to interact with fans and 

customers. Facebook is one of the huge phenomena of the past decade, and from 

simply being a space for college students to interact online it has grown to become a 

social engine of massive proportions where over 500 million people actively use its 

services. (Facebook, 2011) This means that if Facebook was a country it would have the 

third largest population in the world, only surpassed by China and India. Twitter is 

another social media service that reaches an increasing portion of the world’s 

population. The possibility to communicate with anyone has made people dub it “the 

world’s largest chat room”.  

The average Facebook user has 170 friends. (Facebook, 2011) Thus, if a person “likes” a 

brand, a 170 people will be made aware of this in their “News feed”. If this person is a 

trendsetter, an influential person within a network, the notification that this person 

has liked a brand could encourage others to “like” it too. However, is this a fleeting 

engagement? Is it too easy to press “like” and are any participation efforts void of 

results? The fact remains that many brands urge people to like their brand in order to 

receive an offer constricted to the brand’s Facebook followers. Once the person’s goal 

is attained it is very easy for that person to “unlike” the brand. 

For brands Facebook offers the opportunity to reach a great number of people and 

potential fans or customers if they navigate the “do’s and don’ts” of social media in the 

right way. This is why an increasing number of brands are using it as a tool to 

encourage fan and customer participation. It is, amongst others, used as a customer 

service tool, as a way to disseminate information, a forum for building a dialogue and 
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also for providing interactive material for fans to enjoy. It is also a forum where brands 

have the opportunity to run campaigns that interest and move fans, engaging them to 

act, ultimately encouraging them to become loyal customers or advocates for the 

brand. This engagement has the possibility to affect the brand equity.   

1.3 Aim 

Brands place more and more of their efforts to engage with their customers and build a 

relationship with them on social media. This paper aims to investigate how brands are 

using social media to engage with customers and build relationships. Strong 

relationships, built by using engagement and participation strategies, increase brand 

equity through encouraging brand loyalty and brand advocacy. 

What sort of engagement do they invite fans to? How do they encourage participation? 

Finally, what are the effects of these efforts on brand equity? The use of social media to 

nurture relationships, to use Social CRM, and to engage fans is central to brands’ 

success in today’s society which is why this study aims to map the actions taken by the 

most popular brands on Facebook to build a deeper relationship with their fans and 

customers.  

1.3.1 Research Questions 

 How are brands working to manage their customer relationships and 

promoting loyalty and advocacy in social media? 

 What aspects of Social CRM are emphasized? 

 Are there differences in engagement strategy between different kinds of 

brands? 

1.4 Delimitations 

To fulfil the aim of this investigation, theories on relationship management, SCRM will 

be explored, along with insight on brand equity in general and loyalty in particular. 

While brand loyalty is at the core, brand equity cannot be used as a concept without 

consideration of the remaining three pillars (awareness, perceived quality, and 

associations). Therefore, all four will be discussed to a certain extent but the 

investigation revolves around exploring the effects of the engagement strategies on 

brand loyalty and advocacy. Social CRM involves all efforts to build a relationship, so 

these actions will be described regardless of whether they are considered advertising, 

PR or plain customer service. Focus will also be on the philosophy rather than the 

technology behind it. 

Another important distinction to make at this stage is between fans and customers. 

This paper argues that the fan is equally as important as the customer in the space of 

social media. A customer is traditionally the main concern of a brand, however, on 

social media fans can be those people without the purchasing power who are still 

strong brand advocates. On social media there is no way to tell if a person is a 
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customer, but they can be vocal brand advocates regardless of they buy the brand or 

not. Therefore, this paper adopts a wider approach than constraining the investigation 

to the people with the purchasing power and will thus consider fans of equal 

importance to customers in terms of brand advocacy.  

1.5 Outline 

Following this introductory section, the arena of the investigation is discussed – social 

media. What is it and how can businesses use it? This is followed by a discussion of 

brands and branding as an introduction to the literature review. What is a brand and 

how does it accrue value?  The Customer Based Brand Equity model will be reviewed, 

and lead to a discussion regarding brand resonance. This is succeeded by a deeper 

discussion of the brand/fan relationship, and the various perspectives that are 

important to consider when maintaining this relationship and building loyalty. What 

do people seek from brands? After having discussed people’s motivations to stay loyal 

to brands, the concept of customer relationship management (CRM) and the social 

version of CRM is defined and discussed in terms of the CBBE model.  

After the literature review, the methodology of the study will be explained, a content 

analysis accompanied by a case study, followed by the results of the data collection 

process. What was found in the analysis of the various brands’ engagement strategies?  

How are brands attempting to meet customers’ demands from a marketing and PR 

perspective? This data will then be analysed, comparing brand types, to see if different 

types of brands try to acquiesce to fan motivations differently.  
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Social Media 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.1 What is Social Media? Setting the Stage of the Study 

Social media has had a meteoric rise over the past few years. Facebook has, as 

previously mentioned, grown and now accommodates more than 500 million people. 

Twitter had accumulated 10 billion tweets from its founding in 2006 until March 2010, 

and in July the same year that number was an astounding 20 billion, indicating a 

doubling in tweets in only three months. (Heller Baird and Parasnis, 2011) So people 

are actively signing up to be part of social media sites, but what is the actual definition 

of social media? Morgan and Peters (2009: 14-16) offers one definition: 

“At its core, social media is anything that allows for the sharing of 

information online between two or more people. [...] The goal of social 

media is inevitably to build relationships with a community.” 

Brian Solis (2010: 37) offers another phrasing with a similar gist:  

“Social media is the democratization of information, transforming content 

readers into publishers. It is the shift from a broadcast mechanism, one-

to-many to a many-to-many model, rooted in conversations between 

authors, people and peers.”  

Both definitions emphasize conversations and relationships, and thus towards a more 

egalitarian relationship between all parties, where no one party is privy to more 

information than the others. In other words, the importance of the individual is 

heightened in that they are now given a megaphone to make their voices heard in ways 

that can have serious implications for the previously independent and, in a way, 

autocratic companies. For businesses and brands, social media brings with it a higher 

dependency on others. 

2.1.2 Understanding Social Media for Businesses 

Everything that people or brands do in social media contributes to how they are 

perceived and their overall resonance. Their profiles, the groups they join, the pictures 
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that are uploaded or the comments that are posted all signify what the brand is. (Solis 

and Breckenridge, 2009: 165) In other words, every action a brand takes on social 

media has implications for how it is perceived.  

The immense number of people active in the online space means that several business 

opportunities are presented. For businesses, these opportunities lie in (Morgan and 

Peters, 2009: 15-16): 

 Generating insight to customers’ wants and needs through direct contact 

 Sharing information that can be accessed by anyone, anywhere at any time 

 Marketing WITH your customers rather than TO them 

 Tracking the buzz about the brand in conversations 

 Word of mouth marketing between friends  

Businesses realise the impact of social media on its customers and therefore its effects 

on everything from reputation and awareness to Search Engine Optimization and 

online sales (Solis, 2010: 21). Carlsson (2010: 35) states that the primary aim of brands in 

social media should be to build relationships, to open up to dialogue and create trust 

rather than focus on sales. As the definition of social media states, it is the 

conversation that should be in focus. Rather than being afraid of engaging and losing 

control – a major issue for many brands – business should engage and let consumers 

co-own the brand. (Hernandez, 2010) Research shows that followers on Twitter and 

fans on Facebook are more likely to buy or recommend the brand compared to their 

behaviour before becoming fans or followers of the brand in social media. (Renfrow, 

2010) 

There are several different kinds of social media. Both Solis (2010: 34-36) and Morgan 

and Peters (2009: 33-108) refer to a “social media toolkit”. It refers to the various 

different media available for people and company disposal, and includes social 

networks, blogs, microcommunities, forums, video sites, wikis and many more. These 

can be used by businesses to strategically manage their brands and build relationships.  

Blogs Micromedia Location Pictures 

Social Networks Lifestreams Video Social bookmarks 

Do-it yourself white 
label networks 

Forums Customer service Comments and reputation 

Blog Communities 
Business 
networking 

Documents/Content Wisdom and crowds 

Microcommunities Niche-working Wikis Audio livecasting 

Microblogs Reviews and ratings Livecasting Videos 
Attention/Communications 
dashboards 

The Social Inbox Social CRM   

Table 1 - The Social Media Toolkit (Solis, 2010: 34-36) 
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Brian Solis and Jesse Thomas also shows how these tools combine and are used in 

conjunction with each other in the figure they call “the Conversation Prism”. (Solis, 

2010: 209) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At the core is the brand, followed by a halo where listening and observation is in focus. 

The second halo represents the actions that brand managers can take and includes 

customer and product support, marketing, PR, community, and corporate 

communications. The thirds and final halo represents the actualisation of the actions 

in halo two and includes feedback and insight, and participation online and in real life. 

The ‘petals’ correspond to the ways brands achieve these goals. (Solis, 2010: 216-219)  

Aaker and Joachimsthaler (2000: 248-249) state that the brand’s official presence 

online is intended to provide the loyalists with a home. Facebook is the largest social 

Figure 1 - The Conversation Prism (Solis, 2010: 210) (Solis, 2008) 
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networking website and overall tool in the toolkit and this study will use it to 

investigate how brands engage with fans. Thus, the structure of Facebook will be 

discussed below.  

2.1.2.1 Facebook 

Facebook was founded by Harvard student 

Mark Zuckerberg in 2004 as a digital version 

of the university’s “face books” that were 

given to new students. From initially having 

been an invitation-only network, Facebook 

grew in popularity and was opened up to further colleges and age groups before 

becoming the worldwide and open phenomenon that it is today. (Morgan and Peters, 

2009: 33) It is described as a “social utility that helps people communicate more 

efficiently with their friends, family and co-workers.” (Facebook, 2010) Key features of 

Facebook include several elements: life-streaming (the “News feed” where up-to-date 

information of people in the person’s network is displayed), profile, video, fan pages, 

groups, photos and events. (Morgan and Peters, 2009: 33-40) 

The most prominent feature for brands on Facebook is the Page, their public profile. It 

is set up similarly to a regular person’s profile and includes a profile picture, a wall, a 

tab for information, one for photos, for notes and for friends. In contrast to people 

profiles, brand pages also have tabs for discussion, videos, events, and also several 

customized tabs that brands can add at their wish, to personalise the page. An example 

of a brand page can be seen in Figure 2 below. 

 

Figure 2 - Example of a Brand Page on Facebook 
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2.2 Brand Equity – What Determines a Brand’s Value? 

The strength and power of a brand is called brand equity. There are two primary ways 

of looking at the concept of equity. Both perspectives maintain that if the brand’s effect 

on consumer perception of the product is positive it adds value, thus increasing the 

equity. Similarly, if knowledge of the brand causes influences perception negatively 

equity decreases. (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 43)  

Firstly, brand specialist and Professor David Aaker states that brand equity is the 

combined power derived from a brand’s performance in a number of different areas , 

the value resulting from the brand’s assets and liabilities weighted against each other. 

(Aaker, 2010: 7-8) Aaker defines these categories as brand name awareness, brand 

loyalty, perceived quality, and brand associations. These create value in a number of 

different and independent ways. (Aaker, 2010: 8) 

The second perspective, customer-based brand equity (CBBE), is defined as the 

differential effect that brand knowledge has on customer response to the brand. In 

short, the power of the brand is contingent on what resides in the minds of consumers 

(Hoeffler and Keller, 2002). Conversely to Aaker’s definition, customer-based brand 

equity is sequential and value is built on four on-each-other reliant steps. These are the 

brand identity, the meaning of this identity, the response to the meaning and 

subsequently the relationship based on this response. (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 

2008: 56-57) 

In sum, both perspectives imply that is the brands performance in a number of 

categories that influence how people perceive it. They also agree that managing brand 

equity involves working to enhance the assets and minimize the liabilities (Aaker, 2010: 

8). Both Aaker and Keller agree on the categories, thus, building strong brands involve 

excelling in these categories. However, the differential point is that Keller’s definition 

has a ladder structure, meaning that the brand cannot extract equity from a 

customer/brand relationship unless the customer has climbed past the three preceding 

steps. Customer-based brand equity is, as it places the customer’s involvement at the 

centre, very fitting to use in this investigation as social media also heightens the 

people’s impact and role.  

2.2.1 Customer-Based Brand Equity 

According to Keller et.al. (2008: 56-57), a strong brand in the CBBE model is, as 

mentioned earlier, built through considering four on-each-other reliant steps: the 

brand identity, the meaning of this identity, the response to the meaning and 

consequently the relationship that has developed based on this response. This 

translates to a pyramid where the base is what Keller et.al refer to as salience, followed 

by performance and imagery, judgments and feelings, and finally brand resonance. 

Brand resonance represents the relational aspect of what influences the brand equity, 
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and is the final stage which brands aspire to reach to, the epitome of brand equity. This 

information is presented in Figure 1.  

 

 

The bottom of the pyramid, salience, is elementary and essential for all brands to 

attain. It concerns the awareness-oriented aspects of a brand. (Keller, Georgson and 

Aperia, 2008: 57) Brand awareness refers to how well people remember the brand, and 

involves both recognition and recall. In other words, it how familiar a person is with a 

brand and if they can name it from being shown a sign of the brand (Nike recognized 

by its “swoosh”), or if they can recall it when its product class is mentioned (as 

McDonalds is to “fast food”). Without being recalled or remembered, it is unlikely that 

the brand would have any customers at all and therefore no value. This ties in to the 

third aspect of brand awareness, which is dominance. A brand can become so strong in 

a category that it becomes synonymous with it, such as Google and searching for 

information online and Kleenex for tissues. (Aaker, 2010: 10-15) Aaker (2010: 17) claims 

that “it is one thing to be remembered, and quite another to be remembered for the 

right reasons”.  

The second tier of the pyramid contains performance and imagery, as components of 

brand meaning. The performance category relates to the way that brands attempt to 

meet customer’s functional needs. It thus deals with issues such as quality, reliability, 

effectiveness, style and design, and price. (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 62-63) 

Good performance is a prerequisite for attaining a long-term relationship and loyalty 

from customers – who wants to keep buying a brand that consistently fails to deliver? 

Contrary to performance, imagery aims to satisfy customers ’ physiological or social 

Resonance 

Judgments        Feelings 

   Performance        Imagery 

Salience 

Relationship 

Response 

 

Meaning 

Identity 

Figure 3 - Customer-based brand equity pyramid (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 57) 
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needs. In other words, if performance emphasizes the tangible aspects of the brand, 

imagery focuses on the intangible aspects which ascribe the brand with meaning. This 

includes differentiating aspects such as personality, history and heritage, user profiles 

and usage situations. (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 63) 

The brand judgments and feelings included in the third level of the pyramid refer to 

the response people have to the brand after they have been made aware of it and after 

it has acquired meaning. Many judgments are made based on customers’ evaluation of 

the quality and credibility of the brand, whether it would be considered as a viable 

purchase option by consumers and how well it ranks compared to competitors. (Keller, 

Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 66-67) Brand feelings are the emotional equivalent to the 

judgmental rational response. It regards the value of “social currency” a brand is 

thought to possess, and the feelings a brand wants to evoke in its customers. (Keller, 

Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 67-69) 

The tip of the pyramid revolves around the resonance, the relationship that brands 

have with their customers. Resonance can, according to Keller et.al. (2008: 70), be split 

into four categories; behavioural loyalty, attitudinal attachment, sense of community, 

and active engagement. These include both repeat purchases, and the value of positive 

word-of-mouth. Such resonance, brand advocacy, often implies a strong attitudinal 

attachment where people outspokenly state how much they care for the brand. Brand 

communities arise around several people with strong attitudinal attachment where 

they connect around their like of the brand. (Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 70-72) 

The highest degree of resonance is derived from people’s will to actively engage in and 

invest time with the brand. In the 1990s Keller (1993) states that loyalty occurs when 

favourable attitudes toward the brand is manifested in repeat buying behaviour. This 

view has, however, been developed as is evident in the citation below. 

“...perhaps the strongest affirmation of brand loyalty is when customers 

are willing to invest time, energy, money or other resources in the brand 

beyond those expended during purchase or consumption of the brand.” 

(Keller, Georgson and Aperia, 2008: 72) 

It is attaining this relationship in social media that this study investigates. Knowing the 

constituents of customer-based brand equity and through looking at the pyramid in 

figure 1 one can deduce that the highest level of equity is derived from a loyal customer 

and fan base – from a relationship. Thus, the ability to attain a high brand resonance is 

imperative for brands to achieve. The concepts of brand loyalty and brand advocacy 

will be discussed further in the following section.   

2.3 Brand Relationships 

As discussed in section 2.1, loyalty is highly central for brand success. Without loyal 

customers, the brand would be very vulnerable because it takes loyal customer to keep 
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a brand afloat. (Aaker, 2010: 21) Aaker and Joachimsthaler (2000: 16) state that a brand 

can have significant equity if it possesses a small but intensely loyal customer base. 

Though brand resonance is the pinnacle of the CBBE model (Keller, Georgson and 

Aperia, 2008: 77), marketers have traditionally spent more time acquiring new 

customers rather than retaining old ones. (De Pelsmacker, Geuens and Van den Bergh, 

2007: 402) A study cited by De Pelsmacker et.al. (2007: 402) states that the part of the 

marketing budget spent on new customers is five times as great as the part devoted to 

managing the relationship with other existing customers. Keeping existing customers 

happy is often much less costly than enticing new customers, which is why loyalty 

schemes deserve more focus. (Aaker, 2010: 21)  

Loyal customers are important not only in regards of sales, but they also provide the 

brand with role models for other customers, organizations and partners through their 

enthusiasm for the brand. Thus, loyal customers are incremental ambassadors for the 

brands they support. (Aaker and Joachimsthaler, 2000: 248-249) Moreover, loyal fans 

or customers are also more twice as likely to pay attention to brand advertising, and 

have a higher rate of brand recall (Jenkins, 2006: 76) – an important aspect of the 

brand salience discussed by Keller et.al. (2008: 57). 

2.2.1 Factors Influencing Brand and Customer/Fan Relationships  

Aaker and Joachimsthaler (2000: 64-66) state that the relationship between a customer 

and a brand is contingent on the customer’s self-concept, the brand, a driving idea, 

and brand building programs. Thus, the customer must know who he or she is, how 

they want to present themselves and what to include in their extended identity. They 

must find the brand image and values consistent with their extended selves, and also 

be attracted by the brand’s driving idea (which can be based on the brand’s 

personality, like Nike’s “Just do it” mentality).  

De Pelsmacker et.al. (2007: 403) propose a ’loyalty 

ladder’ which categorises people’s relationships 

with the brand. At the bottom step are the 

prospects (the new potential customers), followed 

by customers, clients, supporters and finally 

advocates. Brands aim to make their customers 

reach the top step of the ladder so that the fans in 

turn can promote the brand via positive word-of-

mouth. Advocates are the ones who tell their 

friends and people around them how much they 

like a brand, and will also passionately defend it if 

it falls under criticism (Greenberg, 2010: 566).They 

are considered the ‘Holy Grail’ of marketing – 

friends are much more likely to believe the 

Advocate

Supporter

Client

Customer

Prospect

Figure 4 - the Loyalty Ladder adapted 

from De Pelsmacker et.al (2007: 403) 
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endorsement of a friend than information on a printed ad (Rusticus, 2006: 48). 

Rusticus (2006: 57) writes, ‘helping brand advocates evangelise about your brand is a 

marketing priority, because brand advocacy drives brand growth.’ This ladder is 

originally intended to characterise customers, however, it can to a certain extent also 

be translated to fans. The most rabid fans correspond to the advocate customers, 

whereas fans on the lower levels of the ladder are people who like the brand.  

How can brands enhance loyalty? De Pelsmacker et.al. (2007: 404) state that it is a 

matter of being better than competitors, and suggest two strategies: a rewarding 

strategy and a relationship strategy. The rewarding strategy involves things such as 

loyalty programmes (frequent flier, Tesco card, H&M Club etc.), gifts rewarding loyal 

customers, prizes or money. However, as the authors point out, they are easy to 

emulate and not too much of a distinguishing factor – other brands can easily exceed 

such strategies.  Relationship strategies, meanwhile, involves giving each customer a 

personalised service. The company collects information about a customer and uses this 

information to create customised advantages. (De Pelsmacker, Geuens and Van den 

Bergh, 2007: 404)  

Martin Lindstrom, saluted by TIME Magazine in their annual ranking as one of the 100 

most influential people in 2009 because of his research on subconscious buying 

behaviour (Anderson, 2009), claims that there are several hidden reasons as to why 

brands appeal to people. One of the underlying factors of brand loyalty stems from 

what Lindstrom denotes as superstition and ritual, and involves a habitual and illogical 

repeated behaviour to satisfy a person’s need for control. Satisfying a need is a strong 

driver for people’s consumption habits. People take solace in collecting items of a 

certain brand and they feel comforted by its familiarity, even though it to outsiders 

may result in illogical behaviour such as owning “547 Hello Kitty fridge magnets”. 

(Lindstrom, 2009: 104-106) 

Needs are an important influence in how people choose brands. Our motivations for 

buying brands are manifold; in a lot of respects the motivations are based on the 

individual. Involvement, defined by Solomon et. al. (2002: 105) as ‘a person’s perceived 

relevance of the object (product, brand, advertisement, purchase situation) based on 

their inherent need, values, and interests’, is central to brand preference. A person’s 

involvement is a motivational construct, and is triggered based on something within 

the person, within the brand, or within the situation. (Solomon et al., 2006: 105) 

Naturally, this is highly tied to the person’s needs, famously described by Abraham 

Maslow in his ‘hierarchy of needs’, wherein to satisfy the more hedonic needs one first 

needs to satisfy the basic survival needs. This is depicted in the figure on the following 

page.  
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Figure 5 - Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs (Solomon et al., 2006: 99) 

The needs at the bottom of the pyramid have to be satisfied before the needs higher up 

in the pyramid become realised. Food and water for survival is, according to Maslow, 

more basic and imperative to attain before a person starts wanting status symbols. 

(Solomon, 2007: 126) As denoted in the diagram, Maslow states that physiological are 

the most basic needs a person has, and he also states that: 

“If all the needs are unsatisfied, and the organism is then dominated by 

physiological needs, all other needs may become simply non-existent or be 

pushed into the background.” (Maslow, 1970: 16) 

Safety needs, consequently, will be the top priority once the physiological needs have 

been fulfilled. These can be physical protection, any means to avoid ‘bad situations’ or 

even more broadly a way to analyse the world to provide shelter for the mind. Religion, 

Maslow argues, is also a form to satisfy safety needs. (Maslow, 1970: 19) People feel a 

need to organise the world to make sense of it, and all the measures taken to do this 

fall under satisfying the safety need.  

The third level of the pyramid represents the belongingness needs. This involves giving 

and receiving affection, and emphasises the need to belong. It is exemplified by people 

joining certain groups, for the sake of feeling like they have a place. (Maslow, 1970: 21) 

Ego needs, also denoted esteem needs, concern the more hedonic qualities people 

want to emphasize. Maslow states that it is natural for people to want to display status, 

power or independence, whether it represents their real or ideal self. It represents a 

need that makes people feel important. (Maslow, 1970: 22) 

Self-Actualization 

Self-fulfillment, 
enriching 

experiences

Ego Needs

Prestige, status, 
accomplishment

Belongingness

Love, friendship, acceptance by others

Safety

Security,  shelter, protection

Physiological

Water, sleep, food
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Out of all the needs in Maslow’s hierarchy, the need for self-actualization represents 

the most complex need. Whereas the other needs have certain examples that easily can 

be applied to them (such as food and water to physiological needs), self-actualisation 

needs are personal and differ from person to person. At the core, they represent the 

need to realise the best version of the person someone can be. Thus, for one person it 

could correspond to being the best mother, for someone else it could be being the 

most successful businessman. Self-actualisation is about realising the potential within. 

(Maslow, 1970: 22)  

Different brands instigate different needs with people as some may aspire to be more 

hedonic and others more functional. Maslow’s five categories of needs as previously 

discussed have been debated at length and several people have attempted to 

complement or change the list altogether. His view has been contested due to the 

nature of today’s society, when a person according to Maslow’s logic who has 

surpassed the lower levels of the pyramid and then falls ill suddenly finds him or 

herself back to trying to only satisfying the physiological needs (Franzen, 2009: 200). 

Franzen and Moriarity (2009: 199) maintain that this is a simplistic view and that the 

hierarchy is inapplicable on society in the 21st century – a person may need medical 

assistance and still desire or need a new car or mobile phone. Regardless, the 

pervading fact is that people have needs that brands can appeal to, and whether they 

are listed as five or 22 these needs are important for brands to consider – what need 

does their brand satisfy?  

2.4 Social CRM – Nurturing Relations in the Online Space 

A focal concept in this thesis is Social Customer Relationship Management, but what is 

it really? Originating from CRM and previously discussed as “CRM 2.0”, SCRM is a 

concept that encompasses a multitude of aspects. Books are written trying to define 

the original CRM, but Gentle (2002: 46) suggests two main perspectives of looking at 

the concept: from a company point of view it implies effective processes for customer 

retention and increased profitability, and from a customer’s point of view it includes 

good products or services at the right price and a friendly customer service. Simply 

because new technology enters the arena it does not mean that these perspectives 

become obsolete. (Solis, 2010: 9) New technology only calls for alternate means to 

approach the concept. Paul Greenberg discusses the concept of SCRM at length before 

arriving at the concise definition that is reproduced below.  

“SCRM is a philosophy and a business strategy, supported by a technology 

platform, business rules, workflow, processes and social characteristics, designed 

to engage the customer in a collaborative conversation in order to provide 

mutually beneficial value in a trusted and transparent business environment. It’s 

the company’s response to the customer’s ownership of the conversation.” 

(Greenberg, 2009) 
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Similarly, Heller Baird and Parasnis (2011) define SCRM as: 

“Social CRM [...] which recognizes that instead of managing customers, the role 

of the business is to facilitate collaborative experiences and dialogue that 

customers value.” 

Key words of both definitions are engage, collaborative, and mutually beneficial value. 

This is what companies aim for when adopting the SCRM philosophy. Another very 

important feature of SCRM is that it recognises the customers as the major party, the 

brand cannot control the conversation but it can participate in a conversation that the 

customers own. The customers are driving the conversation (Heller Baird and Parasnis, 

2011). Solis and Breckenridge (2009: 153) write state that social media is changing PR 

from pitching to personalised and genuine engagement. Social media provides the 

arena, whereas Social CRM is the strategy of how to conquer it. Social CRM is not so 

much about management, but more about engagement. (Greenberg, 2010: 35) It is very 

much related to the relationship strategy of enhancing brand loyalty as discussed in 

section 2.2.1.  

2.4.1 Engagement strategies 

A study by Universal McCann entitled “Wave 5 – The Socialisation of Brands” has 

investigated brands in 54 countries and found that there is a demand for brands to 

engage on social platforms (Parker and Thomas, 2010: 5). The study maintains that it is 

necessary to further understand consumer needs and motivations to better understand 

social media (Parker and Thomas, 2010: 49). Greenberg (2008: 126) states that 

‘beneficial customer interactions are governed by trust, transparency, and personalized 

experiences’, and that this is what companies should aim to provide in social media – 

social networks, blogs, microcommunities etc. Strategies for successful interactions, 

beneficial engagement, include: 

 

 Providing customers with direct access to senior management 

 Collaborate on ideas 

 Deal with customer service issues 

 Collaborate with business partners and sales channels (Greenberg, 2010: 127-128) 

Greenberg (2010: 216-219) proceeds to state that the engaging of people in social media 

is ongoing and that a main objective of brands’ endeavours in social media should  be 

to make fans and customers habitually want to come back. He argues that valuing the 

customer can be done in a variety of different ways, and these are listed below.   

 There should be a common interest, the page should have a purpose 

 The upkeep of the page should be viewed as a full-time job 

 Focus on the main contributors but encourage everyone to participate. The 90-

9-1 percent rule applies: most frequenters are so-called ‘lurkers’, who read but 
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are invisible, some people sometimes respond, and a final 1 percent are 

responsible for most of the activity.   

 To engage lurkers use polls, contests or other easy to interact tools that do not 

require too much effort on the person’s behalf 

 Solis (2010: 78), for instance, states that one way of integrating the brand 

into social media is to use virtual goods. In essence, these are used 

between people or between people and brands to foster goodwill, express 

affection or support and to increase interaction.  

 See community demand and reply to meet the requirements 

 Have clear rules and guidelines, but do not micromanage the members even 

though negative information surfaces 

 Respond to the negative comments immediately 

 “Make the negative at least neutral, the neutral positive and reinforce the 

already positive”. 

 Seed the site with content 

 Information 

 Tips and tricks 

 Product announcements 

 Exclusive benefits 

 Contests 

 Chats with top experts (endorsements) 

 Encourage peer-to-peer interaction 

 Enable customers to upload content, to comment on content, to link to 

other sites, to be able to participate in discussions and to be able start 

them. 

 Encourage collaboration between the brand and fans 

 Help with customer service issues 

 New product development 

 Provide rewards for community participation to value customer input 

 Be transparent about what information brands can extract from consumer 

participants. 

Engaging people is at the core of SCRM, and instead of managing them treating them 

as a partner that is integral for value creation. ‘Value and values are given, and in return, 

value and values are received’. (Greenberg, 2010: 474, 218) 

2.5 Summary: Relationship Impact on Brand Value 

In sum, brands aspire to get as much equity as possible, and as the CBBE model 

discussed earlier shows the most equity is attained from building relationships with 

fans and customers. Brands want loyal customers, and primarily brand advocates, 

because they are passionate about the brand and like to discuss its benefits with others 

at the same time as they defend its faults. They become key brand ambassadors. Since 



 
23 

word of mouth is increasingly important – people rather trust their peers than 

authoritative instances – advocates are highly desirable.  

Customers and fans choose brands based on their wants and needs. Maslow’s pyramid 

represents the various needs that brands can satisfy with customers, ranging from 

basic physiological needs to self-actualising needs. Satisfying these needs and 

maintaining a good relationship is key to CRM. In the age of social media relationship 

management has added another dimension, as shown by the evolution of CRM to 

SCRM though CRM 2.0. Brands need to provide to customers with value and in that 

way engage with the fans and customers to co-create mutually beneficial value – a 

concept which is at the core of SCRM.  

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Nature of the Investigation 

Analysing relationships and conducting comparisons are very important features of 

conducting research. (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 38) This investigation 

takes the shape of a content analysis of a number of brands to get a broader 

perspective of how brands are engaging with fans in the social media sphere. However, 

in order to gain deeper insight in the strategies used one brand will be selected for a 

case study to run parallel to the quantitative content analysis. Content analyses are 

used to quantitatively investigate a large number of texts to be able to see trends. It is a 

method that gives answers to the questions that are posed, meaning that it is 

important to have a thorough methodology and clear questions when beginning the 

process of counting contents. (Deacon et al., 2007: 119) Deacon et. al. (2007: 117) state 

Social Media is 
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Figure 6 - Summary of the Relationship between the Components of the Literature Review 
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that the weaknesses of some methods can be compensated by using other methods as 

complements, which is why it in this study is deemed appropriate to also conduct a 

case study focusing on one particular brand.  

At this point it is worthwhile to reiterate the aim of the investigation – to see how 

different types of brands build and nurture relationships in social media. Specifically, 

how are brands working within the framework of SCRM to enhance customer loyalty 

and advocacy, and are there differences between different kinds of brands? The 

increasing importance and prevalence of social media in society has prompted this 

study to see how real life brand relationships translate to online relationships.  

The rest of the investigation will be outlined by Hesmondhalgh’s (2006: 142-143) 

method for conducting a content analysis. According to him there are four stages. The 

first is formulating a problem (which has already been done and is stated above), the 

second is deciding on a sample. In addition to selecting the content analysis sample, 

one of the brands will be selected for the accompanying in-depth case study. 

Hesmondhalgh’s third and fourth steps refer to collecting the data and analysing it, 

which constitutes the data collection part and the analysis part of this thesis, in other 

words, sections 4 and 5. Thus, the focal part of this section will be to carefully sample 

the vast population of brands active in social media, and to provide a structure for the 

subsequent data collection and analysis.   

3.2 Setting on a Sample 

Samples can be selected in a variety of ways within two broad categories – probability 

and non-probability sampling. While there are advantages and disadvantages with 

both kinds of sampling, probability sampling gives each object in a population an equal 

chance to be selected and thus allows for making statistical inferences based on the 

data collected. This cannot be justifiably done with a sample collected on a non-

probability basis. (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 213) As this study aims to 

compare different kinds of brands in a quantitative way it is necessary to be able to 

make statistical inferences, thus excluding the sampling methods included in non-

probability sampling. However, Saunders et.al (2009: 213-214) also state that both 

probability and non-probability sampling can be used at different stages of an 

investigation. Thus, for the content analysis probability sampling will be used to find a 

valid and generalisable sample, and to be able to find an appropriate brand for the 

accompanying case study non-probability sampling will be used from within that 

sample.  

3.2.1 Sizing up the Study  

A very important aspect to consider when discussing sampling is the size. How many 

brands should be counted to be able to provide the study with a representative 

sample? As the study is conducted during a limited period of time and because of the 

number of variables that are included, there is a need to limit the number of brands 
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included in the sample. (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 212) Considering the 

time, budget and information availability constraints, a suitable sample for an 

introductory piece or research such as this has been deemed to be 20 brands in total. 

This means that if one were to use four categories for comparison each category would 

contain five brands. Though a greater sample would be desirable, 20 brands will be 

able to provide an indication whether the strategies used by brands satisfying different 

kinds of needs differ. Also, it will indicate whether a more extensive study would be 

beneficial to map trends between brand types and their engagement strategies.   

3.2.2 Sampling Social Media – Framing Facebook 

In probability sampling, the first thing to be done after knowing the sample size is to 

decide on a sample frame. Essentially, this is a complete list of the population from 

which the sample is selected. (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009: 214) This could 

prove to be rather tricky as there are plenty of brands in the world, many of which 

would be of interest to study. In other words, certain stipulations need to be set, to 

narrow down the investigation to a manageable size.  

As was stated already in the beginning of this thesis, Facebook will be the setting of the 

investigation. Social media is a vast territory as has been illustrated in earlier sections 

of this thesis, justifying the choice to simply focus on the largest and most extensively 

used social media site. Because of the site ’s versatility, it allows for a plethora of SCRM 

actions and engagement strategies which also strengthens the arguments for Facebook 

over other social media sites. Thus, this stipulation requires the brands to be active on 

Facebook. If the brand has several Facebook pages devoted to different areas of the 

company (such as a separate careers page), these will not be counted. Only the main 

official page will be investigated along with the information it contains.  

Considering that the origin of the brands can vary it is important to be clear from the 

beginning that only the Facebook pages in languages that the author speaks fluently 

will be eligible for the study. Because of phrasing and colloquial language variations 

used in the rather informal Facebook setting, only languages in which the author 

possesses native proficiency can justifiably be subject of analysis.  

Another issue that is important to discuss is the types of brands investigated. There are 

a plethora of brand types and to investigate them all in a representative sample would 

exceed the size of this study, which is why it is delimited to four brand areas (see 

section 3.2.1). Looking at the kinds of brands that are prevalent in social media, the 

majority are personal brands (celebrities, athletes, politicians etc.). These will, 

however, not be included in the study because of their special nature. Other 

prominently featured brands are those concerned with food and drinks, fashion, 

technology, telecommunications services, cars, sports brands, personal care and 

luxury. In some way all of these correspond to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs discussed 

earlier. All brands aim to satisfy some need or want that people have. Different brand 
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types aim to satisfy different needs, making Maslow’s hierarchy an optimal tool for 

segmentation. Reiterating the pyramid categories discussed on page 19, they are (1) 

physiological, (2) safety, (3) belongingness, (4) ego, and (5) self-actualization. Thus, the 

kinds of brands that can be compared are brands that can broadly be categorised to 

satisfy these kinds of needs. Despite the criticism of Maslow’s hierarchy (see above), 

his five categories are very inclusive of different brand categories, making his division 

into five more optimal to use when segmenting according to needs than for instance 

Franzen and Moriarity’s (Franzen, 2009: 199) 22 needs. 

However, as just mentioned, only four of the categories will be selected to fit the scope 

of this study. Also, initial research has shown that some of the need categories are 

underrepresented on Facebook. After careful consideration and deliberation the 

author has opted to use Maslow’s needs only as a base. Rather, the population 

(discussed in the next section) is divided according to brand type using the needs as a 

way of grouping different kinds of brands. A reason as to why this decision has been 

made is that it is highly problematic to reach an unbiased population that includes all 

needs described by Maslow. Also, several brands aim to satisfy more than one need 

(which is in line with the criticism levelled toward Maslow and discussed in section 

2.2.1), making it more valid to use the needs as a basis rather than as the sole tool for 

segmenting the population.  

In sum, the brands need to be active users of Facebook, their Facebook page needs to 

be in a language that can be properly analysed by the author, and the brands will have 

to resonate with one of the needs described by Maslow in order to be able to be split 

into broader category groups for comparability. This is displayed in the table below. 

 Stipulation 

1 Active Facebook user 
2 Language either English or Swedish 
3 Belong in a category that can be grouped by needs 

     Table 2 - Sample Selection Stipulations 

3.2.3 Providing the Population 

In order to arrive at a justifiable and objective sample, there is a need to exclude the 

author’s subjective preferences from the selection process. This can be done, for 

instance, by having someone else choose the sample or through using lists and 

conducting a random sample. The usage of official lists or rankings is highly 

independent of subjective inferences, which is why this method is going to be used in 

this investigation. The list of brands thus provides a directory that would represent the 

population from which a sample will be selected.   

There are multiple lists ranking brand equity and brand proficiency in various 

disciplines every year. One of the most recognized lists is the BrandZ 100, conducted 

by Millward Brown Optimor, and another is the Superbrands 500. Both annually list 
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the strongest brands nationally and internationally. The BrandZ ranking provides a 

comprehensive overview over brands from all countries and categories and ranks them 

according to brand value. (Millward Brown Optimor, 2010: 136-139) The fact that it is 

very extensive and uses the entire brand population makes it a prime candidate to use 

as a foundation for the investigation. The usage of this list, as opposed to social media 

rankings which provide more current data and also shows which brands are successful 

in social media, is motivated by the fact that a wide array of different brands are found 

on this list. In the social media rankings, people brands and food and beverage brands 

dominate the top (Famecount, 2011) (FanPageList, 2011), they accumulate more fans 

than other categories, making it rather skewed.  

Applying the stipulations set in section 3.2.2 on the BrandZ ranking of 2010 (which is 

the most recently published ranking) makes the brands in the following brand 

categories eligible for sampling.   

 Brand Category Number of Brands 

1 Technology 13 
2 Food & Beverage 4 
3 Restaurant 3 
4 Telecommunication 6 
5 Retail 6 
6 Automobile 6 
7 Luxury 3 
8 Fashion/Apparel 3 
9 Media 1 
10 Financial Services/Services 8 
11 Beauty  2 

                     Table 3 - Eligible Brand Categories 

Grouping these brand categories so that they correspond to similar needs is necessary 

to be able to make a comparative study. To eliminate conflicts, only the utilitarian 

purpose of the brand is considered upon assigning the brand into specific need 

categories. In a way the necessity of doing this separation represents a criticism toward 

Maslow’s theory as it does not recognise that one brand can aim to satisfy more than 

one need and that these overlap. In any case, precautions have been taken to lessen the 

influence that this has on the investigation at hand. A key to how Maslow’s hierarchy 

has been applied to make this distinction of the brand categories and type of needs can 

be found in Appendix I, followed by an exhaustive list of the selection process with 

regard to the above stated stipulations in Appendix II. Following the key the 

subsequent division is made:  

1) Food & Beverage and Restaurant brands cater to the same kind of need – basic 

food and water, nutrition for survival. Thus, they comprise one category, 

physiological needs. 
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2) Financial Services/Services are used for self preservation; insurances etc. are 

taken out for safety reasons. Thus, this category is satisfying the safety need. 

Also, although it could be argued that it is more fitting in the belongingness 

category, in today’s society telecommunications brands may also be included in 

the safety need category. People rely heavily on their phones and internet 

providers to go about their daily lives and in the interconnected world it could 

be very detrimental for one’s professional life (as well as personal life) if one 

could not be contacted. It is such an immense part of the social ordering of 

society that being without it would to a certain extent shatter the way people 

make sense of the world. Also, having a cell-phone and reception when one is 

out hiking in the woods or mountains is a safety measure, which appeals to the 

bodily harm protection which is a staple of this need category. Hence, 

telecommunications brands help people with self-preservation in several ways 

and are therefore also included in the safety category. 

3) Technology brands are difficult to classify, as they as an entirety are very 

diverse. However, looking to the basic usages of the products one might say that 

they belong in the belongingness category. One might call on the arguments 

used to stress the importance of technology to be a part of today’s society and 

how there is a digital divide between those who have access and those who do 

not. Therefore it is indeed appropriate to say that technology satisfies the 

belongingness need. Also in this category one can find the apparel and fashion 

brands along with the beauty brands which correlate to the category thanks to 

their mainstream appeal and people’s need to fit in. Under the same argument, 

one may argue that retail brands should belong in this need category.  

4) Luxury brands are intrinsically ego brands, and are accompanied in the category 

by automobile brands since both these categories enhance the status of the 

owner. This is especially true looking at the type of automobile brands which 

are included in the BrandZ ranking.   

5) From the given population it is a challenge to find brands whose primary aim is 

to satisfy the “self-actualization” need. In the brands that are eligible for this 

investigation from the BrandZ top 100 there is only one brand that one might 

satisfactorily categorize in this ultimate need category, the one in the media 

sector.  

Looking at these divisions and applying them to the scope of the study – where it has 

been decided that four principal categories should be used – one can say that the most 

justifiable need category not to be represented is the one with a total population of 

one. The self-actualisation brands are underrepresented in the population and should 

therefore not be included. Table 4 shows the above list in a summarised form. 
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 Brand Categories Maslow’s Need Category Number of Brands 

1 Food & Beverage 
Restaurant 

Physiological 7 

2 Financial Services/Services 
Telecommunications 

Safety 14 

3 Technology 
Fashion & Apparel 
Beauty 
Retail 

Belongingness 24 

4 Luxury 
Automobile 

Ego 9 

5 Media Self Actualisation 1 
Table 4 - Brand and Need Categorisation 

3.2.4 Sampling the Population  

Having finalised the population, the next step is to use a sampling method to find an 

appropriately sized sample for this investigation. As was discussed earlier, 20 brands is 

the total number which means that split into the four categories decided upon in the 

previous section there will be five brands selected from each category. This will be 

done using simple random sampling, through Research Randomizer (2011). This 

removes’ the author’s preferences entirely from the selection process leading to an 

unbiased sample.  

The complete randomizing process is shown in Appendix III, and led to the following 

brands being selected for the content analysis: 

 Starbucks 

 Red Bull 

 Wrigley’s 

 Pepsi 

 Coca Cola 

 American Express 

 Vodafone 

 Verizon Wireless 

 State Farm 

 AT&T 

 Intel 

 Zara 

 Google 

 Microsoft 

 Nike 

 Nissan 

 Gucci 

 Toyota 

 Honda 

 Hermès

These 20 brands will be investigated using a content analysis. For the accompanying 

case study, one of these brands will be selected. As was discussed earlier, several 

sampling processes may be used in a study and for the case study it was decided that 

non-probability sampling would be used for this sample. Based on this list of 20 

brands, the one that will be looked deeper into will be Coca Cola, since it recently went 

through with a highly publicized SCRM and engagement campaign and will thus 

exemplify the latest innovative way of engaging with fans.  

Case study brand:  Coca Cola 
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3.2.5 Limitations of Sample Selection Process 

The prime objective in the sample selection process has been to make an unbiased 

selection of a justifiable population. Several challenges have been encountered, such as 

how to go about the brand category/need problem. To overcome that particular 

difficulty the brands were divided into their respective “type of need” categories 

through careful consideration of the need description (see for instance Figure 5) and 

the product or service that the brand provides. For comparability reasons comparing 

Maslow’s needs to each other the way they are would comprehensively distinguish 

between the need categories, however, because of time constraints and limited 

material and resources (such as more extensive lists to provide the population) the 

decision to use the brand categories in conjunction with the need categories was made. 

This helped deal with the problem of two need categories overlapping for one brand. 

For instance, Maslow categorizes “food, water and drinks” within “physiological needs” 

as it is imperative to get nutrition. However, the choice to frequent for instance 

Starbucks or McDonalds may be more due to satisfying “belongingness needs”.  

Another issue was that the groups (based on category/need) that comprised the 

population were uneven in size, meaning that the likelihood of selecting a brand from 

one of the more populated groups was lower than selecting a brand from one of the 

smaller groups. In all, however, this is a minor disconcerting factor as the brands have 

all been deemed appropriate for this study.  

3.3 Translating the Engagement Strategies to Operational Variables 

After having finalised the sample for the investigation, the next step is to 

operationalise the information collected in the literature review into measurable 

variables. Recalling from Section 2, the ways of creating loyalty, promoting 

engagement and exercising SCRM are discussed and it is these concepts that need to 

be transformed into measurable variables. The variables have been decided through 

carefully examining the information in the literature review as well as looking at the 

nature and features of the Facebook page.  

3.3.1 What to Count 

The Facebook page is, as stated several times before, very versatile and personalised for 

each brand. The investigation will look at the main features of the page, as well as a set 

number of wall posts. In order to accommodate for a substantial number of posts, as 

well as fit into the time frame of the investigation, the latest 30 comments made by the 

brand on the wall will be counted. This includes both brand initiated as well as fan 

initiated posts (i.e. if the brand initiates the post or if it responds to a post by a fan), as 

a fan initiated post to a certain extent is necessary for brands to engage in customer 

service – they need a problem that they can help with. Also, the topics in the 

discussion boards will be discussed, however, assessing each individual post is outside 

the scope of this study.  
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For many of the variables it is the frequency that is investigated, however, others are 

investigated concerning the weight they bestow upon the activity. For instance, if an 

engagement strategy is given an entire tab it gets a lot of attention; however, if it only 

receives a small mention on another it will not be ranked as highly. A complete list of 

the investigated variables can be found in Appendix V. 

 

A staple in Social CRM is collaboration, another is customer service. While these work 

in symbiosis they represent two sides – one with high fan/customer involvement where 

the brand and the fan are on the same level, the other where the brand is still seen as 

the authority and holds more power. Categorising the engagement strategies discussed 

earlier into variables one will be able to see which brands use social media to the 

fullest, most collaborative sense. Also, the variables should be able to answer whether 

or not it is a rewarding strategy or a relationship strategy that is primarily adopted by 

the brands.  

Considering brands’ ingrained nature of wanting to control the brand entirely 

themselves, many brands will be reluctant to collaborate. This prompts the supposition 

that brands will focus more on the customer service side of SCRM. On the other hand, 

increased collaboration increases the fans stake in the brand which makes them feel 

like a more incremental part of it so logically this is something that brands would want 

to augment further. The main question is thus whether the brands are secure enough 

with themselves to allow a loss of control for the potential gains, or if they rely on the 

conventional and safe option of engaging on their terms.  

QUESTION 

How are brands working to 

manage their customer 

relationships and promoting 

loyalty and advocacy in social 

media? 

What aspects of Social CRM 

are emphasized? 

Are there differences in 

engagement strategy between 

different kinds of brands? 

 

OPERATIONALISATION 

Look at the ways of engaging with fans 

both in real life and in social media and 

see which strategies are most popular. 

 

Use the variables and frequency of 

occurrences within each section of 

SCRM to see which aspect of SCRM are 

adopted most frequently. 

 

Compare and correlate the results from 

the first two questions between the 

brands categories to see whether there is 

a difference. 
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H1:  Brands will be more inclined toward using conventional engagement 

strategies where they are still in control rather than embracing the spirit of 

social media and collaborating. 

Also, and as a continuation of the previous reasoning, among the multiple ways of 

engaging fans the main methods will be those that engage the lurkers. These are the 

tools that fans can easily use without exerting too much energy and they are also the 

tools which are easiest to go through with from the brands’ point of view.  

H2:  Brands will focus on content that will attract the lurkers to engage, ‘easy’ 

tools such as polls and contests. 

Finally, the brand categories aim to satisfy different kinds of needs. Considering 

regular wants and needs that can be experienced in daily life, needs are satisfied in 

different ways – if someone needs to take a shower a steak will not suffice to satisfy the 

need for a shower. The same logic is expected to apply to brand engagement in social 

media. 

H3:  Brands representing different need categories will use different engagement 

strategies. 

3.4 Reliability & Validity 

This investigation has been designed to be as reliable and valid as possible. In research, 

reliability refers to whether the chosen methodology will produce a consistent result. 

The methodology has to be such that the same investigation could be conducted by 

another person at another period of time and yield the same result. (Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill, 2009: 156) In order attain a high reliability the entire process is 

transparently shown throughout the investigation. Also, a second person will check 

25% of the brands to ensure that the result is unbiased. This is one action that can help 

counter observer bias. (Hesmondhalgh, 2006: 145) Something that may affect the result 

are possible campaigns that the brands may have going at the moment. However, all 

brands run campaigns at different periods throughout the year, which means that the 

campaigns investigated in this investigation would be weighed up by others.  

Validity is a concept that concerns the findings and their accuracy. Quoting Saunders 

et.al. (2009: 157), whether the ‘findings are what they appear to be about’. This is why a 

lot of effort has been exerted in reassuring that the research questions are properly 

posed and that the selected variables will collect sufficient data to answer the research 

questions. No inferences will be made about issues that the investigated variables 

cannot support.  
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4. Data Collection 
This section displays both the collected data for the content analysis as well as a review 

of Coca Cola’s Facebook page. Section 4.1 contains the quantitative data assembled 

from looking at the 20 brands’ respective Facebook pages, whereas section 4.2 revolves 

around the Coca Cola case. All the data was collected between April 30th and May 4th. 

The last thirty posts of activity on the brands’ walls were counted, which resulted in 

varying time ranges for each brand. The first date post included in the investigation is 

taken from as far back as June 8th 2010 (Hermès), and the latest as soon as a few hours 

prior to being counted. The table below includes all the time related data pertinent to 

the investigation.  

Brand Period 
Data Collection 
Date 

Starbucks            21 March - 27 April 2011               April 30 
Red Bull             15 April - May 1 2011                  May 1                

Wrigley's            16 February - 1 May 2011               May 1                

Pepsi                3 April - 1 May 2011                   May 1                
Coca Cola            21 March - 1 May 2011                  May 1                

American Express     17 December 2010 - 1 May 2011          May 1                

Vodafone             18 March - 2 May 2011                  May 2                
Verizon Wireless     23 April - 2 May 2011                  May 2                

State Farm           4 April - 2 May 2011                   May 2                

AT&T                 28 April - 2 May 2011                  May 2                
Intel                14 March - 3 May 2011                  May 3                

Zara                 4 October 2010 - 3 May 2011            May 3                

Google               18 March - 3 May 2011                  May 3                
Microsoft            9 April - 3 May 2011                   May 3                

Nike                 12 April - 3 May 2011                  May 3                

Nissan               17 March - 4 May 2011                  May 4                
Gucci                22 March - 4 May 2011                  May 4                

Toyota               16 March - 4 May 2011                  May 4                

Honda                13 April - 4 May 2011                  May 4                
Hermès               8 June 2010 - 4 May 2011               May 4                

                      Table 5 - Dates and Times of Investigation 

 

Thus, some brands were very active whereas others were infrequent users of their 

Facebook page. This is also reflected in the “Average Posts per Day” variable in the data 

collection table in section 4.1 on the following page.  
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4.1 Contents Counted - Table of Results 
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Physiological        74 69630295 201092 1,57 150 203 4,66 89 9 24 6 

Food & Beverage      60 48165099 148659 1,32 120 163 3,91 67 7 11 2 

Coca Cola            33 26093752 77243 0,3 30 42 0,71 27 7 3 2 

Pepsi                10 3821965 13058 0,34 30 29 1,03 15 0 8 0 

Red Bull             11 18057416 57667 0,32 30 17 1,77 7 0 0 0 

Wrigley's            6 191966 691 0,36 30 75 0,40 18 0 0 0 

Restaurant           14 21465196 52433 0,25 30 40 0,75 22 2 13 4 

Starbucks            14 21465196 52433 0,25 30 40 0,75 22 2 13 4 

Safety               59 3679447 11016 1,86 150 225 12,41 69 5 12 0 

Financial Services   20 678036 8418 1,63 60 165 1,26 31 1 7 0 

American Express     10 587674 8283 1,48 30 136 0,22 15 1 0 0 

State Farm           10 90362 135 0,15 30 29 1,03 16 0 7 0 

Telecommunications   39 3001411 2598 0,23 90 60 11,15 38 4 5 0 

AT&T                 14 1437806 1310 0,09 30 4 7,50 3 0 3 0 

Verizon Wireless     10 1335103 1169 0,09 30 10 3 17 0 1 0 

Vodafone             15 228502 119 0,05 30 46 0,65 18 4 1 0 

Behavioural          45 17129851 51078 4,68 150 357 1,69 77 4 2 2 

Apparel              13 13049888 20911 0,31 60 234 0,28 30 1 0 0 

Nike                 8 4262069 6060 0,14 30 22 0,14 28 0 0 0 

Zara                 5 8787819 14851 0,17 30 212 0,14 2 1 0 0 

Technology           32 4079963 30167 4,37 90 123 1,41 47 3 2 2 

Google               7 2901929 7409 0,26 30 47 0,27 20 0 2 0 

Intel                17 568464 19452 3,56 30 51 0,59 15 3 0 2 

Microsoft            8 609570 3306 0,55 30 25 0,55 12 0 0 0 

Ego                  40 6208996 13676 1,22 150 496 1,22 63 3 6 2 

Automobile           27 1599258 3576 0,72 90 121 0,72 49 3 5 0 

Honda                11 1011422 2256 0,22 30 22 0,22 15 0 1 0 

Nissan               7 215619 759 0,35 30 49 0,35 18 0 1 0 

Toyota               9 372217 561 0,15 30 50 0,15 16 3 3 0 

Luxury               13 4609738 10100 0,5 60 375 0,50 14 0 1 2 

Gucci                7 4312087 9281 0,22 30 44 0,22 12 0 1 2 

Hermès               6 297651 819 0,28 30 331 0,28 2 0 0 0 

Grand Total 218 96648589 276862 9,33 600 1281 19,98 298 21 44 10 
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Physiological        10 83 93 2717 5 7 9 16 0 53 29 32 31 

Food & Beverage      2 67 91 1261 4 5 7 16 0 46 25 25 22 

Coca Cola            0 14 14 940 1 4 1 16 0 10 9 6 3 

Pepsi                2 19 2 319 1 1 2 0 0 24 5 10 5 

Red Bull             0 10 13 0 1 0 2 0 0 11 7 5 2 

Wrigley's            0 24 62 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 4 4 12 

Restaurant           8 16 2 1456 1 2 2 0 0 7 4 7 9 

Starbucks            8 16 2 1456 1 2 2 0 0 7 4 7 9 

Safety               5 72 209 3410 7 13 6 91 37 42 11 21 1 

Financial Services   1 42 38 0 4 1 2 19 0 25 10 7 0 

American Express     1 19 34 0 2 0 1 17 0 17 4 6 0 

State Farm           0 23 4 0 2 1 1 2 0 8 6 1 0 

Telecommunications   4 30 171 3410 3 12 4 72 37 17 1 14 1 

AT&T                 0 2 46 2358 1 0 1 25 10 0 1 0 0 

Verizon Wireless     0 13 0 924 1 4 2 0 0 11 0 8 0 

Vodafone             4 15 125 128 1 8 1 47 27 6 0 6 1 

Behavioural          14 72 4 144 7 0 10 0 0 68 12 6 37 

Apparel              4 16 1 144 3 0 4 0 0 33 7 1 31 

Nike                 1 16 1 144 1 0 2 0 0 33 7 1 5 

Zara                 3 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 26 

Technology           10 56 3 0 4 0 6 0 0 35 5 5 6 

Google               9 24 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 3 1 2 
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Microsoft            0 12 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 26 0 0 2 
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Toyota               0 19 13 0 1 0 1 4 0 10 3 1 3 

Luxury               3 20 39 0 4 0 4 0 0 8 21 2 30 

Gucci                3 13 39 0 2 0 2 0 0 8 20 2 20 

Hermès               0 7 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 10 

Grand Total 32 300 362 6271 26 22 33 120 37 187 81 62 113 
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Physiological        2793 24061 11 4 10 6 8 12 5 11 25 169 35 292 56 

Food & Beverage      2600 15041 11 1 7 5 4 12 2 9 25 138 29 238 55 

Coca Cola            1421 11776 1 0 6 1 0 0 1 2 6 44 7 238 2 

Pepsi                173 1601 1 1 1 2 2 3 0 1 0 23 10 0 2 

Red Bull             935 1656 9 0 0 1 2 0 1 6 19 65 10 0 51 

Wrigley's            71 8 0 0 0 1 0 9 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 

Restaurant           193 9020 0 3 3 1 4 0 3 2 0 31 6 54 1 

Starbucks            193 9020 0 3 3 1 4 0 3 2 0 31 6 54 1 

Safety               3413 2314 38 4 3 18 42 7 12 10 30 188 11 69 4 

Financial Services   1114 0 10 2 3 12 18 1 5 10 13 33 2 0 2 

American Express     1085 0 0 2 3 4 18 1 5 8 7 23 2 0 2 

State Farm           29 0 10 0 0 8 0 0 0 2 6 10 0 0 0 

Telecommunications   2299 2314 28 2 0 6 24 6 7 0 17 155 9 69 2 

AT&T                 174 2229 1 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 8 24 0 69 0 

Verizon Wireless     1141 79 9 0 0 0 10 4 3 0 8 108 6 0 1 

Vodafone             984 6 18 1 0 3 12 2 4 0 1 23 3 0 1 

Behavioural          4290 482 13 3 1 30 7 4 0 3 26 169 35 17 1 

Apparel              3367 0 3 1 0 26 0 1 0 1 6 30 19 0 0 

Nike                 2671 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 6 11 18 0 0 

Zara                 696 0 1 0 0 24 0 0 0 1 0 19 1 0 0 

Technology           923 482 10 2 1 4 7 3 0 2 20 139 16 17 1 

Google               254 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 14 11 6 0 0 

Intel                103 482 4 2 0 3 6 2 0 0 5 81 5 17 1 

Microsoft            566 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 47 5 0 0 

Ego                  1742 20686 34 6 0 12 2 38 0 12 17 120 39 220 1 

Automobile           833 20686 29 3 0 0 2 26 0 12 6 62 24 220 0 

Honda                92 11843 9 0 0 0 1 20 0 4 2 16 6 119 0 

Nissan               535 1081 12 0 0 0 0 6 0 4 1 22 15 14 0 

Toyota               206 7762 8 3 0 0 1 0 0 4 3 24 3 87 0 

Luxury               909 0 5 3 0 12 0 12 0 0 11 58 15 0 1 

Gucci                778 0 1 3 0 11 0 12 0 0 3 44 1 0 1 

Hermès               131 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 14 14 0 0 

Grand Total 12238 47543 96 17 14 66 59 61 17 36 98 646 120 598 62 
*Note – the number on videos on the wall may exceed the total number of videos in the separate videos 

tab due to the fact that videos on the wall may be posted as links to YouTube. 



 
37 

 

Y
o

u
tu

b
e

 

M
yS

p
ac

e
 

M
o

b
ile

 A
p

p
s 

Li
n

ks
 t

o
 O

th
e

r 
Sp

e
ci

fi
ca

lly
 A

ss
ig

n
e

d
 

P
ag

es
 

P
e

rs
o

n
al

is
e

d
 S

er
vi

ce
 

Ev
en

ts
 O

n
li

n
e

 

Ev
en

ts
 "

IR
L"

 

G
u

id
e

lin
e

s/
Te

rm
s 

a
n

d
 C

o
n

d
it

io
n

s 

In
te

rv
ie

w
s 

R
e

cr
u

it
m

e
n

t 

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 

Physiological        11 1 13 61 3 13 61 9 4 2 46 

Food & Beverage      11 1 13 48 0 10 54 7 3 1 33 

Coca Cola            3 1 0 15 0 6 9 1 0 1 9 

Pepsi                8 0 1 17 0 1 4 2 3 0 11 

Red Bull             0 0 12 7 0 3 40 2 0 0 12 

Wrigley's            0 0 0 9 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 

Restaurant           0 0 0 13 3 3 7 2 1 1 13 

Starbucks            0 0 0 13 3 3 7 2 1 1 13 

Safety               6 0 2 95 2 8 7 7 2 0 48 

Financial Services   3 0 1 33 2 3 2 3 1 0 22 

American Express     3 0 0 14 1 3 2 2 0 0 10 

State Farm           0 0 1 19 1 0 0 1 1 0 12 

Telecommunications   3 0 1 62 0 5 5 4 1 0 26 

AT&T                 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

Verizon Wireless     2 0 0 22 0 5 0 2 1 0 8 

Vodafone             1 0 1 34 0 0 5 1 0 0 16 

Behavioural          24 0 1 51 1 2 1 8 2 6 75 

Apparel              16 0 1 9 0 1 0 4 0 0 13 

Nike                 15 0 1 5 0 1 0 2 0 0 10 

Zara                 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

Technology           8 0 0 42 1 1 1 4 2 6 62 

Google               7 0 0 13 0 0 0 2 1 1 10 

Intel                1 0 0 13 1 1 1 1 1 5 39 

Microsoft            0 0 0 16 0 0 0 1 0 0 13 

Ego                  9 0 0 69 0 1 2 8 7 0 48 

Automobile           6 0 0 54 0 0 2 4 7 0 46 

Honda                3 0 0 18 0 0 0 1 1 0 6 

Nissan               1 0 0 17 0 0 0 1 5 0 30 

Toyota               2 0 0 19 0 0 2 2 1 0 10 

Luxury               3 0 0 15 0 1 0 4 0 0 2 

Gucci                2 0 0 6 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 

Hermès               1 0 0 9 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Grand Total 50 1 16 276 6 24 71 32 15 8 217 
Note: For the yes/no questions, 1 refers to ‘Yes’ and 2 refers to ‘No’.   
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4.2 The Case of Coca Cola  

Coca Cola’s Facebook page is used extensively by the 

brand, evident by the post per day ratio and the number of 

tabs it uses to fill the page with content. The brand is 

categorised as a “Food and Beverage” brand and is one of 

the largest pages on Facebook. It was initially started as a 

fan page by Coca Cola fans “Dusty and Michael”, however, 

when Coca Cola decided to venture into the world of social 

media they opted to take over the already started page with 

about 4 million fans instead of starting anew. Dusty and 

Michael now manage the page. In other words, the page is 

run by fans for fans.  

The brand’s Facebook page offers a multitude of ways to 

promote engagement between the brand and the fans. 

Aside from the basic tabs – wall, info, photos, videos, 

discussions and events – Coca Cola has several other tabs 

for the fans enjoyment and use. A person can send a virtual 

gift – a “gift of happiness” – to friends; send messages 

through the Coca Cola polar bear to people; fans can follow 

the brands expedition 206 where they attempt to find what 

happiness is to people in 206 countries around the world. 

They can attend virtual events and watch exclusive 

concerts online, featuring artists such as Kelly Clarkson, 

Ne-Yo and Natasha Bedingfield. They also have an 

application for students to use to remember things, where 

they can create a “cram song”. Coca Cola has created a 

number of applications where fans can go into the world of 

the brand, and experience aspects of the brand dedicated to 

a happy life and to giving to others. It is a global brand and 

has a number of tabs dedicated to certain countries, 

engaging those audiences with country specific promotions 

or offers.  

Not only does Coca Cola offer engaging content, they also 

provide fans with a forum for discussion. Topics can be 

started both by the fans and the brand, and include issues 

such as likes and dislikes, consumption habits, 

commercials, and what people think about the rewards 

scheme. Most of the discussions are devoid of brand participation, but rely on fans 

talking to each other. In other words, the brand enables conversation between fans in 

which the brand does not always have to take part itself.  

Figure 7 - Coca Cola Tabs 
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Coca Cola’s fan page emphasises the brand’s connection to music. A recent campaign 

by the brand saw Coca Cola teaming up with pop-rock band Maroon5 to write a new 

song. In the months prior to the occasion on March 22nd 2011, fans were through 

Facebook invited to participate 

in the 24 hour live-streamed 

recording session in which the 

band would be locked into a 

studio in London and write and 

compose a song for Coca Cola 

(see Figure 8). Fans would be 

able to communicate with the 

band and participate in the 

creative process through 

sending messages shown on an 

interactive wall (see Figure 9). 

Thus, the campaign enabled 

both two-way communication and gave the fans a chance to influence the end product. 

Moreover, the song would be available free of charge and for the first 100,000 

downloads Coca Cola donated money to The Coca-Cola Africa Foundation's Replenish 

Africa Initiative (RAIN). The actual event was streamed a website specifically 

constructed for the event and all the event information was divulged on the Facebook 

event page.  

 

Figure 9 – Screencap of Coca Cola Maroon5 Interactive Wall (Coca Cola, 2011) 

Coca Cola has a social presence that transcends many platforms and uses the Facebook 

page as a hub to connect them. The brand frequently uses its YouTube channel and 

                 Figure 8 - Coca Cola Wall Post 
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connects the videos that it has posted on that platform to its Facebook page, also, the 

brand encourages fans to use Twitter to get in touch with them (previous research 

shows that Coca Cola often reply to fans when addressed on Twitter (Ginman, 2010)). 

In other words, though Facebook is a prominent social site for the brand and includes 

a variety of content, the brand does not simply put all its eggs in one basket.  

Transcending the Facebook page is an overarching sense of positivity. Brand content 

follows the brand campaign ‘Open Happiness’ and the brand uses a varied vocabulary 

to transmit the positive message in both applications and wall posts as well as in 

photos. The people depicted in the photographs almost exclusively smile. Coca Cola 

also expresses gratefulness to fans and highlights their contribution to the brand.  
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5. Analysis - Engaging the Already Engaged 
Facebook is a huge network with millions of users, all prone to expressing themselves 

through communicating with brands. To engage properly on the Facebook pages, the 

users need to “like” the brand. In other words, the fans of a brand on Facebook have 

already actively decided to support the brand. Thus, they are already loyal fans or 

customers. In that sense, Facebook is, as discussed in an earlier section of this thesis, a 

place where loyal fans can revel in their appreciation of the brand. The vast numbers of 

fans that brands such as Coca Cola and Starbucks have attained have chosen to like the 

brand for what the brand is rather than what it does on social media, however, it is 

what is done on social media that will keep the fans there. Essentially, the Facebook 

page should be aimed at engaging the already engaged. In fact, the number of fans a 

brand has on its page is only slightly related by the number of times it provides 

engagement opportunities. 

 
Number of 

Fans 

Occurrences that brands aim 

to engage fans 

Number of Fans Pearson Correlation 1 ,239 

N 20 20 

Occurrences that brands 

aim to engage fans 

Pearson Correlation ,239 1 

N 20 20 

Table 6 - Correlation between Number of Fans and Engagement Opportunities
1
 

Section 5.1 will be devoted to discussing brands in general and how the collected data 

shows that they use Facebook, whereas section 5.2 will focus on comparing the brands 

to see whether there are differences between different brand types. 

5.1 C3 – Content, Contact, and Collaboration 

Broadly, the various engagement strategies refer to whether the brand engages in two-

way communication or is fairly one dimensional in its contact with its fans. What kind 

of approach do brands have when it comes to managing their customer relationships – 

do they place themselves as equals or do they prefer to stand above and let the fans 

and customers use the content that the brand provides as they please?  

Looking at the variables signifying direct contact between the fan and the brand, as 

well as those signifying instances where the brand provides the fans with content, one 

can see that in the brands’ last 30 posts and the steady features of the page the majority 

of brands very slightly provide easily accessed content more often than engage in two-

way communication, with 11 brands preferring to seed the page with content rather 

than engage in conversation. However, if one includes all the photos and videos that 

the brand has filled its page with, rather than simply the latest ones from its wall, there 

                                                   
1
 A correlation between 0-.2 represents no correlation, .2-.29 = weak correlation, .3-.39 = moderate 
correlation, 4-.69 = strong correlation and .7+ = very strong correlation. Direction decides whether the 
correlation is negative or positive. (Gravetter and Wallnau, 2008: 432-433) 
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is an unquestionable dominance of content provision in comparison to dialogue (see 

Appendix IV Figure 1). Content thus still dominates contact in terms of how the 

Facebook page is used, which confirms the hypothesis (H1) that brands will still favour 

the non-committal engagement strategies ahead of the ones requiring direct contact.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.1.1 Contemplating Content 

When it comes to what kind of content that brands in general provide their pages with 

the two single most dominant forms are photos and videos, comprising in total 95% of 

the provided content. However, regarding the other – more engaging – content 

variables, information leads the pack followed by contests and giveaways and games 

and applications (see                            Figure 11). Thus, secondary to giving fans 

information about product updates and the like, brands wants to provide fun content 

that easily attracts people’s attention (this can naturally also be applied to video clips 

and photographs). Contests and giveaways engage the fans in that they have the 

opportunity to get free items or services and as people rarely say no to free things this 

leads to increased interaction with the brand. Winners or receivers of the prizes or 

giveaways also feel more positively about the brand because it has ‘chosen’ them, and 

therefore feel more inclined to act as advocates. 

  

                       Figure 10 - Content or Contact? Sorted by Brand Name 
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                            Figure 11 - Content by Content Category 

Few brands have started using virtual goods, and surprisingly few also use polls as a 

way of connecting with fans. The fact that polls can be used not only as a way to 

increase brand/fan participation but also to learn more about consumer preferences 

seem not to be of great importance. Rather, when it comes to content the general 

feeling is that the brands focus on the fun (games, contests, tips) and functional 

(information, exclusive content) for the benefit of the customer instead of looking to 

mine data regarding preferences (at least not in a blatantly obvious way).  

5.1.2 Contacting Consumers 

Concerning the contact perspective, however, it seems as though brands may be more 

inclined to see what people think. Social media is a place where the actual social 

element is prominent – or at least where it should be prominent. Brands in general 

exert quite a lot of effort in responding to fans within their 30 wall post time span, and 

reply on average (in comments sections below posts or otherwise) 18.1 times compared 

to the 15 times they address fans (by that meaning that they actually expect something 

from fans in return rather than simply posting a piece of information). Thus, the 

general result of this can be said to be that brands are indeed trying to engage in 

conversation with fans, albeit it still corresponds to only about 50% of the total wall 

activity. Interestingly, 12/20 brands do not have discussion boards, making it more 

difficult for fans to discuss the brand, however, facilitating for the brand to see what is 

said about it (considering there is only one space where fans can comment, on the 

wall). 
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Many fans are actively trying to 

contact the brand about product 

defects or problems or queries in 

general. As the figure to the right 

shows, 35% of the investigated 

brands use the page for customer 

service purposes. On average 

customer service replies to fans 

out of the total number of brand 

replies is 37%. However, when 

comparing different brands one 

will see that these 37% very much 

originates from a select few 

brands which makes the 37% 

figure misleading. This will be 

further discussed in section 5.2 as 

part of the comparison of page uses of different brand need categories.   

5.1.3 Conducting Collaborations  

Concerning collaboration, 15 out of 20 brands are using the Facebook page to 

collaborate with fans. The variables distinguished, however, between collaborating on 

the actual brand and collaborating for a cause. It seems as though brands are more 

likely to engage in collaborative endeavours when it does not specifically affect the 

brands’ own offer, i.e. their product or service. Instead they focus on ‘doing good’ 

together, encouraging fans in joining their CSR projects. While it does not give fans as 

much a stake of the brand as participating in product innovation or the like,  the 

brands give them a chance to experience and influence the brand culture.   

5.1.4 Concluding C3  

So, how are brands working to manage their customer relationships and promoting 

loyalty and advocacy in social media? Social CRM in the philosophical sense 

(disregarding the technical platform that is also part of SCRM) refers to engaging in a 

collaborative and mutually beneficial way. What can be seen is that brands in general 

are still prone to use content to engage fans rather than use dialogue and discussion. 

Although some brands use their Facebook pages for customer service they are a 

minority. Also, collaboration between brands and fans exists but it mainly focuses on 

working together to attain goals outside of the brand offer itself. This reaffirms H1 that 

brands will be more inclined to use conventional engagement strategies in order to 

retain as much control as possible and not subject the brand to unwelcome challenges. 

The control factor is also evident in that 12/20 brands do not have discussion forums 

but rely on the wall for two-way communication – it is much easier to survey one 

Table 7 - Brand Usage of Facebook for Customer Service 

Purposes 
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forum than others. In other words, brands in general have not completely embraced all 

that social media has to offer.  

As just mentioned brands are in general trying to enhance fans’ attachment with the 

brand through content rather than contact, focusing on providing a varied offer of 

games, contests, imagery, video, and information. This implies that they are largely 

trying to engage the lurkers, as strategies such as contests and giveaways, games, polls 

and the like are significant strategies for engaging the 90 percent of the fans who 

watch rather than participate. This implies that H2 also holds true, that strategies 

supporting easy engagement are more pertinent to brands’ Facebook offers than more 

intricate plans.  

5.2 Distinctively Different – or Strikingly Similar? 

Knowing the general situation and how brands overall behave on Facebook, how do 

brands compare against each other? This section will discuss the different brand need 

types and compare their strategies, see whether there are certain ways in which certain 

need types use Facebook to connect with their fans. As the Wave 5 report from 

Universal McCann states, it is key to understand consumer needs to understand social 

media. In total, all brands have 298 instances where they seek to engage with fans in 

their last thirty wall posts and steady page features. While there is no pattern between 

brand need type and number of engagement opportunities (physiological, safety, 

behavioural, ego reading 89, 69, 77, 63 opportunities, see also Appendix IV Figure 2 

and Appendix IV Figure 3), one can see that there is a correlation between brand need 

type and number of tabs (see                 Figure 12). This implies that while the need type 

does not matter in the number of times they engage with fans, it influences how they 

choose to engage. The physiological brands seem to be more versatile in their efforts, 

resulting in several subsections (or tabs) on the page devoted to each engagement.  
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                Figure 12 - Number of Tabs and Need Type 

Coca Cola is, for instance, the brand that has the greatest number of tabs and also one 

of the brands that have the top number of engagement opportunities. It uses pretty 

much all the investigated ways of engaging with fans, bar polls (which they have used 

previously but not within the period of investigation for this study), exemplifying the 

versatility of the brand (see section 4.1).  

5.2.1 Content is King – For Some More than Others 

As was already established in section 5.1, content still dominates overall brand activity 

on Facebook. Photos and videos were the largest sources for this dominance; however, 

some brands also allow fans to upload both photos and videos. Overall, the brand 

photos on the Facebook pages represent 20% of the total number of photos uploaded, 

whereas the corresponding number for videos is 52% (see Appendix IV table 2). This 

means that the fans contribute with 80% of the uploaded photos and 48% of the 

videos. These are distributed among 12 respectively 7 brands. Interestingly, the 

physiological and the ego need brands allow fans to contribute the most both when it 

comes to photos and videos, showing that it does not matter from which end of the 

need continuum a brand comes but that the selection to remain in complete control 

depends on something else. When it comes to videos the ego brands are actually most 

prone to allowing fan uploads.  
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Figure 13 - Content by Need Type 

Concerning the other content variables, one can see that each need type has one 

favoured route. Ego brands provide fans with exclusive content more than the other 

brands put together; safety brands focus on discounts and exclusive offers; behavioural 

brands use tips and tricks to a greater extent than the others; and finally, physiological 

brands use more games and applications than other kinds of content. The tips and 

tricks in the behavioural type come in the shape of for instance style advice and 

suggestions on how to perfect your technology, whereas the overwhelming ‘win’ for 

safety brands in the discounts/exclusive offers category is made up by deals on for 

instance cell-phones. The physiological brands also ‘win’ the usage of virtual goods 

category. This is perhaps unsurprising, as it is easier to give a friend a virtual soda (as 

Coca Cola encourages fans to do) than to give them a car or an insurance. All brands 

work with games and applications, whereas contest and giveaways are dominated by 

safety and ego brands. Considering the nature of the physiological brands, one could 

have thought that they would use both giveaways and discounts/exclusive offers to a 

greater extent. It is, however, as expected that the discounts are rare in the ego brand 

category, as these goods are of higher value and that people presumably get an ego 

boost by being able to pay full price. In all, it can be concluded that brands from 

different need categories overwhelmingly utilize different strategies to engage their 

fans, except for games and applications which are consistently used by all brands. For 

all brands the polls used refer to trivialities rather than issues that could give the brand 

information on fan preferences, which means that they turn out rather menial.  
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5.2.2 Comparing Contact 

The content used by the various brand types proved to differ, but how about the actual 

contact between brands and fans? Firstly, few brands disclosed who were in charge of 

the Facebook page, making it very impersonal. Only Coca Cola actually names their 

people, and these are the fans that started the fan page without the backing of Coca 

Cola. Knowing who one 

speaks to is important 

to not lose the personal 

touch that social media 

is about, and sadly most 

brands fail to state who 

is in charge – regardless 

of brand type. Secondly, 

the average posts per 

day shows brand 

activity. As is stated in 

the literature review of 

this thesis, it is 

recommended to have 

someone manage the 

social media offering on 

a full-time basis. 

However, what can be classified as ‘full-time’? Safety need brands post on average 2,5 

times per day, whereas ego brands only count one post in five days. Depending on the 

weight of the brands’ other social media endeavours, can this be said to be enough to 

qualify as a full-time job?  

Following on these figures, one can see that they are reflected in the brands’ modes of 

contacting fans. As Figure 15 on the following page shows, the dialogue and two-way 

communication that social media enables pervades three out of the four need types, 

behavioural brands being the only exception. Brands are fairly similar in the frequency 

that they address fans; however, differences arise when looking at the reply variable. 

Safety brands are particularly keen on replying to fans, which could be connected to 

the fact that they deal with a lot of customer service issues. These brands provide 

services that people find central to their lives, and therefore choose to help resolve 

customer service issues on Facebook. With this they simultaneously manage to give 

customers personalised service – which is important in the relationship building 

strategy of loyalty discussed in section 2 – while making sure that it is acknowledged 

by other people. This is a positive spillover effect; all the general advice given is 

available to other customers that seek help. Also, it builds and image of transparency 

which is important for attaining fan and customer loyalty. In that way it can be said to 

         Figure 14 - Average Posts per Day 
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be a mutually beneficial relationship, one of the staples of SCRM, as both the customer 

is helped as the same time as the brand manages to reinforce a positive image in fans’ 

minds.  

 

                         Figure 15 - Contact by Need Type 

Physiological brands and ego brands meanwhile seem more concerned with the 

exchange, to simply open up a dialogue. A divergence here though seems to be that 

while physiological brands largely use discussion forums, ego brands conduct all their 

dialogue on the wall (see Appendix IV Figure 1). Previous studies have shown that the 

friend approach in social media is more highly adopted successfully than the 

authoritative variant, which could be one of the reasons for this. People reject brands 

that try to tell them what to do, which might be why few brands try to outright sell to 

customers. The pages are there to provide incentive and to encourage – which the 

brands want to do through building relationships or providing inspiration – and not to 

dictate.  

5.2.3 Categorizing Collaborations 

Concerning how brand types use Facebook to collaborate, it seems as though there is 

no uniform solution. The various brand types collaborate to a varying extent (see 

Figure 16).  However, it looks as though there is a pattern when it comes to 

collaboration on the brand product – the more basic the need is, the more the brand is 

willing to collaborate. This could originate from the fact that there are a vast number 

of competitors out there waiting in the ropes to take over should one brand fail to 
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resonate with fans, more so for basic need brands than more egotistical or self-

actualising need brands. Making fans feel as though they are part of the brand will 

likely decrease chances of them abandoning it.   

 

     Figure 16 - Collaboration and Need Type 

Physiological brands are more willing to collaborate overall, both for brand building 

purposes and for making an effort for a cause. Coca Cola demonstrates this in their 

campaign with Maroon5. Not only were fans exclusively able to interact with Maroon5, 

but they were able to influence the band’s creation of Coca Cola’s new song. This 

meant collaboration with Maroon5 for Coca Cola, giving fans the chance for deeper 

involvement with two brands and helping shaping the brand. Further, at the end of the 

event, the song was made available to download free of charge and for the 100,000 first 

downloads Coca Cola donated money to their RAIN initiative. In that sense, the 

collaboration was multifaceted and all the while the brand made sure to reinforce that 

the fans were central to its work. The campaign very much made use of the social 

media structure.  

Moreover, Coca Cola also has a ‘live positively’ tab, focusing on working together on a 

good cause. Most brands seem significantly more interested in the cause related 

collaboration, except for the behavioural brands that are keener on product 

collaboration. In all, however, the collaborative efforts of brands are still on a very 

small scale (see Figure 16), and only comprise a fraction of brands’ Facebook activity.  
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5.2.4 Facebook as a Social Media Hub, a Site for Strategic Alliances and Connecting 

to Culture 

These are topics that made a large impact on the investigation, since both were heavily 

used by almost all brands. Brands continuously used the page as a hub for assembling 

all their social media activities, linking to YouTube, Twitter, and various other 

specifically assigned places. If the activity cannot be supported on the Facebook page, 

fans of the brand on Facebook are directed elsewhere. The rivalry of Facebook and 

MySpace is evident as very few brands link to the site. Also worth noticing is that it is 

primarily the physiological brands that direct fans to Twitter, whereas YouTube is 

linked to evenly by the brands in the different need categories. More common is that 

separate sites are set up or linked to. Again, an example is Coca Cola. Coca Cola used 

Facebook as an ‘assembly point’ for the Maroon5 event, as well as they now use it to 

transfer fans to their ‘Bubble’ page. Also, they urge Facebook fans to follow them on 

Twitter. Social activities that are not supported on Facebook are linked to on the page 

instead. Though this is the situation for all brand need types, they all extensively use 

Facebook as a directory of its social activities.  

 

Figure 17 - General Facebook Activities 

Striking about the pages is that brands frequently use strategic allies to communicate. 

This includes both celebrity endorsers and other brands that brands are cooperating 

with. Friend me on Facebook? As people have friends on the site, so do brands. They 

just come in the form of strategic alliances. And as a curious person harmlessly stalks 
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friends of friends, so they may take an interest in the brands’ friends. In terms of 

engagement proximity between brands may lead to positive views of the cooperative 

brand; the positive perception of a person spilling over to the brand or vice versa. This 

effectively intertwines different brands and introduces fans of one brand to another. 

For instance, cooperating on an application would mean that people using it thanks to 

one brand will also be engaging with the other.  

Brands also connect to culture. As people are vested in culture, using it was a way to 

find a ‘common ground’ and engage is a strategy that is adopted primarily by brands 

aiming to satisfy the more basic need types. As can be seen in the table below there is a 

fairly strong correlation between the brand need type and the number of times it links 

to culture. The more basic the need, the more prone to using culture the brand is.  

 Need Type  Links to Culture 
Need Type Pearson 

Correlation 
1 -,733 

N 20 20 

Links to Culture Pearson 
Correlation 

-,733 1 

N 20 20 

Table 8 - Correlation between Brand Need Type and the Number of 
Times it Links to Culture 

 

5.2.5 Differences between Need Types? 

Discerning from the discussion in this section, it cannot be said that brands uniformly 

adopt one strategy to engage fans. This seems to confirm H3 that brands that represent 

different need categories will choose differing strategies to enhance participation and 

involvement. However, it is difficult to discern a pattern such as the more a brand uses 

content variables the less they will focus on the actual contact, which is also shown by 

the fact that there is no correlation between the two.  

 Contact Content 

Contact Pearson Correlation 1 -,058 

N 20 20 

Content Pearson Correlation -,058 1 

N 20 20 

Table 9 - Correlation between Content and Contact Usage 

  

  



 
53 

6. Concluding Discussion and Future Research 

6.1 Conclusion 

This investigation has focused on 

researching how brands engage with 

their fans on social media, and whether 

there are differences between different 

need categories in how they go about 

it. Observing what brands are doing 

and how people are using social media 

is more interesting than asking how 

‘specialists’ think that it should be 

done, as it shows what strategies are 

successful. It was found that content 

still dominates contact in almost all 

contexts as a way of managing 

relationships, but that it varies between 

brands.  

Using content as a strategy is 

understandable since these people 

need more of a push to participate. 

Subsequently, brands may hope that 

lurkers will become accustomed to 

engage in other ways further on. Also, providing such tools rather than continuously 

being present and active is less time intensive than the alternative, meaning that it is a 

rather leisurely way for brands to go about interacting in social media. At its crudest 

form one can say that they build a playground where fans can roam free. The question 

is, however, if it satisfies fans’ social needs sufficiently to keep them coming. It very 

much depends on the purpose they have of ‘liking’ a brand. If they are invested in the 

brand and already brand advocates, chances are that they will remain regardless of the 

engagement tactics (unless they are fed incessant and uninteresting updates in their 

news feed which could alienate them). However, if the aim of ‘liking’ a brand’s page is 

simply to participate in a contest or be eligible for a giveaway, it is quite possible that 

the engagement with the brand will end as soon as the duration of the contest is over 

or after the giveaway has ended. It is very easy for fans to dislike brands when ‘liking’ 

them no longer serves a purpose.  

Social CRM is about building something together, for the benefit of both brands and 

fans. Collaboration between brands and fans does exist, particularly with the brands at 

the bottom of the need pyramid, however, the usage of collaborations very much varies 

in between brands. Most collaborative endeavours concern causes rather than the 

                 C3 

THE POWER OF THREE 

Content 

Contact 

Collaboration 
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brand offer, however, they still create something together. In terms of other aspects of 

SCRM, customer service is as mentioned earlier not brands’ prime objective with their 

Facebook presence. In all, brands seem more focused on providing fun engagement 

that actually resolving issues or creating something together.  

6.2 To Eternity and Beyond – Future Research 

This investigation shows that the relationship to SCRM and engagement on Facebook 

varies between brands. The variables investigated shows that brands adopt their own 

strategies on Facebook, and pick and choose elements from the social media toolkit to 

include in their offer. The decision to focus on ‘need categories’ was made as needs 

basically are what rules consumer behaviour. Thus, looking at whether the strategies 

change depending on what kind of need the brand is trying to satisfy could provide a 

framework for how brands with the same goals could plan their strategies. The results 

attained in this study show that there are differences between the brands, but the 

question is whether they are due to needs or other factors. In this instance the brand’s 

personality may be a more influential factor in brands’ approach to collaborations than 

which need they aim to satisfy. Also, using Maslow, whose hierarchy of needs recently 

has come under criticism for being insufficient in scope, could have impacted the 

findings. A more extensive study based on more brands categorised into an increased 

number of needs and want categories would be an interesting extension of this 

investigation. Also, examining how service brands fare in comparison to product 

brands in social media and how they interact would be interesting. Is it possible that 

service brands are more prone to using the variables that in this investigation are 

categorised as contact variables seeing as they do not deal with a tangible product? 

Further, social media is a very extensive landscape and examining how brands use the 

different pages would also help map how brands are adapting to a society where 

control is transferring from the brands to the fans.  
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Appendices 

Appendix I 

Categorising brands after brand needs. 

Type of Need Description 

Self-
Actualization 

These needs are about enriching experiences and self-fulfilment. This can 
indicate learning new things, attending attractions, doing things that 
excite a person.  

Ego Ego needs are about prestige, status and accomplishment. These kinds of 
brands’ work to enhance the status of the owner.  

Belongingness Needs such as love, friendship, and being accepted by others belong in 
this category. Using mainstream products and responding to the hype 
that surrounds certain brands is a way to belong. 

Safety This type of need is basic and refers to finding protection, shelter or a 
basic security. A house or a place to stay satisfies this need, as do 
insurances, banks and other institutions which protect the person.  

Physiological Physiological needs are those most basic to a person’s survival. People 
need food, water and sleep to survive, thus brands dealing with the 
provision of food or drinks are included in this category.  
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Appendix II 

Populating the population 

Product Category Type of Need Eligibility for 
Investigation 

Y 

- - N 

- - N 

Technology Y 

Food and Beverages Y 

Restaurant Y 

- - N 

- - N 

- - N 

Telecommunications Y 

- - N 

Technology Y 

Retail Y 

Technology Y 

Technology Y 

- - N 

- - N 

- - N 

Technology Y 

Telecommunications Y 

- - N 

Telecommunications Y 

- - N 

- - N 

Automobile Y 

Automobile Y 

- - N 

Retail Y 

Y 

- - N 

- - N 

- N 

Retail Y 

- N 

Technology Y 

- N 

- - N 
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- N 

- N 

- N 

Y 

- N 

Y 

Y 

- N 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

- N 

Y 

Y 

- N 

Y 

- N 

- N 

Y 

Y 

- N 

- N 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

- N 

Y 

Y 

- N 

- - N 

Y 

- N 

Y 

- N 

- N 

Y 
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Y 
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- N 
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Y 
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- N 

Y 

- N 

Y 

- - N 
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Appendix III 

Population Groups 

All brands are listed according to their placement on the BrandZ top 100. 

Brand Category/Need Group:  Physiological (Food & Beverage/Restaurant) 

# Brand Name 

1 Coca Cola 
2 McDonald’s 
3 Pepsi 
4 Subway 
5 Wrigley’s 
6 Red Bull 
7 Starbucks 

Randomizer results:  7, 6, 5, 1, 3 

Starbucks, Red Bull, Wrigley’s, Pepsi and Coca Cola 

 

Brand Category/Need Group:  Safety (Financial Services /Services/ 

Telecommunications) 

# Brand Name 

1 Vodafone 
2 Verizon Wireless 
3 AT&T 
4 Accenture 
5 Orange 
6 American Express 
7 T-Mobile 
8 MasterCard 
9 O2 

10 TD 
11 FedEx 
12 State Farm 
13 JP Morgan 
14 Morgan Stanley 

Randomizer results: 6, 1, 2, 12, 3 

American Express, Vodafone, Verizon Wireless, State Farm, AT&T 
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Brand Category/Need Group:  Belongingness (Technology/Apparel/Retail/ 

Beauty) 

# Brand Name 

1 Google 
2 Microsoft 
3 HP 
4 Walmart 
5 Blackberry 
6 Amazon 
7 Oracle 
8 Gillette 
9 Pampers 
10 Nokia 
11 Colgate 
12 Intel 
13 Nike 
14 Target 
15 H&M 
16 Dell 
17 Samsung 
18 Ebay 
19 Zara 
20 Home Depot 
21 Sony 
22 Avon 

Randomizer results: 12, 19, 1, 2, 13 

Intel, Zara, Google, Microsoft, Nike 

 

Brand Category/Need Group:  Ego (Automobile/Luxury) 

# Brand Name 

1 BMW 
2 Toyota 
3 Louis Vuitton 
4 Honda 
5 Mercedes 
6 Porsche 
7 Nissan 
8 Hermès 
9 Gucci 

Randomizer results: 7, 9, 2, 4, 8 

Nissan, Gucci, Toyota, Honda, Hermès 
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Appendix IV  

Figures and Tables from the Analysis 

Appendix IV Figure 1 - 
Contact or Content? 
Including total number of 
brand photos and videos 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
N Range Minimum Maximum Sum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation Variance 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 

Error Statistic Statistic 
Brand Addresses 
Customers 

20 24 0 24 300 15,00 1,462 6,537 42,737 

Brand Replies to 
Customers 

20 125 0 125 362 18,10 6,936 31,019 962,200 

Appendix IV Table 1 - Brand/Fan Dialogue 

 

Appendix IV Figure 2 - Total Brand 
Engagement Occurrences and Total 
Tabs 
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                Appendix IV Figure 3 - Engagement Opportunities and Number of Tabs Based on Brand Need Categories 
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Physiological        169 292 461 37% 2793 24061 26854 10% 

Food & Beverage      138 238 376 37% 2600 15041 17641 15% 

Coca Cola            44 238 282 16% 1421 11776 13197 11% 

Pepsi                23 0 23 100% 173 1601 1774 10% 

Red Bull             65 0 65 100% 935 1656 2591 36% 

Wrigley's            6 0 6 100% 71 8 79 90% 

Restaurant           31 54 85 36% 193 9020 9213 2% 

Starbucks            31 54 85 36% 193 9020 9213 2% 

Safety               188 69 257 73% 3413 2314 5727 60% 

Financial Services   33 0 33 100% 1114 0 1114 100% 
American 

Express     23 0 23 100% 1085 0 1085 100% 

State Farm           10 0 10 100% 29 0 29 100% 
Telecommunicatio

ns   155 69 224 69% 2299 2314 4613 50% 

AT&T                 24 69 93 26% 174 2229 2403 7% 

Verizon Wireless     108 0 108 100% 1141 79 1220 94% 

Vodafone             23 0 23 100% 984 6 990 99% 

Behavioural          169 17 186 91% 4290 482 4772 90% 

Apparel              30 0 30 100% 3367 0 3367 100% 

Nike                 11 0 11 100% 2671 0 2671 100% 

Zara                 19 0 19 100% 696 0 696 100% 

Technology           139 17 156 89% 923 482 1405 66% 

Google               11 0 11 100% 254 0 254 100% 

Intel                81 17 98 83% 103 482 585 18% 

Microsoft            47 0 47 100% 566 0 566 100% 

Ego                  120 220 340 35% 1742 20686 22428 8% 

Automobile           62 220 282 22% 833 20686 21519 4% 

Honda                16 119 135 12% 92 11843 11935 1% 

Nissan               22 14 36 61% 535 1081 1616 33% 

Toyota               24 87 111 22% 206 7762 7968 3% 

Luxury               58 0 58 100% 909 0 909 100% 

Gucci                44 0 44 100% 778 0 778 100% 

Hermès               14 0 14 100% 131 0 131 100% 

Grand Total 646 598 1244 52% 12238 47543 59781 20% 
Appendix IV Table 2 - Brand Photo and Video Ratio to Total Photos and Videos 
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Appendix IV Figure 4 - Discussion Forums Based on Brand Need Type 

Need Type: Physiological 
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Appendix V 

Investigated variables 

Variable Description 

Case A number to make sense of the cases? 
Brand Name The name of the brand? 

Need Type What kind of need does it satisfy? 

BrandCategory What kind of category does it correspond to? 
Tabs How many tabs does it use? 

Number Of Fans How many fans does it have? 

Daily Growth How many fans does it gain per day? 
Daily Growth 
Percentage Percentage daily gain 
Date Date the brand was examined 

Who Manages Page Who manages the page? 

Posts Number of posts to keep track of how many had been counted 
Days It Took To 
Accumulate 30 Posts Time it took for the brand to post 30 times 
Average Posts per Day Number of posts /time it took to accumulate them 

Fan Engagement Number of instances that the brand invites fans to engage 

Collab On Product Number of instances that the brand invites for collaboration on brand 
Collab On Cause Number of instances that the brand invites for collaboration on cause 
Joint Venture 
Collaboration Number of times the brand collaborates with other companies 

Collaboration Total number of instances collaboration is emphasized 
Urge To Sell Or Use 
Product Urges to sell or use the product 
Brand Addresses 
Customers How many times does the brand address fans and customers? 
Brand Replies to 
Customers How many times does the brand reply to fans or customers? 
Discussion Boards Does the brand have discussion boards? 

Fan Start Discussions Can fans start topics? 

Number Of Topics How many topics are there? 
Fan Upload Content Can fans upload content? 

Real Time Contact 
Instances the brand offers real time contact with personnel or 
management, or other spokespeople 

Used For Customer 
Sercive Is the Facebook page used for customer service? 
Customer Service 
Posts 

How many customer service posts does the brand have in the time it 
has taken to accumulate 30 wall posts? 

Handle Negative 
Comment Does the brand respond to negative comments? 

Strategic Alliances Number of times the brand allies with other brands 
Brand Expresses 
Personality Number of times the brand expresses personality, outbursts etc.  

Links To Culture Times the brand references culture 
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Photos On Wall How many photos are  there on the wall? 

Brand Photos How many photos are uploaded by the brand on the page? 

Fan Photos How many photos are uploaded by fans on the page? 
Contests And 
Giveaways Instances of contests or giveaways 

Polls Number of times polls are used 

Virtual Goods Number of times virtual goods are used 
Tips And Tricks Number of times the brand offers tips, tricks, or inspiration 
Discounts And 
Exclusive Offers Number of times the brand offers discounts or exclusive offers 

Exclusive Content 
Number of times the brand offers exclusive content, such as 
interviews, information or videos ONLY for the Facebook fans 

Loyalty Rewards Number of instances that fan loyalty is rewarded 
Brand Public Attention 
Reward Brand rewards fans by giving them public attention  
Games And 
Applications Usage of games and applications on the page 
Videos On Wall Number of videos on the wall 

Brand Videos Number of videos uploaded by the brand 

Fan Videos Number of videos uploaded by fans 
Twitter Instances the brand links to Twitter 

Youtube Instances the brand links to YouTube 

MySpace Instances the brand links to MySpace 
Apps Mobile Number of times the brand offers applications to mobile platforms 
Links To Other 
Specifically Assigned 
Page Number of links to other specifically assigned pages 

Personalised Service Number of times the brand offers personalized service on the page 
Events ONLINE Number of online events 

Events IRL Number of events offered in real life 
Guidelines Of How To 
Act Are there rules of how to act on the page? 
Interviews Number of interviews offered on the page 

Recruitment Is the Facebook page used for recruitment purposes? 

Information Number of times the brand uses the page to disseminate information 
Dates Between which dates did the brand accumulate 30 posts 

Contact Number of times the brand is in contact with the fans 

Content Number of times the brand offers content to the fans 
Total Photos Total number of photos on the page 
Brand Videos/Total 
Videos Brand photos out of the total number of photos 
Fan Videos/Total 
Videos Fan photos out of the total number of photos 
Customer service/total 
replies Customer service posts in terms of total replies 
Brand photos 
compared to Fan Brand photos and Fan photos ratio 



 
71 

photos 

TotalVideos Total number of videos 
Brand Videos Over 
Total Videos Brand videos as a fraction of total videos 
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