A COMPARISON OF INTERACTIONS ON FACEBOOK BRAND PAGES
BETWEEN GLOBAL BRANDS AND PUBLICS IN INDIVIDUALISTIC AND
COLLECTIVISTIC COUNTRIES

Pitchpatu Waiyachote

A dissertation submitted to the faculty of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Ph.D. in the School Journalism
and Mass Communication

Chapel Hill
2013
Approved by:
Lois Boynton
James Bettman
Daren Brabham
Daniel Riffe
William Ware

!

©2013
Pitchpatu Waiyachote
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

!

ii!

!

ABSTRACT
PITCHPATU WAIYACHOTE: A comparison of interactions on Facebook brand pages
between global brands and publics in individualistic and collectivistic countries
(Under the direction of Lois Boynton)
The present study presents a comparative analysis of how Facebook was used to
build and maintain relationships between global brands and their publics in
individualistic and collectivistic cultures. Mixed methods — a quantitative content
analysis and an online survey — were used. A total of 5,753 wall posts on the six global
brands’ Facebook brand pages available in five selected countries were analyzed. The
U.S. represented individualistic cultures, while four Southeast Asian countries
represented collectivistic cultures.
Overall, the study found that differences in cultures play an important role in the
interactions on Facebook between the global brands and their publics. The global brands
used Facebook to build and maintain relationships with their publics in the U.S., but used
it as an integrated tool to promote products and stay in touch with their publics in
Southeast Asian countries. The publics in individualistic and collectivistic cultures alike
were likely to use Facebook to maintain relationships with the global brands. The study
also found that two dialogic communication features, a communication loop and an
incentive, had an impact on the volumes of responding comments, especially in the
individualistic country. A greater number of the brand community characteristics were
found on Facebook brand pages in the U.S. than those in the Southeast Asian countries.

!

iii!

!
The findings in regards to brand personality suggested that the global brands did not use
heavily Facebook to portray brand personality. Acknowledging the limited survey sample
size, the study found that the congruency between brand personality portrayal and brand
personality perceptions seemed to be associated with the presence of brand community
on Facebook brand pages.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
!
Social media are popular tools for individuals to connect with one another. Social
media sites are also commonly used among entrepreneurs, marketers, and communication
professionals to communicate with their target audiences. On social media sites, and in
particular social networking sites, brand communities exist, where individuals who share
similar interests in a certain brand or product virtually get together virtually to exchange
information and opinions in an online environment (e.g., Gummerus, Liljander, Weman,
& Pihlström, 2012).
The purpose of this study was to examine how global brands and their publics
develop and maintain their relationships through brand communities on Facebook, the
popular social media site. Global brands implement public relations activities to cultivate
relationships with their publics, including customers, consumers, media, etc., in their
homeland and foreign countries. The public relations strategy of establishing a brand
presence on Facebook, which is one public relations strategy, has spread across the
world. When practicing public relations in other countries, it also is important to take
their unique cultures into consideration (Heath & Coombs, 2006). Therefore, this study
also explored whether global brands and their publics with different cultural backgrounds
interact differently on Facebook brand pages. This study employed the lens of Hofstede’s
(1984) cultural dimension, individualism versus collectivism, to explore how
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practitioners applied relationship-building strategies and how publics interacted through
brand communities on Facebook in different markets.
An analysis of Facebook content and an online survey was conducted to attain
the goal of this study. Because the United States scored higher on the cultural dimension
of individualism when compared to Asian countries (Hofstede, 1984), Facebook pages in
the U.S. and American student samples were used to represent of an individualistic
culture in the content analysis and the survey, respectively. Four Southeast Asian
countries were chosen to represent collectivistic culture in the content analysis of
Facebook content, and Asian student samples represented consumers from a collectivistic
culture in the online survey.
In terms of Facebook use, the United States is a massive market, with a
population of more than 314 million people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). More than half
of Americans used Facebook regularly (Brenner, 2012). Southeast Asia is a local market
of over half a billion people, with total trade of over US$1.4 trillion (Bhasin, 2010). The
region consists of 10 countries, but for this study, the focus was on the countries where
Facebook adoption rates have been relatively high, and either English or Thai language is
the main language used on Facebook brand pages. Therefore, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, and Thailand were selected. Altogether there were approximately 64 million
Facebook users in these four countries (SocialBakers, 2012). In terms of a Facebook
penetration rate (number of users compared to a country’s population), Singapore ranked
highest with a penetration rate of 62.72%, followed by Malaysia (47.90%), the
Philippines (30.03%), and Thailand (26.71%) (SocialBakers, 2012). Social media users
had high purchasing power, according to the Economic Intelligence Center (2011), a
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research unit of Siam Commercial Bank. Thus, these social media users were more likely
to be consumers of global brands.
Recently, a number of studies have examined how social media is being
employed as a public relations and communication tool by for-profit corporations and
not-for-profit organizations and their publics. These studies have found that social media,
such as blogs and Facebook, have been used not only to disseminate information but also
to develop relationships with their online publics (e.g., Ahuja & Medury, 2010; Bortree
& Seltzer, 2009; Briones, Kuch, Liu & Jin, 2011; Rybalko & Seltzer, 2010).
This is not surprising because relationships are a core construct of public relations
(Ledingham, 2003; see also PRSA, 2011). Grunig (1993) emphasized a two-way
symmetrical model of public relations in which an organization and its publics take part
in an information exchange process. The objective of this exchange was to build a
relationship that is mutually beneficial to the organization and its publics. Therefore,
social media that offer two-way communication were recommended tools because of
their spontaneity and ability to reach a wide range of stakeholders (Semple, 2009).
Apparently, Facebook has become a strategic communication tool for public
relations practitioners because it reinforces the notion of two-way symmetrical
communication (e.g., Waters, Burnett, Lamm, & Lucas, 2009; Weinberg, 2009).
Facebook’s features allow an organization and its key audiences, in this case current
customers, prospects, general consumers, media, and even activists, to interact with each
other by posting comments on the wall of a Facebook brand page that is created and
administered by a brand itself. Furthermore, Facebook is regarded as a tool for
relationship building because it provides ideal conditions for stimulating dialogic
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communication, whereby brands and publics may interact and engage with one another
on topics of mutual interest (e.g., Bortree, & Seltzer, 2009; Park, Rodgers, & Stemmle,
2011; Waters, et al., 2009). Both a global brand and its publics can generate content and
respond to comments on a Facebook brand page. Therefore, Facebook is a channel that
allows researchers to study two-way interaction between global brands and their publics.
Most public relations studies have emphasized that organizations use social media
strategically to develop relationships with their publics. However, little is known about
how the publics use social media to communicate with organizations, which would close
the dialogic loop. To better understand a process of strategic communication with the
goal of building mutual relationships, public relations researchers should also pay
attention to how publics use social media to reach organizations. Therefore, this study
examined how both parties – top global brands and their publics – used Facebook to
develop and maintain their mutual relationships.
Furthermore, the content of a brand’s messages played an important role in the
development of a successful consumer-brand relationship because it served as a source of
a consumer’s perception of the brand (Blackston, 1993). Relational content that aimed to
develop and maintain a relationship was able to generate the greatest volumes of
consumer engagement on corporate blogs among other types of content (Ahuja &
Medury, 2010). From an organizational perspective, consumer engagement was
important because it would lead consumers to enter into a stronger relationship with an
organization (Blackston, 1993).
The content of a brand’s message was a crucial component in advertising as well.
Blackston (1993) stated that a great deal of effort is spent on content when an
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advertisement is developed and measured because the content of a brand’s messages
conveyed the brand image and brand personality to a consumer. However,
communication scholars have not studied the way in which brand personality is portrayed
through other means, especially online media content, has not been studied by
communication scholars. Therefore, this study also examined the way in which brands
utilized social media to disseminate their brand’s messages as part of public relations or
marketing communication strategy.
Ledingham (2003) suggested that active participation from both the organization
and its publics is an important element for the successful of relationship management.
However, the majority of public relations studies have tended to focus on only one side of
the two-way communication process, which was how organizations use Facebook. It only
fulfilled half of the public relations concept in terms of mutual relationships. An
understanding of how publics communicate with an organization by using Facebook,
especially through content analysis, is still lacking. Using a content analysis and an
online survey, this study examined Facebook communication from the perspectives of
global brands and their publics from different cultural backgrounds in order to bridge the
gap in understanding regarding the mutual relationships that developed through brand
communities on Facebook. Additionally, the study aimed to provide practical
applications for communication practitioners who are using or planning to use Facebook
to interact with publics, all with the ultimate goals of building and maintaining mutually
beneficial relationships for organizations and their publics.
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The next chapter will provide a literature review of public relations theory
pertaining to relationship building and an advertising concept regarding brand
personality. It will also consider the notion that culture differences affect individuals’
communication behaviors.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This study provided insight into how global brands and their publics in different
cultures used Facebook to communicate with each other. To better understand global
brands’ strategic motivations to participate in online communication, this chapter reviews
relationship management theory from public relations literature. This theory explores an
understanding of an organization-public relationship established through effective twoway communication. Next, the existing literature on the applications of social media tools
and content in building organization-public relationships is reviewed. Additionally, the
concept of brand personality from advertising literature is reviewed as it relates to content
on social media content. Finally, Hofstede’s (1984) cultural dimension of individualism
is reviewed to better understand the communication behaviors of consumers and publics
from different cultural backgrounds.
Relationship Management
Relationship management theory describes public relations as a management
function to manage relationships that are mutually beneficial for both an organization and
its publics (Ledingham & Bruning, 2000). The term “publics” refers to the individuals
upon whom the success or failure of an organization depends (Heath, 1998). When an
organization has a brand, its publics include customers, consumers, employees, media,
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government agencies related to its products/services, activists, etc. Ledingham and
Bruning (1998) suggested that public relations practitioners should develop
communication strategies around five dimensions: trust, openness, involvement,
investment, and commitment. They found that these dimensions could distinguish
between customers who were willing to stay with the organizations and those who were
willing to switch to a new service provider when competition presented itself. They stated
that an organization should demonstrate a long-term commitment to its customers
through involvement, the degree in which an organization was involved the welfare of a
community, and investment, the degree to which organizations spend time and resources
to ensure the welfare of a community. Furthermore, an organization had to inform its
publics of its involvements in the community openly and honestly to demonstrate that an
organization could be trusted and was reliable. These five dimensions, especially trust,
could predict a consumer’s satisfaction toward an organization (Ledingham & Bruning,
2000). Satisfaction was the favorable attitude that a consumer has when a relationship
with an organization meets or exceeds their expectations and needs. Grunig and Huang
(2000) said that satisfaction was one of the important outcomes that indicate the quality
of an organization-public relationship. Center and Jackson (1995) emphasized that the
effective outcomes of public relations is a positive relationships with one’s publics (as
cited in Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 2000).
Ledingham and Bruning (2000) investigated perceptions of the relationship
between a local public and a telecommunications company in a midwestern community
by using a survey method. The predicted variables were the public’s perceptions of these
relationship dimensions and public behavior, and the predicting variables of this study
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were key organization-public relationship dimensions: openness, trust, involvement,
investment, and commitment. Ledingham and Bruning concluded that “managed
communication programs can influence perceptions of the organizations-public
relationship and, in that way, can impact the behavior of public members” (p. 65).
Ledingham (2003) also reinforced the importance of communication within the
framework of relationship management. It found that to be successful an organization had
to get involved in its community’s welfare, and it had to inform its publics about its
involvement. Doing so helped organizations achieve their goals in terms of economic,
social, and political benefits. Furthermore, Ledingham (2003) emphasized that both
communication and behaviors were vital to building and maintaining mutual relationships
between an organization and its public.
Hallahan (2008) identified concepts that measured the building of an
organization-public relationship in an online environment. These five concepts were
commitment, trust, control mutuality, communality, and satisfaction. These concepts
were developed based on Kent and Taylor’s (1998) dialogic principles, and they were
also related to Ledingham and Bruning’s (1998) organization-public relationship
dimensions.
Commitment examined how dedicated organizations were to online engagement.
Being committed could be demonstrated through resources invested in establishing
relationships and efforts to communicate with publics (Hallahan, 2008). In terms of
marketing or consumer relations, brand loyalty could represent the publics’ commitment
toward an organization or a brand (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
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Trust was given to another party when one was confident and willing to disclose
oneself to the other party (Grunig & Huang, 2000). Trust involved a feeling that an
organization was believable, reliable, and consistent (Thomlison, 2000). Trust was also
significant in influencing perceptions of satisfaction toward the organization (Bruning &
Ledingham, 2000). To gain trust, an organization had to open itself up to its publics by
means of transparent communications and providing information regarding its business
openly and honestly, whether it was positive or negative. Disclosure or openness by the
publics to an organization could be measured by counting suggestions, complaints,
inquiries, and other contacts made by the publics, including media (Grunig & Huang,
2000). Trust could encourage consumers to seek, share, and pass information to others in
an online environment (Chu & Kim, 2010).
Control mutuality in the online communication context referred to the
interactivity that occurred between an organization and its publics; meanwhile,
communality referred to the degree to which an organization and its publics shared
common values, beliefs, and interests (Hallahan, 2008). Satisfaction was an indicator that
an organization-public relationship positively met the publics’ needs and surpassed their
expectations. According to Grunig and Huang (2000), satisfaction involved affection and
emotion. Satisfaction was perceived as a significant outcome of the effective maintenance
of a relationship (e.g., Bruning & Ledingham, 2000; Grunig & Huang, 2000). Customer
satisfaction also increased as brand community integration, defined as a customer’s
relationship with brand, product, and other customers, was strengthened (McAlexander,
Kim, & Roberts, 2003).
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Managing relationships with communication strategies through social media
Internet-based communication allows an organization to communicate with
audiences and publics and increased interactivity between them (Heath, 1998). Online
communication could also generate [positive] reputation by enhancing stakeholder
relationships (Aula, 2011). As relationships are a core construct of public relations
(Ledingham, 2003), many researchers have recently paid attention to how public relations
practitioners in both for-profit and nonprofit sectors strategically use social media, such
as Facebook and Twitter, to cultivate relationships with key publics.
Xifra and Grau (2010) examined how Twitter contributes to public relations by
conducting content analysis of 653 tweets regarding public relations. The findings
affirmed Twitter’s main functions that involved self-assertion of one’s idea (in this case,
public relations) and the relational function between users. It indicated that users tweeted
to share information with others despite the fact that a message is limited to 140
characters. Twitter users shared detailed information by tweeting links to websites, blogs,
or other platforms.
Social media have been also widely used in the nonprofit sector to communicate
with key publics. Briones, et al. (2011) focused their investigation on how the American
Red Cross used social media in its communication strategies. They found that Twitter and
Facebook were the social media tools that were used most regularly. Public relations
practitioners said Twitter and Facebook helped the nonprofit organization reach and
connect with younger audiences. With social networking sites, they could disseminate
information faster [than using mail or pamphlets] and even gained more media coverage.
Yet, Briones et al. also found there was some room for improvement for cultivating long-
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term relationships with the publics. They speculated that the ineffective use of social
media could have resulted from lack of expertise and lack of resources, including staff
and time. Similar to the findings of Briones et al. (2011), another group of researchers
specifically pointed out that both nonprofits and media used Facebook profiles effectively
for disseminating information, but they ineffectively used two-way communication to get
the publics involved during the two weeks of relief efforts after the earthquake in Haiti
(Muralidharan, Rasmussen, Patterson, & Shin, 2011).
Several studies focused on the way in which organizations have built and
maintained organizational-public relationships by taking advantage of two-way dialogue
that has been facilitated by social media. Dialogue referred to “any negotiated exchange
of ideas and opinions” (Kent & Taylor, 1998, p. 325). However, similar to Briones et al.
(2011) and Muralidharan et al. (2011), most of them found that they had not yet used the
dialogic strategies effectively to maintain relationships. Rybalko and Seltzer (2010), for
example, specifically examined how Fortune 500 companies established online
relationships with stakeholders by using Twitter to foster dialogic relationships with their
stakeholders. A content analysis was conducted of a Twitter profile along with 10 posts
appearing on the profile’s page of 170 Fortune 500 companies that maintained a Twitter
account. Kent and Taylor (1998) established dialogic communication principles that
could serve as guidelines for a use of websites in relationship building. The dialogic
communication principles consisted of 1) offering useful information, 2) Updating
websites frequently with engaging content that encourage publics to re-visit, 3) making
websites easy to navigate, 4) keeping publics on the sites, and 5) creating a dialogic loop
to give opportunities for publics to interact and share opinions.
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Rybalko and Seltzer’s (2010) coding scheme was adapted based on Kent and
Taylor’s (1998) dialogic principles to fit features of Twitter as follows: usefulness of
information, conservation of return visits, generation of return visits, and dialogic loop.
Results indicated that the dialogic loop principle appeared most frequently on profile
pages. This principle indicated practitioners engaged in discussion with stakeholders by
posting a question on Twitter to stimulate dialogue or by responding directly to a
question or comment posted by a stakeholder. This was followed by generation of return
visits, conservation of return visits, and usefulness of information, respectively.
Bortree and Seltzer (2009), for instance, studied whether dialogic strategies
employed by environmental advocacy groups via their social networking profiles could
lead to greater dialogic engagement between organizations and visitors. Using the same
dialogic communication principles employed by Rybalko and Seltzer (2010), the results
suggested that using the dialogic strategies to create opportunities for dialogic
engagement could increase the number of visitors who interact with the organization. In
addition, they identified outcomes of dialogic strategies, including user posts on walls,
user responses to the organization or other users, and organization response to users.
However, similar to several previous findings, many advocacy groups did not take
advantage of the dialogic strategies provided by social networking. As a result, Bortree
and Seltzer (2009) suggested that organizations should incorporate dialogic strategies
such as frequently posting content that encourages responses when using an interactive
social networking profile to communicate with their stakeholders. Additionally,
organizations should be responsive to stakeholders’ posts.
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Waters, et al. (2009) explored how nonprofit organizations adopted social media
to build and maintain relationships with their publics. They found that many nonprofit
organizations had their online presence through social media in addition to websites.
However, they said that nonprofit organizations should use social media to their fullest
extent to take advantage of the two-way communication feature to build and maintain
relationships with their publics. They summarized three important concepts when using
social media strategically. First is disclosure. Practitioners should disclose information
regarding an organization openly through social media. Second is usefulness. A lot of
organizations included their history and mission statement on social media profile pages;
however, they should regularly post news releases and links to an official website to
better inform their publics. The content should not limit to text. It also could include
images and video files. The third key concept is interactivity. Posting a calendar of
volunteer opportunities to engage online audiences with an offline environment is
recommended, for example. These concepts are relatively similar to the dialogic
communication principles that encourage relationship development through social media.
One other recent example was the content analysis of 1,760 wall comments on
health organizations’ Facebook pages (Park et al., 2011). The analysis was conducted to
examine how health organizations used Facebook to manage their brand for advertising
purposes. Overall, health organizations used Facebook strategically for health advertising
and promotions as well as image management. However, nonprofit health organizations
did not take full advantage of interactive features or other social media channels, such as
YouTube, Twitter, etc., which should have been integrated with Facebook strategies.
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Recently, Zerfass, Fink, and Linke (2011) found that most of the organizations
they studied did not have a dedicated social media department nor budget allocated
specifically for social media communication, although a majority of communication
practitioners said they used social media because they could disseminate information
quickly and improve service. When social media content was not updated regularly and a
consumer’s comment was left unaddressed, it could have been assumed that an
organization lacked dedicated manpower, budget, or time to manage relationships with its
publics online. Bortree and Seltzer (2009) suggested that an organization should assign a
staff member to take charge in responding to user posts and updating informative content.
To improve the effective corporate use of social media, Zerfass et al., (2011) took another
step beyond by introducing “the concept of “Social Media Governance” as a means to
accelerate the establishment of social media in communication practices” (p. 1026). In
addition to designated staff, Zerfass et al. suggested that the important regulatory
frameworks of social media communications should include commitment of top
management, dedicated social media department, budget, guidelines, training, monitoring
tools, performance measures, etc. They stated that Social Media Governance, which
guides actions and responsibilities of members of an organization in using social media,
serves as a key to success in using social media for corporate communication.
Managing relationships with communication content
To understand how organizations cultivated relationships with their publics, some
scholars analyzed not only whether social media were used, but also what content was
disseminated through social media. Ahuja and Medury (2010) examined the ability of an
organization to use its corporate blog to stimulate consumer engagement by posting
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content and encouraging consumers to provide comments. They analyzed 100 blog posts
across 10 Fortune 500 corporate blogs and found 27 different types of posts. Then a
factor analysis was conducted to categorize 27 types of posts into three main types of
content typologies: organizational, promotional, and relational. The results showed that
relational content generated greater volumes of consumer engagement, which was
measured in terms of the number of consumer comments, than other types of content.
Furthermore, Ahuja and Medury found a positive correlation between the number of
organization posts and the volume of consumer comments. The more the organizations
posted content, the more consumers were likely to respond.
Unlike many studies that investigated the use of social media from only
organizations’ perspectives, McCorkindale (2010) included both comments on Facebook
posted by Fortune 50 companies as well as publics or “fans” in her analysis regarding
corporate communications. She found that the publics included current, former, and
potential employees as well as customers. Some companies posted news releases on a
wall of a Facebook page to inform their publics of updated information regarding
companies and products/services, while others did not. The publics also posted comments
on a Facebook wall. Particularly, customers who had concerns or issues about products
usually posted their negative concerns or complaints. When a customer posted a
comment on a Facebook page, he/she expected a response from an organization. When
the organization did not respond to a customer’s comment, especially a negative one, it
appeared unresponsive from the perspective of a customer. McCorkindale mentioned that
Dell was a good example in terms of responsiveness. By promptly addressed problems
and inquiries posted by customers, Dell demonstrated that the company listened to and
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cared about customers’ feedback, which were means to maintain long-term relationships
with customers. She also suggested that incentives or reasons for revisiting corporate
online sites should be provided to get publics engaged in communications on Facebook.
For example, potential employees were likely to visit an AT&T Facebook when the
company included job posting on its Facebook page.
Brand Community
In consumer behavior research, the ways the publics, especially customers,
maintain relationships with brands are conceptualized as brand community. Muniz and
O’Guinn (2001) explicated that in this social relationship, individuals are connected with
each other because they appreciate and support a brand. Muniz and O’Guinn argued that
mass media help people in the brand community to connect with each other regardless of
their geographical locations. They found that brand communities exhibit three key
characteristics in computer-mediated environments. First, consciousness of kind is
referred to a sense of belonging to a group or a community. Second, rituals and traditions
mean integrating and retaining brand members. Third, moral responsibility means that
brand consumers help other brand consumers in their use of the brand.
While several public relations studies have focused on how social media have
been used by organizations, only a few studies have explored how the publics used social
media to communicate with an organization or among themselves to create a sense of ingroup belonging. Fernandes, Giurcanu, Bowers, and Neely (2010) examined the political
involvement of college students through their online conversations regarding the 2008
presidential election on student Facebook groups supporting the 2008 presidential
candidates, John McCain and Barack Obama. A content analysis of nine Facebook
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groups from seven universities located in swing states was conducted to examine what
topics the students were talking about on the Facebook walls. College students focused
mostly on praising the candidate whom they supported rather than criticizing him or his
opponents. Additionally, the overall tone of the wall posts on these Facebook groups was
positive rather than negative, with the focus on supporting the group’s candidate.
Similarly, Wallace, Buil, and De Chernatony (2012) found that consumers were
likely to share positive comments with others on social networking sites about brands that
allowed consumers to communicate their self-and-social images. Additionally, their
findings revealed that consumers sometimes “liked” brands that expressed the lifestyle of
their dreams. In reality, they might not live or sustain such lifestyle. However, brand
experience is important for brand community. As McAlexander, Kim, and Roberts (2003)
noted, “With [consumption] experience, customers have the opportunity to develop the
additional and meaningful connections of brand community that can provide a strong
bond that affects satisfaction and loyalty” (p. 7). Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) identified
several social and practical benefits that consumers might gain from engaging in brand
communities in social media. First, visual communication within brand communities on a
Facebook wall enabled social presence of consumers who engaged in those
conversations. Second, consumers could be informed by being part of brand communities
in social media. Third, consumers were able to express themselves through online social
interactions, relating to the concepts of self-presentation and self-disclosure. Being
entertained was also a benefit consumers might gain from engaging in Facebook
communities.
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In fact, entertainment benefits were important in drawing visitors to online brand
communities. Gummerus et al. (2012) suggested brand communities to offer entertaining
elements, such as video, photos, and comic strips, on their sites on a regular basis to get
consumers engaged in the online communities. Their findings revealed that most brand
community members were quite passive. They were more likely to seek information from
brand communities than actively share comments or click “like.” The use of entertaining
materials could encourage consumers to keep visiting the sites, increasing the likelihood
of reading brand and product information provided and engaging in other activities. In
addition, community members should be encouraged to actively engage in online
activities and rewarded for their participation, which was similar to McCorkindale’s
(2010) suggestion. However, Gummerus et al. did not specify what the rewards could be.
In Vorvoreanu’s study (2009) on the use of Facebook among college students, customer
discounts and monetary incentives were benefits that students wanted for “liking” brands
on Facebook.
Brand Personality
Brand personality could be expressed through a brand’s communication content
(Blackston, 1993). Brand personality was defined as “the set of human characteristics
associated with a brand” (J. Aaker, 1997, p. 347). Similarly to human beings, the brand
personality framework assumed that brands could develop personality traits, such as
sincerity, competence, and ruggedness, just to name a few (Aaker, Benet-Martinez, &
Garolera, 2001). A direct and an indirect experience that a consumer had with the brand
formed and influenced the brand’s personality (Plummer, 1984). Product-related factors
such as product category, packaging, price, and physical attributes could form brand
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personality. So could factors that were not directly related to the product such as
marketing communication, word of mouth, CEO image, endorsers, the consumer’s past
experience, user imagery, symbols, and culture (D. Aaker, 2002).
J. Aaker (1997) developed a 42-trait brand personality scale that holds five
dimensions: sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication, and ruggedness. Many
studies were inspired and conducted based on J. Aaker’s Brand Personality Scale (BPS)
(e.g., J. Aaker et al., 2001; Balakrishnan, Lee, Md. Shuaib, & Marmaya, 2009; Chu &
Sung, 2011; Opoku & Hinson, 2006) Furthermore, J. Aaker suggested – and others found
– that the brand personality framework had implications across cultures. (See, for
example, Balakrishnan et al., 2009; Chu & Sung, 2011; Opoku & Hinson, 2006).
Opoku and Hinson (2005) conducted a content analysis of ten official websites of
African countries by using J. Aaker’s (1997) five-dimensional Brand Personality Scale.
Results revealed that these African countries did not communicate brand personality
clearly and distinctly. However, competence was the brand personality that appeared
most in these official national websites. Opoku and Hinson suggested that the websites
could be an efficient channel for the countries to portray a strong brand personality to
position themselves among potential tourists and investors. Consistent with Opoku and
Hinson’s research, Chen and Rodgers (2006) found that corporate websites carried
information characteristics, human, and brand personality attributes. Consumers in
different cultures perceived brand personalities differently although a brand was the same
global brand. The Red Bull brand, for example, had expressed its brand personality and
identity consistently across markets, but consumers perceived brand personalities
differently (Foscht, Maloles, Swoboda, Morschett, & Sinha, 2008). J. Aaker et al. (2001),
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for instance, examined how symbolic and expressive attributes associated with
commercial brands were organized across the cultures: Japan, Spain, and the United
States. They identified a set of brand personality dimensions that carried common and
culture-specific meanings. Sincerity, excitement, competence, and sophistication were the
dimensions that shared similar meaning in Japan and the U.S. Peacefulness had culturally
specific meaning to Japanese consumers, while ruggedness was culture-specific to
American consumers. Brand personality dimensions that carried shared meaning in both
Spain and the U.S. are sincerity, excitement, and sophistication. The Passion dimension
was unique to only Spanish culture. Competence and ruggedness carried specific
meaning to American culture.
Sung and Tinkham (2005) conducted a similar study to examine the structure of
brand personality, symbolic meaning of brands, in South Korea and the U.S. They found
that six dimensions carried similar cultural meaning in both countries. These dimensions
were competence, sophistication, ruggedness, likeableness, trendiness, and traditionalism.
The study revealed that passive likeableness and ascendancy were culture-specific
dimensions in Korea. White Collar and Androgyny, on the other hand, were unique to the
American culture. Sung and Tinkham explained that these culture-specific dimensions
reflected cultural values and beliefs. For instance, passive likeableness, which
encompassed favorable attributes connoting warmth and gentleness (such as funny and
warm), reinforced the Confucian value of close human relatedness, especially family
orientation in Korean culture and collectivism in East Asia. Similarly, Ascendancy
reflected Confucian capitalism and paternalism in the Korean economy where a
management team appeared powerful.
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Recently, the structure of brand personality was also examined in Chinese culture.
Chu and Sung (2011) identified six brand personality dimensions in China. Competence,
excitement, and sophistication carried shared cultural meaning in both China and in the
U.S. The other three dimensions: traditionalism, joyfulness, and trendiness carried
culture-specific meaning to the Chinese culture. Chu and Sung concluded that the brand
personalities embedded in Chinese commercial brands in various product categories were
under an influence of Western modernism and Chinese traditionalism.
Individualism vs. Collectivism
In addition to brand personality perceptions, culture was an essential matter when
dealing international public relations (Heath & Coombs, 2006). Schiffman and Kanuk
(1997) stated that culture also had an impact on consumer behavior, lifestyle, motivation,
and purchase decision (as cited in Hossein & Hamed, 2012). One advantage of Facebook
for academia was that it provided researchers an opportunity to conduct cross-cultural
research (Wilson, Gosling, & Graham, 2012). Thus, this study took culture into
consideration when examining dialogic interactions between brands and their publics.
Many cross-cultural studies that aimed to understand cultural influences normally
employed Hofstede’s key cultural dimensions: Power distance, Uncertainty avoidance,
Individualism/ Collectivism, Masculinity/Femininity, and Long term/Short term
orientation (Hofstede, 1984; De Mooij & Hofstede, 2010).
Power distance deals with the fact that all individuals in societies are not equal.
Individuals with authority or wealth are treated better than individuals who have less or
nothing. Uncertainty avoidance describes how people in a society tend to deal with an
unknown in the future. The masculinity/femininity dimension is a cultural perspective on
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achievement and competition. The long term/short term orientation dimension explains
the extent to which a society shows a future-oriented perspective.
In this current study, the dimension of individualism/collectivism was considered
because it is specifically relevant to how people communicate with each other. The
dimension explains there are cultural differences in communication between an
individualistic culture and a collectivistic culture. In an individualistic culture, people
give importance to themselves and their immediate family. Communication in this culture
is very direct and explicit. On the other hand, people in a collectivistic culture value ingroup harmony and care about opinions of other people in a society. Communication in a
collectivistic culture is considered indirect and is aimed to maintain harmony of the
group. They try to avoid conflict and social interactions should be conducted in a
respectful way to save everybody’s face. In other words, people in individualistic cultures
are ‘I’– conscious, whereas people in collectivistic cultures are ‘we’ – conscious
(Hofstede, 1984). In this study, the United States was chosen to represent an
individualistic culture because the United States scored high on the cultural dimension of
individualism, while selected Southeast Asian countries with low score on the same
cultural dimension represented a collectivistic culture (Hofstede, 1984).
Furthermore, cultural dimensions impacted emotional verbal and non-verbal
communication. Fernández, Carrera, Sánchez, Paez, and Candia (2000) found that verbal
and non-verbal expression of emotions, such as anger, were common to individualism,
low power distance, and femininity. Sadness, in particular, was associated with high
uncertainty avoidance. People in these cultures are independent and free to express their
real emotions. Thus, Europeans and North Americans were found to express higher
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sadness and anger, both verbal and non-verbal, than did Asians and Latin Americans.
Fernandez et al. explained that people in higher collectivistic, power distance and
masculine countries tended to suppress emotional expression, especially negative
emotions such as sadness and anger. They showed a low level of emotional expression to
avoid disrupting social relationships. Trommsdorff and Rothbaum (2008) also supported
these findings. They pointed out that people in different cultures have developed
emotional communication differently since their childhood. Children in western cultures
are encouraged to open and honest about their feelings. Expression of emotions is viewed
as emotional communication competence. In contrast, Asians are told to suppress
emotions, at least in public, formal situations, so that they do not disturb or upset others.
Asians, in particular, were found to express the lowest level of all emotions, including
positive emotions such as joy (Fernández, et al., 2000).
Based on an understanding of culture and a review of advertising works, it was
presumed that promotion in individualistic cultures should be persuasive by providing
information to serve the need of individuals who prefer to be informed. On the other
hand, promotion in collectivistic cultures where concern for relationships and a sense of
belonging is important, should have taken a different approach by establishing
relationships and trust with collectivistic consumers who respond more favorably to
indirect communication than direct communication (De Mooij & Hofstede, 2010).
Facebook offers public relations practitioners opportunities to cultivate two-way,
mutually beneficial relationships with publics. Practitioners should have aimed for
developing long-term communal relationships in which both parties work together for the
benefit of each other using two-way dialogue (Grunig, 1993). Global brands could use
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Facebook to communicate with their publics on a mass and a personal level, meaning
many consumers can read every post, but brands could also direct posts to individuals,
especially who post questions or concerns. The interactive nature of Facebook allows
brands to communicate to their publics, and enables the publics to provide feedback to
brands, creating a dialogic loop that allows organizations to use the feedback to respond
to publics.
The following research questions and hypothesis are proposed for the study of
interactions on Facebook brand pages between global brands and their publics in different
cultures.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH QUESTIONS & HYPOTHESES

Previous studies focusing on social media uses in public relations have mostly
examined how for-profit organizations, such as Fortune 500 companies, or nonprofits
utilized social media strategically. Building on previous research, this study examined
how top global brands and their individualistic and collectivistic publics utilized
Facebook brand pages to cultivate and maintain relationships with each other.
Interactions
To understand the way individuals communicate, it was important to refer to
cultural influences on behavior, including communication. According to Hofstede (1984),
the cultural dimension of individualism-collectivism suggested several distinctions
between communication in an individualistic culture and that in a collectivistic culture.
For example, people in individualistic cultures are comfortable with meeting new people.
Unlike individualists, people in collectivistic cultures are reluctant to cooperate with
other persons who do not belong to a social group, a so-called ingroup, to which they
identify as members. The present study paid attention to the differences in interactions
between the global brands and their consumers in the two cultures, individualistic vs.
collectivistic, represented by the U.S. and four selected Southeast Asian countries,
respectively.
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Generally, Facebook allows connections and interactions among people. On a
Facebook brand page, connections and interactions can occur between a brand and its
publics, its so-called “fans,” who can be current customers, potential customers, activists,
journalists, etc. A thread of conversation on a brand page that contains an initial post and
responding comment(s) could indicate a dialogic interaction on Facebook. The thread of
conversation with many responding comments posted by the brand and its fan(s), might
demonstrate a conversational dialogue as well as a higher level of engagement in
Facebook conversation than the thread of conversation containing no or only a few
responding comments. Therefore, the present’s study first research question was as
follows:

RQ1. How did global brands and their publics in the individualistic culture as well as the
collectivistic culture interact with each other on Facebook brand pages?

According to the literature review, the dialogic communication principles were
considered applicable and beneficial to the use of social media, including Facebook, to
generate engaging conversations and active participation. Nonetheless, the dialogic
communication principles have not been implemented effectively. Therefore, it was
important to examine how the dialogic communication principles were employed and
how publics responded to them. The second research questions, therefore, was as follows:
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RQ2. What were the relationships between dialogic communication features used by
global brands on Facebook brand pages and culture on the volume of responding
comments by consumers?

Not only is there a lack of in-depth research of how publics use social media for
relationship maintenance with global brands, there is little exploration of a presence of
brand community on social media sites. Thus, the third research question was as follows:

RQ3. What were the relationships between culture and brand community characteristics
expressed by consumers on Facebook brand pages?

Behaviors on social network sites like Facebook could be predicted by personality
traits. Extroverts were found to use Facebook more often, and they were more engaged in
the virtual interactions on the site than introverts (Gosling, Augustine, Vazire, Holtman,
& Gaddis, 2011). Extroverts possessed personal characteristics such as sociable, open,
and assertive. Introverts, in contrast, were quiet and reserved. The American culture
seemed to favor extroversion, whereas the Eastern culture was likely to value
introversion. Therefore, these cultural differences might have been an influence on how
individuals in both cultures engaged in Facebook brand pages. According to findings of
Gosling et al., it could have been predicted that American consumers were more willing
to engage with brands on Facebook as well as share their experience about brands than
were Southeast Asian consumers. Therefore, the first hypothesis was posted to explore
the sense of brand community in the different cultures.
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H1. Brand community characteristics appear on American Facebook brand pages more
often than those on Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages.

Communication Content
The following research questions and hypothesis revealed what global brands and
their publics communicated with each other based on the influences of culture on
consumer behaviors. RQ4 explored whether De Mooij and Hofstede’s (2010)
recommendations pertaining to how to approach consumers in different cultures were
followed. RQ5 explored whether issues the publics in different cultures were willing to
communicate with the global brand were different.

RQ4. What were the relationships between culture and types of communication content
that the top global brands generated on Facebook brand pages?
RQ5. What were the relationships between culture and types of communication content
that consumers generated on Facebook brand pages?

RQ5 led to a further hypothesis that focused on a complaint, a type of relational
content posted by the publics. Posting a comment on Facebook was not completely
anonymous. When a person posted something on Facebook, his/her friends in a Facebook
network were able to see a comment, whether positive or negative. As collectivistic
consumers were likely to avoid conflict, the following hypothesis was proposed:
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H2. Collectivistic consumers were less likely to post negative comments on Facebook
brand pages than were individualistic consumers.

Brand personality
RQ6 and RQ6a dealt with brand personality on Facebook, consumers’ brand
personality perceptions, and consumer’s communication behavior on a Facebook brand
page.

RQ6. How well did the brand personality portrayed on a Facebook brand page match
consumers’ perceptions of brand personality?
RQ6a. Did differences exist between a sense of brand community on Facebook brand
pages conveying brand personality that matched consumers’ perceptions and that on
Facebook brand pages with unmatched brand personality?

These questions and hypotheses were addressed using a mixed-methods research
approach. The following chapter explains how a quantitative content analysis and an
online survey were employed.
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METHODS
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This chapter provides the methods and discusses their appropriateness for
addressing the research questions and hypotheses. In this study, a mixed-methods
approach -quantitative content analysis and an online survey- was used. This study
conducted the content analysis to answer the research questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 as well
as to test hypotheses 1 and 2. The analysis of the survey data together with the results
from the content analysis were used to answered research questions 6 and 6a. First,
procedures used in the content analysis are discussed, followed by the survey method.
Content Analysis
Quantitative content analysis was described as follows:
Quantitative content analysis is the systematic and replicable examination of
symbols of communication, which have been assigned numeric values according
to valid measurement rules and the analysis of relationships involving those
values using statistical methods, to describe the communication, draw inferences
about its meanings, or infer from the communication to its context, both of
production and consumption. (Riffe, Lacy, and Fico, 2008, p. 25)
According to this definition, content posted on Facebook brand pages by both
brands and their publics was selected and analyzed for this study by systematic rules, be
replicable by other researchers, and be interpreted through statistical analyses. A number
of public relations studies mentioned in the literature review chapter used content
analysis to fulfill their research objectives (e.g., Bortree, & Seltzer, 2009; Rybalko &
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Seltzer, 2010; Waters, et al., 2009). Therefore, a quantitative content analysis was
appropriate to examine key variables that were to be coded for, including comment types,
communication content types, dialogic features, cultural traits, brand community
characteristics, and dimensions of brand personality. This content analysis was
descriptive in nature, focusing on describing Facebook content generated by the brands
and their publics. In addition to determining the type of content used in Facebook
communication, this study also explored whether the strategic guidelines to get publics
engaged in online dialogue and relationships were followed. For example, after Taylor,
Kent, and White (2001) examined how environmental activist organizations used their
websites to build relationships with their publics, they suggested that dialogue was a
crucial framework for a relational approach in public relations practice. The relational
approach was significant because it facilitated relationship building that was the core
concept of public relations (Broom et al., 1997). By examining the types of
communication content, dialogic communication principles, and brand personality
characteristics on Facebook brand pages, the five concepts of the online organizationpublic relationship - - commitment, trust, interactivity, communality, and satisfaction - could be reflected.
The previous chapter presents research questions and hypotheses. This chapter
covers following steps of content analysis that involved sampling, collecting data, coding,
and training/reliability of coders.
Sampling procedure
This study used a multistage sampling procedure. To select which brands to study,
the study used the Interbrand’s Best Global Brands 2012 list that presented the brands in
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the order of their revenues as a sampling frame of global brands, similar to the way that
other studies have used the Fortune 500 list (e.g., Ahuja & Medury, 2010) or the Fortune
50 list (McCorkindale, 2010). Six global brands chosen for this study were McDonald’s,
Samsung (Mobile), Nokia, Sony, Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC), and Starbucks (see
Table 1). These brands are consumable by male and female consumers. Moreover, these
brands were purposively chosen because they provided an official Facebook page in the
United States, representing an individualistic culture, and in four selected Southeast
Asian countries: Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand, representing a
collectivistic culture. McDonald’s Philippines Facebook page was excluded from the
study because the page had not been active for months.
Data collection
All Facebook posts from December 1 to 31, 2012, on the six brands’ Facebook
pages available in the United States and the four Southeast Asian countries were captured
prior to the analysis. The collection of the Facebook content started on December 3,
2012, and lasted until January 4, 2013, in order to allow a timeframe of 3 days, to wait for
the responding comments to the content posted on December 31. The month of December
was chosen because it was a holiday season that was celebrated globally. Brands usually
take advantage of the joyful season to promote their sales and at the same time foster
relationships with their publics. The primary reason that the researcher captured
screenshots of the comment posts by the selected global brands and their publics on the
selected Facebook pages was to ensure that two coders coded the same content.
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Sampling unit
Then, two constructed weeks (two Mondays, two Tuesdays, two Wednesdays,
etc.) were randomly selected to represent a month’s timeframe. All initial posts by the six
brands on Facebook brand pages along with 5% of responding comments (by the publics
or “fans”) to those initial posts were randomly selected by using a random number
generator to constitute the sampling units. Five percent of the total number of initial posts
by fans and their responding comments on each day were randomly selected and included
as the sampling units. Figure 1 presents an example of an initial comments and its
responding comment.
Unit of analysis
The unit of analysis to address all but RQ6 was a post on a wall of a Facebook
page. The number of words representing brand personality traits in each post was the unit
of analysis for RQ6, which assessed how the brand personality traits were posted by the
global brand.
Key coding variables
In terms of validity, this study attempted to minimize validity issues by adopting
and adapting the content categories for key variables from previous studies.
Interaction
Interacting comments.
Interactions between a global brand and its publics might help describe the
development and maintenance of mutual relationships. Thus, RQ1 examined dynamic
communication processes through content posted by global brands and their publics by
reporting percentages of types of comments. Adapted from the outcomes of dialogic
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communication (Bortree & Seltzer, 2009), the types of interactions were operationalized
as 1) a brand’s initial post, 2) a brand’s response to a fan, 3) a fan’s initial post, 4) a fan’s
response to a brand, and 5) a fan’s response to other fans. Z-tests were used to compare
percentages of the types of comments between the two cultures, where sample sizes
might be unequal.
Responsiveness.
It had to be noted that although the types of comments showed interactivity on
Facebook, they did not always represent engagement in online activities that were
favorable towards the brand, such as controversial posts generated by activists. However,
the types of comments could demonstrate commitment of the brands to two-way dialogue
on Facebook. Furthermore, the operational definition for this study included how
responsive a brand was to a comment that required an answer. In other words, how many
days did it take a brand to respond to a consumer’s feedback, especially the one that
specifically asked for the brand’s attention?
Dialogic communication features
The dialogic features, also representing brands’ engagement, were adapted from
Bortree and Seltzer’s (2009) as well as Rybalko and Seltzer’s (2010) operational
definitions of the dialogic principles. Today’s social media have also been seen as
effective channels to maximize organizational-public relationship building capacity.
When the dialogic communication principles are applied to social media such as
Facebook and Twitter, the ease of interface navigation was excluded because a social
media site’s interface, including layout and design, is normally the same. Thus, the four
dialogic communication variables for this study were:
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Usefulness of information was operationalized as content that publics, especially
customers and consumers, deemed helpful, such as product information, features,
discounts, sweepstakes, and general tips. Content was not limited to only a written
format. It also included video, audio, images, and links to news releases, industry news,
blogs, and websites.
Conservation of return visits was operationalized as content that encouraged the
publics to keep following information on Facebook. Additionally, it included links that
directed the publics to a brand’s official website, blog, and other social media channels
such as Twitter, YouTube, and Flickr.
Generation of return visits was operationalized as content that encouraged the
publics to join a brand’s online or offline activity. For example, content might invite the
publics to click ‘like’ or ‘share,’ ask them to participate in a contest, or answer a trivia
question.
Dialogic loop was operationalized as a brand’s engagement in online dialogue by
posting questions or comments that invited the publics to share opinions, feedback, or
even ask questions as well as respond directly to questions or comments generated by the
publics. If no one responds to a post using the dialogic loop technique, it leads to future
study to explore why the technique is ineffective.
Brand community
It was also important to examine the ways customers and consumers maintained
relationships with global brands and other consumers. According to Muniz and O’Guinn
(2001), the following were the operational definitions of three brand community
characteristics.
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Consciousness of kind was operationalized as public-generated content that
indicated that they were fond of the brand. If they were not customers yet, they might
plan or hope to purchase a brand product. A sense of belonging to the group of brand
admirers could also be expressed through opposition to competing brands such as Coke
versus Pepsi (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001).
Rituals and traditions were operationalized as comments by publics regarding
brand history (e.g., a brand’s anniversary and 100,000 fans celebration), brand stories
(e.g., a brand’s sponsorship event), and brand product experiences. This was not limited
to written stories alone. Sometimes, brand experiences were shared through still and
moving images. Comments generated by the publics could appear neutral, positive, or
negative. Positive and negative comments were easily recognized. When a comment was
favorable toward the brand, it could be considered positive. In contrast, a comment that
was unfavorable toward the brand was considered negative. Sometimes, a comment did
not explicitly indicate feeling toward the brand experience. For example, ‘I just bought
the brand product.’ This comment appears neutral. However, it implied that a customer
was using the brand product. Therefore, this comment was considered positive in this
study.
Moral responsibility was operationalized as a comment intended to help other
brand users reach a solution or to share brand-related resources when they had problems,
especially regarding brand products. It also included a suggestion, a recommendation, a
tip, and advice. A response from a person who received help, such as ‘Thank you for
your help,’ also was considered one element of moral responsibility.
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Communication content
The type of communication content was categorized into three types based on the
communication objectives of communication content (Ahuja & Medury, 2010).
First, organizational content aims to enhance a brand image. Organizational
content was operationalized as postings/responses to brand activities regarding corporate
social responsibility, employee experiences, business plans, financial growth, brand
achievements, and recognitions. For example, Brand A posted information regarding a
volunteer activity for a charitable cause, and a consumer posted a question to ask Brand
A about job opportunities.
Second, promotional content provides the publics with information about a
product (or a service) to persuade the publics to embrace the product. Promotional
content was operationalized as postings/responses regarding product features, prices,
promotional campaigns, and new product launches. The amount of promotional content
posted by a brand and its publics could indicate whether communality existed in showing
how an organization and its public identified with each other and whether they shared
similar interests (Hallahan, 2008). It could be speculated that a brand and its publics were
likely to share the same interests regarding products/services that the brand offered,
which could be seen from product releases posted by the brand and inquiries regarding a
particular product posted by publics. For example, Brand A posted a message to
introduce its new model, and a consumer posted a message to ask about the product
specifications of Brand A’s product.
Third, relational content aims to develop and maintain relationships with the
publics. Relational content was operationalized as postings/responses that dealt with
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consumer praise, feedback, complaints, or controversies about the brand, product, or
service. In addition, this content included trivia questions, contests on Facebook,
relationship development activities with the publics (such as a sports day, a blogger
meeting, etc.), and general conversation topics (such as good morning, have a great
weekend, etc.). Additionally, an “other” category was added to this study in case new
content types emerged.
Initially, the conceptual definitions of the content types were defined from a
brand’s perspective. It was relevant to define content generated by the publics the same
way according to the communication purposes. When public-generated content was
concerned with a brand’s overall image, strategy, performance, and employment, it was
coded as organizational content. If the publics specifically inquired about or provided
comments regarding product information, it was coded as promotional content. Content
responding to the brands’ relational content as well as content focusing on neutral and
positive experiences with the brand or products, complaints, and suggestions was coded
as relational content. Positive feedback could indicate the publics’ satisfaction with the
brands. On the other hand, negative comments and complaints might have meant that
consumers expressed dissatisfaction toward brands. However, negative feedback and
complaints could suggest whether the publics trusted a brand, another dimension of the
organization-public relationship. Grunig and Huang (2000) suggested counting positive
feedback as well as complaints because consumers had to trust an organization to a
certain extent to open themselves up in forms of feedback or a complaint.
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Relational content
This study gave more emphasis to relational content than other types of content
because it focused on relationship building. Thus, sub-categories of relational content
were as follows: 1) positive feedback, 2) complaints, 3) solutions or support, 4)
suggestions for a brand, 5) online brand activities such as trivia or contests, 6) offline
brand activities such as a blogger meeting, 7) a general conversation, and 8) other
relational content. These were coded individually.
Complaints, in particular, were also coded for emotional communication in case
of anger. The verbal behavior of anger can be displayed in forms of verbally attacking,
screaming, discussion/confrontation, and cursing (Fernández, et al., 2000). For this study,
a complaint that explained a problem and sought assistance, but did not display any
negative emotions, such as disappointment or anger, was considered a positive,
instructive complaint. In other words, discussion/confrontation was coded as a positive,
instructive complaint. A complaint that displayed other signs of anger was coded as a
negative complaint.
Brand personality
Brand personality was operationalized based on J. Aaker’s (1997) five brand
personality dimensions: sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication, and
ruggedness, with the addition of the dimension of peacefulness (Aaker et al., 2001),
which represented a collectivistic culture’s value. J. Aaker’ 42-trait Brand Personality
Scale was widely applied and shown to be reliable and generalizable across different
brands and product categories. For the data collection instrument, a list of terms was put
together by compiling the brand personality traits and their synonyms. (See Appendix A,
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the coding protocol for the list brand personality traits.)
Coder training
Two coders, who were competent in English and Thai, were involved in coding
Facebook content, one being the researcher, for this study. The second coder was trained
by the researcher to analyze the Facebook posts by using a coding protocol (see
Appendix A). The posts used during the training were not part of the actual data to be
coded. The training period for coding was February 19 to 23, 2013.
The actual coding was carried on from February 25 to March 30, 2013. The
researcher coded all posts, while the second coder was assigned random clusters of posts
(by date, brand, and country page), totaling to 654 units, or about 10% of the entire
sample. According to Wimmer and Dominick (2011), between 10% and 25% of all cases
was an acceptable size of samples to test intercoder reliability.
Intercoder reliability of the two coders was checked using Krippendorff's alpha
reliability. Although the minimum number for intercoder reliability is not defined,
Krippendorff and Bock (2009) recommended that .80 is a desired intercoder reliability.
However, they suggested that .667 is an acceptable level of intercoder reliability. In the
first round, all but one category, a positive, instructive complaint, were satisfactory above
the level of .667. A positive, instructive complaint was defined as a description of
problem without any expression of discontent that intended to seek a solution or give a
recommendation for improvement. Both coders discussed and re-coded this category. For
the final intercoder reliability test, Krippendorff's alpha ranged from .80 to 1 (see Table
2).
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Online Survey
This study also examined brand personality from consumers’ perspectives. To
examine publics’ perceptions of brand personality, a content analysis might not be as
effective as asking the publics directly. A survey was an efficient way that many scholars
have used to explore perceptions of the publics. Therefore, a survey was an appropriate
tool to assess how consumers thought about the global brands in terms of brand
personality. An online questionnaire, which was a recommended tool to reach the
samples of college students who used the Internet regularly (Sills & Song, 2002), was
used to explore the perceptions of publics along with results from the content analysis to
answer RQ6 and RQ6a.
The online survey, which had been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board
(IRB) at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, was conducted to assess
consumers’ perceptions of brand personality of the selected top global brands. The study
used convenience samples. Two groups of survey participants, 1,283 American and 1,282
Asian, were drawn from undergraduate and graduate students at the UNC at Chapel Hill
to be able to generalize findings to a population of brand consumers on culture.
According to the office of the University Registrar, 1,282 was the number of UNC
students who were self-identified as international students from Asian countries who
were enrolled during fall 2012.
The study had to use the students from Asian countries in general rather than
those from Southeast Asian countries as survey participants because there were
approximately 40 Southeast Asian students enrolled in the fall 2012. The number was
considered very small. Although the Asian students were educated in an individualistic
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environment at UNC-Chapel Hill, they have spent most of their lifetimes growing up
where people are influenced by collectivistic views. Thus, their thoughts and behaviors
still reflected collectivistic values to some extent. Survey participants would have a
chance to win one of six $15 iTunes gift cards. The incentives were used to enhance a
survey response rate (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009).
Survey participants were asked to describe each selected global brand according
to J. Aaker’s (1997) 15 brand personality facets along with the dimension of peacefulness
of Aaker et al. (2001) by using a seven-point Likert scale (1 = extremely non-applicable,
7 = Extremely applicable). (See Appendix B for the survey instrument.) Also, there were
several questions regarding how a person used Facebook and a few demographic
questions. The first email containing a link to the survey was sent on March 22, 2013.
The first and second follow-up emails were sent to the same student samples on March
27, and April 3, 2013, respectively. The incentives were distributed to six winners on
April 15, 2013.
In sum, this chapter explains the research design, sample selections as well as data
that were used to address six research questions and two hypotheses of this study. The
comparative approach was used to investigate the relationships and interactions between
global brands and their American and Southeast Asian publics on Facebook brand pages.
Statistical analyses and results are described in the following chapter.
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RESULTS
!
This study investigated six research questions and two hypotheses.
RQ1: How did global brands and their consumers in the individualistic culture as well as
the collectivistic culture interact with each other on Facebook brand pages?
RQ2: What were the relationships between culture and dialogic communication features
employed by global brands on Facebook brand pages on the volume of responding
comments by consumers?
RQ3: What were the relationships between culture and brand community characteristics
expressed by consumers on Facebook brand pages?
H1: Brand community characteristics appeared on Facebook brand pages in the U.S.
more often than those on Facebook brand pages in Southeast Asia.
RQ4: What were the relationships between culture and types of communication content
that the top global brands generated on Facebook brand pages?
RQ5: What were the relationships between culture and types of communication content
that consumers generated on Facebook brand pages?
H2: Collectivistic consumers were less likely to post negative comments on Facebook
brand pages than individualistic consumers.
RQ6: How well did the brand personality portrayed on a Facebook brand page match
consumers’ perception of brand personality?
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RQ6a: Did differences exist between a sense of brand community on Facebook brand
pages conveying brand personality that matched consumers’ perceptions and that on
Facebook brand pages with unmatched brand personality?
Answering these questions and hypotheses involved a content analysis of postings
on 29 Facebook pages of six global brands along with an online survey. This section
provides results of the content analysis and survey using descriptive and several statistical
tactics, including z-test for proportions, Chi square, t-test, ANOVA, and Spearman’s rho.
Descriptive Statistics
A total of 6,057 wall posts on Facebook brand pages for six global brands
(McDonald’s, Samsung Mobile, Nokia, Sony, KFC, and Starbucks), available in five
selected countries (the U.S., Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand), were
randomly selected to code according to the sampling plan. About five percent of these
posts appeared in other languages, such as Arabic, Spanish, Tagalog, etc., and they were
removed from further analyses. Of the remaining posts, 51% (n = 2,912) were posts from
Facebook brand pages intended for American consumers, about 10% of them generated
by the global brands, and the majority of the comments posted by their consumers. The
other half of the sample (n = 2,841) were posts from four Southeast Asian countries
combined, about 27% posted by the global brands, and the rest posted by their Southeast
Asian consumers.
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Interactions between the Brands and Consumers
RQ1 explored how the global brands and their consumers in the individualistic
culture as well as the collectivistic culture interacted with each other on Facebook brand
pages. The question aimed to understand the interactions on Facebook brand pages. Ztests for proportions were used to assess the interactions. The analyses involved multiple
comparisons of five types of Facebook comments. Thus, a significance level was adjusted
to .01 to avoid Type I error, that is, to avoid concluding there is a difference when in fact
there is not. Table 3 presents the ways that the brands that interacted on Facebook were
significantly different by culture. In the U.S., representing the individualistic culture, the
brands were more likely to post comments in order to respond to consumers (6%) than
initial comments (3%). In Southeast Asia, representing the collectivistic culture, the
brands were more likely to post initial comments (23%) than responding comments (4%).
As for consumers, so-called fans, the ways they interacted on Facebook, except
for generating initial posts, were also significantly different due to culture (see Table 3).
Although the majority of the posts were comments generated by consumers to respond to
the brand’s postings in both cultures, the differences between the proportions were
significant. American consumers were likely to post a greater number of responding
comments, whether to the brands (64%) or other consumers (10%), than were Southeast
Asian consumers (52% and 7%, respectively).
When threads of conversation occurred between the brands and consumers or
among consumers themselves on Facebook pages in both cultures, they were generally
short, containing a question and an answer. The number of comments within conversation
threads on Facebook brand pages in the U.S. ranged from 2 to 148 (Mdn = 3). Instead of
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the mean, the median was reported because the data were non-normally distributed, with
skewness of 6.16 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of 45.88 (SE = 0.21). See Table 4 for
descriptive statistics. The number of comments containing conversation threads on
Facebook brand pages in Southeast Asian countries ranged from 2 to 36 (Mdn = 4). The
number of comments was non-normally distributed, with skewness of 2.61 (SE = 0.10)
and kurtosis of 9.38 (SE = 0.21). When the outlier (148) was removed, a t-test indicated
that the volume of conversation threads did not significantly differ due to culture, t(750)
= 1.31, p > .05.
More specifically, this study explored whether inquiries or comments that
specifically sought responses were answered. On American Facebook brand pages, there
were 267 comments that required a response. Fewer than half of the questions or requests
(45%) received responses, while more than half (55%) were left unattended (see Figure
2). For those questions that got responses, 66% were responded by the brands only, 24%
by other consumers, and 10% by the brands and other consumers (see Figure 3).
On Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages, 428 comments needed to be
answered. Compared to American consumers, Southeast Asian consumers were likely to
request for the brands’ attention on Facebook, z = -7.00, p < .001. About 66% of these
comments were addressed, while 34% were not (see Figure 2). About half of them (52%)
were answered by the brands only, about 20% by other consumers, and 28% by both the
brands and their fellow consumers (see Figure 3). Although the global brands responded
to some, but not all comments, it seemed that they did not live up to expectations of their
publics in both cultures.

!

47!

!
Sometimes, the global brands provide responding comments to consumers’ posts
that do not specifically need any response. Out of all the posts that did not seek a
response on American Facebook brand pages, 4% of them were responded by the brands.
On the Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages, almost 4% of them received responses
from the brands. The proportions were not significantly different, z = 0.74, p > .05.
In terms of responsiveness to consumers’ comments, it differed significantly by
culture, t(373) = -7.05, p < .001. On average, it took administrator teams 1 day to respond
to comments on their Facebook pages in the U.S., compared to 1.5 days for comments on
Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages.
Dialogic Communication Features
RQ2 explored the relationships between dialogic communication features
employed by the top global brands on Facebook brand pages and culture on the volume
of responding comments by consumers. There could be more than one feature used in
each Facebook post. Overall, the frequently used features on Facebook brand pages
regardless of cultural differences are as follows: usefulness of information, conservation
of return visits, dialogic loop, and generation of return visits. Using an incentive, being a
subset of generation of return visits, was the least frequently employed tactic (see Figure
4 for percentages).
The numbers of comments were subjected to a 2x2 analysis of variance
(ANOVA) having two levels of culture (individualism, collectivism) and two levels of
dialogic communication principle (presence, absence). Five separate factorial ANOVAs
were performed to examine relationships between cultures and each dialogic principle on
the mean number of responding comments posted by consumers. The following results
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should be interpreted with caution because standard deviations in both cultures were
large. Outliers, which were about six percent of the data, were not removed in order to
avoid loss of data. Most outliers were related to the posts that used a dialogic
communication loop and offered an incentive.
In terms of usefulness of information, a 2x2 ANOVA yielded a main effect for
culture, F(1,752) = 172.26, p < .001, such that the average number of comments was
significantly higher for posts on American Facebook pages (M = 436.51, SD = 692.54)
than that on Southeast Asian pages (M = 44.78, SD =116.29). The partial Eta Squared
(partial η2 = .186) indicated that 18.6% of the variance in the volume of responding
comments was accounted for by culture. The main effect of providing useful information
was not significant, F(1,752) = 0.23, p > .05, partial η2 = .000. The interaction effect was
not significant either, F(1,752) = 0.42, p > .05, partial η2 = .001. See the pattern of means
in Table 5.
As for conservation of return visits by providing URL links connecting to other
brands’ official online resources, an ANOVA revealed the main effect of culture was
significant, F(1,752) = 178.73, p < .001, partial η2 = .192, indicating that the mean
number of comments was significantly greater on the American Facebook pages to other
online resources of the brands (M = 436.51, SD =692.54) than that on Southeast Asian
pages (M = 44.78, SD =116.29). About 19.2% of the variance in the volume of
responding comments was accounted for by culture. The main effect of providing links,
F(1,752) = 2.27, p > .05, partial η2 = .003, and the interaction effect, F(1,752) = 1.45, p >
.05, partial η2 = .002, were not significant. See the pattern of means in Table 6.
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To examine another dialogic communication principle, which is generation of
return visits by encouraging online participation, an ANOVA showed that the main effect
of culture was significant, F(1,752) = 113.78, p < .001, partial η2 = .131, indicating that
there was a greater average volume of comments from American consumers (M = 436.51,
SD = 692.54) than Southeast Asian consumers (M = 44.78, SD = 116.29). However,
only 13.1% of the variance in the volume of responding comments was accounted for by
culture. Similar to other dialogic principles that had been explored before, there was no
significant main effect for inviting, F(1,752) = 2.08, p > .05, partial η2 = .003. The
interaction effect was not significant, F(1,752) = 0.94, p > .05, partial η2 = .001. See the
pattern of means in Table 7.
As for offering incentives, all effects were statistically significant at the .001
level. The main effect for culture yielded an F ratio of F(1,752) = 141.07, p < .001,
partial η2 = .158, indicating that the average number of comments posted on American
brand pages (M = 436.51, SD =692.54) was greater than that on Southeast Asian brand
pages (M =44.78, SD =116.29). The main effect of offering incentives was significant,
F(1,752) = 40.26, p < .001, partial η2 = .051, indicating that using an incentive could
attract greater number of comments (M = 107.87, SD = 321.18) than offering nothing (M
= 90.43, SD = 290.20). Also, the interaction effect was significant, F(1,752) = 37.06, p <
.001, partial η2 = .047. However, the partial Eta-squared values indicated relatively weak
relationships. See the pattern of means in Table 8. To address whether the four means
obtained from the interaction effect were significantly different from one another, a oneway ANOVA was computed. To conduct this ANOVA, four groups were created. These
groups included individualism with an incentive, individualism without an incentive,
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collectivism with an incentive, and collectivism without an incentive. A one-way
ANOVA was then computed to see if the means across those four groups differed. The
analysis revealed a significant overall one-way effect, F(3, 752) = 76.01, p < .001. Posthoc Bonferroni tests affirmed that offering an incentive could draw significantly more
attention from consumers in the individualism culture than offering nothing. Furthermore,
the volumes of responding comments in the individualism culture, whether using
incentives or not, were significantly greater than the volume of responding comments,
whether offering incentives or not, in the collectivism culture.
The last dialogic communication principle that was examined was dialogic
loop, which involved posting a question or a statement that invites opinions or responses.
An ANOVA revealed that the main effect of culture was significant, F(1,752) = 166.13, p
< .001, partial η2 = .181, indicating that the average number of comments posted on
American brand pages (M = 436.51, SD =692.54) was significantly greater than that on
Southeast Asian brand pages (M = 44.78, SD =116.29) . The main effect of using a
communication loop was significant, F(1,752) = 8.95, p < .01, partial η2 = .012, meaning
that there were more responding comments when the communication loop tactic is
present (M = 128.69, SD = 439.35), than when it is absent (M = 79.23, SD = 213.65).
The interaction effect was significant, F(1,752) = 3.90, p < .05, partial η2 = .005,
although, the partial Eta-squared value indicated a weak relationship. Table 9 presents the
pattern of means. To address whether the four means obtained from the interaction effect
were significantly different from one another, a one-way ANOVA was computed. To
conduct this ANOVA, four groups were created. These groups included individualism
with a dialogic loop, individualism without a dialogic loop, collectivism with a dialogic
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loop, and collectivism without a dialogic loop. A one-way ANOVA was then computed
to see if the means across those four groups differed. The analysis revealed a significant
overall one-way effect, F(3, 752) = 62.86, p < .001. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests revealed
that the volumes of responding comments in the individualism culture, whether using a
dialogic loop or not, were significantly greater than the responding comments in the
collectivism culture regardless of the use of a dialogic loop. Particularly, when a dialogic
loop was used on Facebook brand pages in the U.S., it could significantly elicit the
greater volume of responding comments than when it was applied on brand pages for
Southeast Asian consumers.
Brand Community
RQ3 explored the relationship between culture and brand community
characteristics expressed by consumers on Facebook brand pages. All brand community
elements were significantly different due to culture. (For RQ3, data are not presented in
tables.)
A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relationship
between culture and opposition to competition. About 1.4% of consumers in the
individualistic culture (n = 2,632) and 0.6% of consumers in the collectivistic culture (n =
2,070) expressed an opposition to competitors. There was a significant difference in level
of expressing this brand community characteristic between the two cultures, where χ2 (1,
N = 4,702) = 6.66, p < .01.
About 9% of consumers in the individualistic culture and 7% of those in the
collectivistic culture showed fondness for the brands. The relationship between culture
and fondness for the brand was significant, χ2 (1, N = 4,702) = 7.22, p < .01. Consumers
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in the individualistic culture were more likely to express that they loved or favored the
brands than were consumers in the collectivistic culture.
Approximately 3% of consumers in the individualistic culture and almost 2% of
consumers in the collectivistic culture posted that they were true fans or huge fans of the
brands. There was a significant difference in level of fandom between consumers in the
two cultures, where χ2 (1, N = 4,702) = 8.27, p < .01. Consumers in the individualistic
culture were more likely to express that they were true fans of the brands than were
consumers in the collectivistic culture.
Furthermore, 41% of consumers in the individualistic culture and 32% of
consumers in the collectivistic culture expressed their product experience on Facebook
brand pages. However, there was a significant difference in level of sharing product
experience between consumers in the two cultures, where χ2 (1, N = 4,702) = 39.39, p <
.001. Consumers in the individualistic culture were more likely to share their product
experience than were consumers in the collectivistic culture.
Unlike the previous brand community characteristics, consumers in the
collectivistic culture (0.5%) were likely to talk about brands’ history, compared to
consumers in the individualistic culture who did not post about brands’ history at all. The
relationship between culture and conversation about brand history was significant, χ2 (1,
N = 4,702) = 9.83, p < .01.
Similar to history of a brand, consumers in the collectivistic culture (3%) were
more likely to share stories, how the brands are meaningful to them and others, than were
consumers in the individualistic culture (2%). There was a significant difference in level
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of expressing brand stories between consumers in the two cultures, where χ2 (1, N =
4,702) = 8.12, p < .01.
About 5% of consumers in the collectivistic culture and 2% of consumers in the
individualistic culture provided solutions and support to help other brand users. There
was a significant difference in providing support to others between consumers in the two
cultures, where χ2 (1, N = 4,702) = 24.96, p < .001. Consumers in the collectivistic
culture were more likely to offer solutions and support to other brand uses than were
consumers in the individualistic culture.
H1 predicted “Brand community characteristics appeared on American Facebook
brand pages more often than those on the Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages.” The
first hypothesis was partially supported. According to the results for RQ3, four out of
seven brand personality characteristics, including opposition to competition, fondness of
a brand, being a true fan, and brand experience, significantly occurred more frequently on
the American brand pages. Consumers’ comments regarding the brand history,
meaningful stories related to the brands, and comments that were intended to help other
brand users significantly occurred more frequently on the Southeast Asian brand pages.
Communication Content
RQ4 asked, “What were the relationships between culture and types of
communication content that the top global brands generate on Facebook brand pages?”
Overall, the selected global brands were most likely to disseminate relational content
(62%) on Facebook brand pages available in the U.S., but most likely to disseminate
promotional content (52%) on Facebook pages available in the Southeast Asian countries.
Z-tests for proportions were used to assess the types of communication content. The
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analyses involved multiple comparisons of four types of communication content so that a
significance level was again adjusted to .0125 to avoid Type I error. Results showed that
the volume of promotional as well as relational content differed significantly by culture
(see Table 10).
Brands’ relational content, in particular, was classified into eight sub-categories,
1) responses to positive feedback, 2) responses to controversies, 3) solutions or support,
4) responses to suggestions for a brand, 5) online brand activities such as trivia or
contests, 6) offline brand activities such as a blogger meeting, 7) general conversation,
and 8) other relational content. On Facebook brand pages in the U.S. relational content
posted by the selected global brands was most likely to be responses to consumers’
positive feedback (32%), such as saying “thank you” for trusting the brands and using the
brand products. It was followed by the brands providing solutions or support to customers
(29%). The majority of relational content that appeared on Facebook brand pages in the
Southeast Asian countries was involved with general conversation (33%), such as TGIF!
Share your plan for this weekend with us, and online activities, such as contests (32%).
Z-tests for proportions were used to assess the differences of eight categories of
relational content by culture. Therefore, a significance level was adjusted to .00625.
Table 11 reveals that the global brands provided responses to positive feedback and
solutions or support on Facebook in the U.S. significantly more often than in Facebook in
the Southeast Asian countries. However, the global brands posted general conversation,
information about online activities as well as offline activities on Facebook in the U.S.
significantly less frequently than on Facebook brand pages in the Southeast Asian
countries.
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RQ5 asked, “What were the relationships between culture and types of
communication content that consumers generate on Facebook brand pages?” Overall,
consumers from both cultures were most likely to post relational content followed by
promotional and organizational content on the Facebook brand pages. Similar to RQ 4,
the analyses involved multiple comparisons of four types of communication content. Ztests for proportions were performed to assess the proportions of communication content
between the two cultures, where a significance level was set to .0125 because of multiple
comparisons (see Table 12). Although the rank orders of communication content types
often posted by consumers were the same for both cultures, the volumes were
significantly different. American consumers posted a smaller amount of content about
products (13%) than Southeast Asian consumers did (23%). However, American
consumers posted the greater amount of content aiming to build or maintain relationships
with the brands or other brand users (79%) than did Southeast Asian consumers (74%).
Consumers’ relational content, in particular, was classified into eight subcategories, 1) positive feedback, 2) complaints or controversies, 3) solutions or support,
4) suggestions for a brand, 5) online brand activities such as trivia answers, 6) offline
brand activities, 7) general conversation, and 8) other relational content. On Facebook
brand pages in the U.S., relational content posted by American consumers was most
likely to be positive feedback (48%). Complaints or controversies (26%) appeared as
second most frequently posted. Similarly, the majority of relational content posted by
Southeast Asian consumers was also positive feedback (41%). It was followed by general
conversation (19%).
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Z-tests for proportions were used to assess the differences by culture, where a
significance level was set to .00625, because the analyses involved multiple comparisons
of eight types of relational content (see Table 13). American consumers were
significantly more likely to provide both positive and negative feedback to the brands on
Facebook brand pages than were Southeast Asian consumers. Nonetheless, Southeast
Asian consumers were significantly more likely to participate in online activities and
show an interest in offline activities hosted by the brands, compared to American
consumers.
H2 predicted that collectivistic consumers were less likely to post negative
comments on Facebook brand pages than individualistic consumers. The result from RQ5
revealed that American consumers posted a significantly greater numbers of complaints
on Facebook brand pages than did Southeast Asian consumers. Thus, this hypothesis was
supported. Furthermore, a chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the
relationship between culture and instructive complaints that meant well for the brands
(data not presented in tables). Without any expression of discontent, an instructive
complaint merely described a problem and asked for a solution or gave a
recommendation for improvement. It still implied that a customer was willing to continue
using a product, even though he/she had encountered a problem with it. The relationship
between these variables was significant, χ2 (1, N = 830) = 98.80, p < .001. Southeast
Asian consumers (54%) were more likely to make such instructive complaints than were
American consumers (46%).
Another chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the
relationship between culture and negative complaints/controversies that merely criticized
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the brands and might affect the brands negatively. The relationship between these
variables was significant, χ2 (1, N = 830) = 99.80, p < .001. Consumers in a collectivistic
culture (19%) were less likely to make complaints that appeared to ruin the brands’
reputation than were consumers in an individualistic culture (81%).
A chi-square test of independence was again performed to examine the
relationship between culture and cursing. The relation between these variables was not
significant, χ2 (1, N = 830) = 3.58, p > .05. Consumers in a collectivistic culture and
consumers in an individualistic culture did not typically post comments containing
cursing words on Facebook. About 4% of consumers in the individualistic culture and
only 1% of consumers in the collectivistic cultures visited Facebook brand pages to give
praise to competitors. A chi-square test showed that consumers in the individualistic
cultures seemed to be bolder at mentioning the competition being better than those in the
collectivistic culture, χ2 (1, N = 4705) = 32.91, p < .001.
Brand Personality
RQ6 asked how well the brand personality portrayed on a Facebook brand page
matched consumers’ perception of brand personality. It took a few steps to answer this
research question. First, the data from content analysis were prepared. For each brand, a
t-test was performed to determine the brand personality portrayal on Facebook pages in
the individualistic and collectivistic cultures. (See Tables 14 – 19.)
Second, the data obtained through the online survey were analyzed to assess
consumers’ perceptions of brand personality for each brand. Preliminary inspection of the
survey data found that the number of survey respondents was relatively small. The
response survey rate obtained from the list of 1,283 American students and 1,282 Asian
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students provided by the Office of Registrar was 6.04% (N = 155). Of the respondents,
66.45% (N = 103) completed the survey. Thus, the completion rate was 4.01%. However,
completion did not mean that all questions were answered. Survey participants were
asked to rate brand personality traits for brands with which they were familiar. For
example, when a survey participant was not familiar with the brand Nokia, the entire
section for Nokia was left unanswered. Nonetheless, the incomplete survey responses
were included in further analyses to avoid losing data.
The survey respondents consisted of undergraduate students (62%) and graduate
students (38%). Of the respondents, 69% were female, 31% were male, 64% were
American students, and 36% were Asian students. American students’ ages ranged from
18 to 34 years old with a mean of 22 (SD = 3.60). Asian students’ ages ranged from 18 to
38 with a mean age of 27 years (SD = 6.01). Asian students were asked a leading
question to prime a cultural background: How many years had you lived in your home
country? Results showed that they had lived in their home countries from 15 to 38 years
(M = 23.54, SD = 5.77) before coming to the United States. There were three
international students who had lived fewer than 10 years in their native countries. These
students were put in the individualistic culture group.
There was no significant difference in how often survey participants from both
cultures visited Facebook, χ2 (4, N = 101) = 6.96, p > .05 (see Table 20). Most survey
participants are active Facebook users. The majority of survey participants (65%) access
Facebook several times a day. About 17% visit Facebook once a day, and about 10% sign
in to Facebook weekly. Eight percent of the survey participants reported that they barely
use Facebook.
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A chi-square test indicated that there was no significant difference in the number
of brands “liked” on Facebook between the participants of individualistic and
collectivistic cultures, χ2 (3, N = 101) = 3.87, p > .05 (see Table 21). The majority of the
survey participants (59%) “like” fewer than five brands on Facebook. About one-fifth of
them (21%) “like” six to ten brands. About 11% “like” more than 15 brands, and 9%
“like” approximately 11 – 15 brands on Facebook.
More than half (57%) of them reported that their last visits to any Facebook brand
pages were more than a month ago. About 23% said they visited Facebook pages of the
brands they “like” within the last two weeks, while the other 20% said their last visits to
any brands’ Facebook were between two or four weeks ago. There was no significant
difference in visiting brand pages between the participants from the individualistic
culture and the collectivistic culture, χ2 (2, N = 99) = 0.57, p > .05 (see Table 22). More
than half of American survey participants (55%) have “liked” at least a brand(s) during
the past three months, while almost half of Asian survey participants (47%) have done so.
However, a chi-square test did not indicate a significant difference, χ2 (1, N = 101) =
0.62, p > .05.
Among the six brands that were studied, Starbucks was the brand that most survey
participants (31%) “like” or follow the brand’s updates on Facebook. Nine percent of
them “like” Samsung, and the same amount of participants “like” Sony. Seven percent
“like” McDonald’s; 4% “like” KFC; and only 2% “like” Nokia on Facebook. However,
the survey data suggested that almost 30% of the survey participants were unfamiliar
with Nokia and Samsung.
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For each brand, internal consistency for each brand personality dimension scale
was examined using Cronbach’s alpha (see Table 23). Brand personality dimensions,
whose internal consistency rates were below the acceptable level, .60, were removed
from further analyses, except for the competence dimension of McDonald’s and the
sophistication dimension for Starbucks. For the competence dimension of McDonald’s,
only one item, successful, was used to represent the dimension. For the sophistication
dimension for Starbucks, only one item, upper-class, was used to represent this
dimension. Then, composite scores were created for each brand personality perception
dimension of each global brand. For each brand, a t-test was used to compare American
consumers’ brand personality perceptions and Southeast Asian consumers’ brand
personality perceptions. (See Tables 24 – 29.)
Then, the rank order of brand personality dimensions posted by each global brand
on Facebook (resulting from the content analysis data) was compared against the rank
order of consumers’ brand personality perceptions toward each global brand (resulting
from the survey data). (See Tables 30 – 35.) Spearman’s rho was run for each brand to
examine an association between brand personality dimensions portrayed on Facebook
and brand personality perceptions. For the individualism culture, the brand personality
portrayal on Facebook of McDonald’s, Starbucks, and Nokia were negatively correlated
with consumers’ perceptions (r = -.87, -.26, and -.63, respectively). The brand personality
portrayal on Facebook of Samsung and Sony were positively correlated with consumers’
perceptions (r = .20 and .21). None of these correlations were significant, p > .05. KFC
was excluded because the brand did not post any words representing brand personality on
Facebook at all.
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As for the group within the collectivistic culture, the brand personality portrayal
on Facebook of McDonald’s, KFC, Starbucks, and Sony were negatively correlated with
consumers’ perceptions (r = -.20, -.21, -.45, and -.45, respectively). The brand personality
portrayal on Facebook of Samsung and Nokia were positively but hardly correlated with
consumers’ perceptions (r = .06 and .05). These correlations were not significant, p > .05.
Because all correlations, except for McDonald’s USA, were very low, the results
must be interpreted with caution. It appeared that for these six brands in both cultures,
brand personality dimensions portrayed on Facebook brand pages did not match
consumers’ perceptions of brand personality.
RQ6a explored a relationship between brand personality congruence, derived
from RQ6 and the presence of brand community characteristics. A chi-square test
revealed that the presence of brand community characteristics, except being a true fan,
differed significantly due to the brand personality congruence (see Table 36). Opposition
to competition, fondness toward the brands, and offering help/solutions to other brand
users appeared significantly more often on the brand pages whose brand personality
portrayal and brand personality perceptions were positively correlated than those with a
negative correlation.
However, brand history, brand story, and brand experience appeared significantly
more often on the Facebook brand pages of the brands that brand personality portrayal
and brand perceptions were negatively correlated than those that were positively
correlated.
Overall, statistical techniques allowed the researcher to answer the research
questions and test hypotheses. The results mostly indicated the differences in Facebook
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interactions between the global brands and their publics in the individualistic and
collectivistic cultures. In-depth discussion for each research question and hypothesis will
be provided in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
!
The goals of the present study were to discuss the following: 1) how the top
global brands strategically used Facebook to build and maintain relationships with their
publics, 2) how the publics used Facebook to interact with these top global brands, and 3)
whether the interactions were expressed differently between individualistic and
collectivistic cultures.
The present study was guided by Ledingham and Bruning’s (2000) relationship
management theory, which encompasses several public relations studies. It emphasized
the importance of communication between an organization and its publics in order to
build and maintain beneficial relationships for both parties. Five dimensions that were
crucial to a communication strategy for organization-public relationship building were as
follows: 1) trust, 2) openness, 3) involvement, 4) investment, and 5) commitment. The
study explored how Facebook was used as a strategic communication tool between the
global brands and their publics. Therefore, the present study also adopted Hallahan’s
(2008) five concepts that were relevant to the theory of relationship management and
specifically evaluated an organization-public relationship in an online context. These five
concepts were 1) commitment, 2) trust, 3) control mutuality, 4) communality, and 5)
satisfaction. The relationships between the selected global brands and their publics on
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Facebook were explored using Hallahan’s concepts as benchmarks against which to
evaluate organization-public relationships taking place on Facebook brand pages.
Furthermore, the present study adapted Rybalko and Seltzer’s (2009)
measurements of dialogic communication principles along with J. Aaker’s (1997) to
specifically examine communication strategies that the global brands used when making
efforts to engage their publics on Facebook. The concept of brand community was also
used to explore how the publics were involved and committed to the relationships with
the global brands on Facebook.
The research questions and hypotheses were developed to correspond to the
purposes of the study, which was to examine how the global brands and their publics
interacted with each other in individualistic and collectivistic cultures, based on
relationship management theory. RQ1 was designed to examine the interactions between
the global brands and their publics on Facebook brand pages through the types of
comments posted. RQ2 was designed to discover the different impacts of between
dialogic communication features between cultures on consumer engagement in terms of
the volume of the publics’ responding comments. RQ3 was designed to explore the
consumer engagement of the two cultures by paying attention to the presence of brand
community characteristics on Facebook brand pages. H1 was developed to examine
whether brand community characteristics appear on the American Facebook brand pages
more often than those on the Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages. RQ4 and RQ5 were
designed to explore the types of communication content that the top global brands and
their publics or consumers generate on the Facebook brand pages in the two cultures. H2
was deliberately designed to investigate whether collectivistic consumers were less likely
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to post negative comments on Facebook brand pages than were individualistic
consumers. RQ6 and RQ6a were developed to explore brand personality of the global
brands. RQ6 specifically explored similarities or differences between brand personalities
portrayed on Facebook brand pages and consumers’ perceptions of brand personalities.
Based on RQ6, RQ6a was designed to focus on the relationship between a sense of brand
community on Facebook brand pages and the congruency between brand personality on
Facebook and consumers’ perceptions of brand personality.
The results for RQ1 revealed that control mutuality, commitment, and satisfaction
dimensions were present on Facebook brand pages in both cultures. The majority of
comments on Facebook brand pages in both individualistic and collectivistic cultures
were dominated by the public’s responding comments to the brands’ initial postings. It
showed that there were interactions between the global brands and their publics on
Facebook in both cultures. However, American consumers seemed to demonstrate greater
online engagement in terms of the number of responding comments posted on brand
pages than Southeast Asian consumers. When consumers were the ones who initiated
conversations on Facebook, the global brands responded to some of them. These showed
that Facebook brand pages have served as a two-way interaction channel that enabled
communications between the global brands and their publics, which referred to control
mutuality. However, most conversations on brand pages tended to be very short because
the majority of a conversational thread simply consisted of a few comments, merely a
question and an answer. It seemed that the publics saw Facebook as an outlet for
customer service or customer support. Some people might not have wanted to experience
wait times when calling customer service. Therefore, they posted their questions or
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problems on a Facebook brand page and expected to obtain answers or assistance. When
their concerns were answered, that was the end of conversation. It did not matter whether
conversation was short. As long as it was helpful and useful to customers and other
publics, they were satisfied. Some consumers left comments to say “Thank you.” As
such, the findings emphasized that Facebook has become an important tool to handle
customer service, which is considered relationship maintenance.
In terms of interactive strategy, the global brands placed an emphasis on different
aspects of conversation on Facebook. The selected global brands put more effort towards
posts responding to comments to address consumers’ feedback rather than initiating
interactions in the individualistic culture. On the other hand, in the collectivistic culture,
the global brands put a lot of effort into posting initial posts to keep consumers engaged
in Facebook brand pages. Furthermore, the results showed interactions among consumers
themselves in both cultures. Again, the results suggested that consumers in the
individualistic culture had more interactions on Facebook brand pages with each other
than consumers in the collectivistic culture. The findings were related to Hofstede’s
concepts of individualism/collectivism. Individuals in an individualistic culture are more
comfortable socializing with new people than those in a collectivistic culture. If a brand
wants to see more interactions among the publics in a collectivistic culture, it needs to
help them feel a sense of belonging or brand community. That is because in general
people in collectivistic cultures tend to cooperate with others within ingroups.
Although this study found that, overall, consumers in the individualistic culture
tended to post more comments and show more interactions on Facebook brand pages than
did those in the collectivistic culture, it could not be concluded that the brands’
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responding comments attracted a greater volume of interactions than the brand’s initial
comments. This could merely state that the ways the global brands interacted with
consumers were different in terms of their interacting strategy and the number of
postings, depending on culture of their target publics. The ways consumers in both
cultures interacted with the global brands were similar in terms of the interactions but
different in terms of the volume of the comments posted.
Commitment in the relationships between the global brands and their publics
could be seen through the interactions on the Facebook brand pages. The global brands
posted regularly to keep their brand pages alive and active. The global brands’
responsiveness to their publics on Facebook was another indicator of their commitment.
Administrators of the brand pages in the collectivistic culture did better in terms of the
response rate. There were fewer comments left unaddressed for consumers’ feedback that
required responses on the brand pages in Southeast Asian countries than those on the
brand pages in the U.S. It is very important for any brands or organizations to pay
attention to consumers’ feedback or comments left on social media outlets. Responding
to feedback and comments, especially negative ones or ones that needed assistance,
should be one of the top priorities for social media communication. Consumers’
satisfaction with a brand could be affected if it fails to live up to the expectations by
attending to consumers’ comments. Some consumers complained about their complaint
being ignored. On the other hand, a brand could gain a consumer’s satisfaction by
providing a quick, genuine response.
Administrators of brand pages in the U.S. did a better job in terms of
responsiveness. American administrator teams took a shorter amount of time, usually a
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day, to respond to the consumers’ feedback, compared to 1.5 days for Southeast Asian
administrator teams. Their publics also showed their commitment to the global brands by
visiting and posting as well.
The results for RQ2 showed the relationships between dialogic features employed
by the top global brands on Facebook brand pages and culture on the volume of
responding comments by consumers. Previous studies pointed out that organizations did
not utilize social media to their fullest potential (e.g., Bortree & Seltzer, 2009). Overall,
this study found that all dialogic features were used. Regardless of cultural differences,
the frequently used features on Facebook brand pages were usefulness of information,
conservation of return visits, dialogic loop, generation of return visits, and use of
incentives. However, the presence of usefulness of information, conservation of return
visits by providing URL links, and generation of return visits by encouraging online
participation did not cause a difference in terms of the numbers of responding comments.
The numbers of responding comments was higher when incentives and dialogic loops
were used. There were also interaction effects between culture and the use of incentives
and culture and the use of dialogic loops. Using incentives and dialogic loops on
Facebook brand pages in the U.S. could attract significantly more attention from
consumers in terms of the number of responding comments than offering incentives on
Facebook to Southeast Asian consumers.
Nonetheless, the brands should not overlook these opportunities to build and
maintain relationships with their publics in collectivistic cultures. Offering incentives and
using dialogic communication loops still successfully engaged the publics in the
individualistic culture with Facebook brand pages. In collectivistic cultures, the brands
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should regularly use incentives and post content that asks the publics to express their
opinions because these features could invite more responding comments from the publics,
who are typically less likely to voice their opinions or feelings, compared to other
dialogic features. Here was an example of a post using a dialogic communication loop:
“Stay ‘brainy’ using your Galaxy device with these Android Education apps via
Mashable and tell us, what was your favorite subject in school?” (SamsungMobileUs,
December 2, 2012). To show appreciation for their Facebook participation, the study
found that the brands offered the publics a chance to win prizes, such as brand products,
movie or concert tickets, or VIP passes to a brand’s customer party. The VIP pass tactic
is interesting because it is a way to extend social media participation to create and
maintain offline relationships.
It may not be difficult for brands to use dialogic communication loops to
encourage more frequent public participation. However, it could be a different story
regarding the use of incentives due to budget concerns. Although incentives invited a
great amount of participation on Facebook brand pages in both cultures, they were used
the least frequently, compared to other dialogic communication features. The findings
suggest that a social media department may have a small budget, or no budget at all,
allocated specifically for social media communication. Referring to the findings by
Zerfass et al. (2011), most organizations did not assign a budget for a social media
department although they used social media to communicate with their publics regularly.
The findings reinforced the recommendation of Zerfass et al. (2011) regarding social
media governance, which is the overall organizational strategic framework for social
media communications, including budgets, tools, measurements, skills, staff, favorable
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attitudes of a management team and other employees, etc. It is public relations
practitioners’ responsibility to develop this regulatory framework for the effectiveness of
social media communications.
Another cultural factor played a role in comments on Facebook pages. With
regard to communication, American consumers are more likely to be direct and
expressive than Southeast Asian consumers. Therefore, American consumers might have
been comfortable posting comments on Facebook. Another explanation could be because
of the huge differences in the numbers of fans who “like” the brands on Facebook in the
two cultures. There were a lot more fans who “liked” the brand pages in the U.S. than
those who “liked” brand pages available in Southeast Asian countries. It might be
impossible for Facebook pages in Southeast Asian countries to gain as many fans as those
in the U.S., simply due to smaller numbers of populations and lower Internet penetration
rates. There are still opportunities for brands to increase the numbers of fans on Facebook
as the adoption rate of Internet-based communication continues to grow. Brands might
need to implement offline strategies to increase awareness of the existence of Facebook
brand pages.
RQ3 asked about the relationship between culture and brand community
characteristics expressed by consumers on Facebook brand pages. The results indicated
that all brand community characteristics were different significantly between the
individualistic and collectivistic cultures. More specifically, H1 predicted that brand
community characteristics appeared on American Facebook brand pages more often than
those on the Southeast Asian Facebook brand pages. The results for RQ3 revealed that
the first hypothesis was partially supported. As expected, American consumers posted
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comments that showed brand community characteristics more often than did Southeast
Asian consumers. This could, again, suggest that U.S. consumers are comfortable
expressing their experiences and what they think about the brands on Facebook.
RQ3 and H1 were intended to examine the public’s commitment and trust in the
relationships with the brands and other brand users through the concept of brand
community. Overall, consumers in both cultures were committed to and trusted in the
global brands, as they shared their comments and feedback on the brand pages. The brand
pages in the U.S. were likely to contain a greater number of the brand community
characteristics than the pages in Southeast Asia, affirming the differences in cultural
behaviors. Opposition to competition, fondness of the brand, being a true fan, and
product experience appeared frequently on Facebook brand pages in the U.S. As
individualistic cultures value independence and freedom of expression, consumers are
comfortable not only sharing their product experience but also claiming that a particular
brand is better than others. They also feel free to reveal their feelings, so it is common for
them to openly express their love, enthusiasm, and fandom for the brands.
Brand history, brand stories, and consumers’ solutions to help other consumers
appeared often on Facebook brand pages in the Southeast Asian countries. In regards to
brand history and a brand story, Southeast Asian consumers shared comments related to
these characteristics after the global brands made initial postings that asked the publics to
share these kinds of comments. For example, Samsung Mobile Philippines posted an
initial comment to thank their “fans” and to celebrate 400,000 likes on its brand page.
This posting attracted several responding comments that congratulated and celebrated
with the brand. In another example, KFC Thailand posted information about Colonel
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Sanders, the founder of the company. The global brands also hosted contests asking their
fans to share meaningful stories related to the brands on Facebook brand pages in
Southeast Asia. In order to win Christmas prizes from the brand, Starbucks Malaysia
invited its publics to describe who deserved a Christmas present from Starbucks and why.
The publics tended to express how much Starbucks and Starbucks products meant to
them and their loved ones in their answers. These tactics were effective in getting the
publics to open up and share deep, meaningful experiences with the brands.
The characteristic for offering solutions and support to help other brand users use
the brand product efficiently appeared more frequently on Facebook in Southeast Asian
countries than on Facebook in the U.S. Again, the findings underlined that the
collectivistic culture focuses on promoting cooperation and productivity within groups.
Although RQ1 revealed that there were more interactions among American consumers
than Southeast Asian consumers, most of those interactions were concerned with other
topics instead of solutions for other brand users. In contrast, Southeast Asian consumers,
influenced by collectivism, tend to have greater concern for others. They, therefore,
might have felt obligated to help other brand users in need of solutions or support. To
strengthen brand communities, McAlexander, Schouten and Koenig (2002) suggested
that brands should facilitate shared customer experiences. As some Southeast Asian
consumers feel responsive toward other brand users, the brands should foster such
supportive environments within brand communities to increase consumer engagement on
Facebook in other aspects such as sharing their personal brand experience and
participating in other relationship-building activities online.
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When focusing on the global brands’ initial postings, results for RQ4 confirmed
that, in general, Facebook was used as a communication channel to develop and maintain
relationships between the brands and their publics in the U.S., similar to findings in
several previous studies (e.g., Bortree & Seltzer, 2009; Briones et al., 2011; Rybalko &
Seltzer, 2010). Communication content generated by the global brands in the U.S. was
likely to involve relational content, compared to that generated in the Southeast Asian
countries. More specifically, the global brands were most likely to respond to consumers’
positive feedback on their brand pages by saying thank you to their customers. This was
followed by providing solutions or support, generating everyday conversations, hosting
online contests, and responding to controversies.
In the Southeast Asian countries, Facebook seemed to serve as an integrated
communication tool. Promotional content, including discussion of prices, product
availabilities, product features, etc., and relational content were posted routinely by the
global brands on the Facebook brand pages. Thus, when it came to generating initial
posts, the global brands in the Southeast Asia countries tended to use Facebook to
disseminate product information and strengthen relationships with their customers and
potential customers. The global brands also used Facebook to maintain relationships with
their publics in Southeast Asia. Yet, the ways they used Facebook to manage the
relationship with their Southeast Asian publics were relatively different from how they
used it with their American publics. The majority of relational content appearing on
Facebook brand pages in the Southeast Asian countries consisted of general
conversations, including recommended movies, motivational quotes, and funny gags, as
well as online activities, such as photo contests, online games, and trivia. Moreover, the
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global brands also maintained the brand-public relationships by providing solutions and
support, and disseminated information regarding special events hosted by the brands.
Unlike in the U.S., the global brands hardly used Facebook to respond to the publics’
positive feedback and controversies in the Southeast Asian countries.
Referring to the key dimensions of the relationship management theory, the
results for RQ4 reflected trust, as the global brands were willing to disclose themselves to
their publics in both cultures through their postings on the brand pages. Particularly, the
brands’ responses to controversies demonstrated that they wanted to be transparent with
their actions and communications. For example, a fan named Tom posted an image of a
letter with the heading read “Won’t be drinking Starbucks anymore.” The letter stated
that Starbucks refused to support the U.S. troops. An hour later, Starbucks (USA) posted
a comment saying “Hi Tom, This is a false rumor that has been circulating the Internet
for a few years. Please do not believe it. We do support the troops” (Starbucks, December
2, 2012). The brand also provided a link to its official website for details about the myth.
Similar to RQ4, RQ 5 asked about the relationship between culture and types of
communication content that consumers generate on Facebook brand pages. The findings
revealed that consumers in both cultures were most likely to post relational content,
followed by promotional content, on Facebook brand pages. The findings suggested that
the publics used Facebook to maintain relationships with the global brands.
More specifically, consumers in the U.S. were likely to post comments related to
positive feedback, complaints/controversies, and general conversations, respectively. It
was slightly different for consumers in the Southeast Asian countries. Content was likely
to involve positive feedback, conversations, complaints/controversies, and online
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activities participation. However, comments provided by consumers from both cultures
indicated that they trust the global brands to certain degree, as they shared their thoughts
and positive as well as negative brand experiences with the brands and other brand users
on Facebook. Satisfaction is another dimension that could be observed from the results of
positive brand experiences in RQ5. In addition, general conversations generated by the
global brands and their publics on the Facebook brand pages signified communality. That
is, they must have had something in common to talk about or shared common beliefs and
values with each other beyond admiring brand products. For example, most global
brands, along with their publics in Thailand, posted birthday wishes to the King of
Thailand on the Thai Facebook brand pages.
Results for H2 regarding complaints/controversies specifically highlighted the
difference in how consumers in the different cultures dealt with their negative brand
experience. The results for H2 indicated that collectivistic consumers were less likely to
post negative comments on Facebook brand pages than were individualistic consumers.
Collectivistic consumers tended to simply explain problems and ask for solutions without
expressing any emotion, while individualistic consumers were likely to describe
problems they had encountered as well as their feelings such as disappointment,
frustration, and anger. Referring to Hofstede’s (1984) dimension of
individualism/collectivism, this could show that consumers in the collectivistic culture
might have suppressed their negative emotions. They were afraid that these feelings
might affect the global brands negatively, making them lose face. People in collectivistic
cultures typically value group harmony. They, therefore, might have not wanted to create
commotions on Facebook brand pages, which are viewed as a public space. Unlike
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collectivism, the priority of individualism is not group harmony. Consumers in the
individualistic culture tended not to be concerned about making others look bad when
they criticize someone or share their negative experience.
Thus, it is important for the global brands – particularly those headquartered in
individualistic cultures like the United States – to understand how culture affects the
publics’ communications and actions. The global brands should not take complaints made
by consumers in the collectivistic culture lightly. When encountering a problem, a
collectivistic customer may feel just as frustrated as an individualistic customer, but he or
she may simply not express these feelings because of cultural influences.
RQ6 asked how well the brand personality portrayed on a Facebook brand page
matched consumers’ perception of brand personality. The findings suggested that brand
personality dimensions portrayed on Facebook brand pages of the selected global brand
did not match consumers’ perceptions of brand personality. This study also found that the
select global brands did not use vocabulary that can describe brand personality frequently
in messages posted on their Facebook brand pages. However, the global brands were
more likely to portray brand personality on Facebook in the Southeast Asian countries
than in the U.S. For example, McDonald’s expressed the dimension of excitement in its
Facebook content in the Southeast Asian countries, but the brand did not reveal its
“exciting” personality at all on the Facebook page available in the U.S. Therefore, it
could be speculated that these selected global brands might not have had a standardized
approach in communicating their brand personality with their public through Facebook
across cultures. If a brand aims to position itself in a certain way, or at least in a similar
direction, across the world, collaborations among headquarters, regional, and local offices
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are needed to develop consistent brand characteristics and establish a strong brand
personality and shape consumers’ perceptions.
Overall, Facebook has served as an efficient communication tool to maintain
brand-public relationships and to promote brands and their products. However, the
selected global brands fail to realize that Facebook can be used as a tool to express and
increase awareness of their brand personalities. Traditionally, brand personality is crucial
when designing product advertising (Blackston, 1993). However, today’s communication
strategies have been integrated. The global brands should take advantage of relationship
management in the age of social media by expressing brand personality through social
media content.
RQ6a asked about the relationships between brand personality congruence,
derived from RQ6 and the presence of brand community characteristics. The results
showed that more than half of brand community characteristics appear often on brand
pages whose brand personality and brand personality perceptions were negatively
correlated. These brand community characteristics were: opposition to competition,
fondness toward the brands, offering help/solutions to other brand users, and being a true
fan. There is no previous study found that investigates the relationship between brand
personality and a sense of brand community on social media. Thus, the results could not
be compared against other findings. However, it could be said that the congruency
between brand personality portrayal and brand personality perception might have been
associated with the presence of brand community on Facebook brand pages. The results
from the present study may lead to future research in this integrated area.
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Limitations and Future Research
The present study had several limitations. First, there was a major limitation in
terms of the number of survey respondents. As mentioned in the results chapter, the
survey response rate was low. Therefore, brand personality perceptions obtained through
the online questionnaire might not be generalizable to consumers in the real world.
Although the present study offered incentives and two email reminders, the response rate
did not improve. One of the problems could have had to do with timing. The survey
might have been launched during a busy time for most undergraduate and graduate
students. Therefore, they may have ignored a survey participation request that had
nothing to do with their study. Another explanation for why they might have missed the
survey request could be that a lot of college students may not check their university email
accounts regularly, compared to their private email accounts. In addition, brand
personality perceptions between the groups of American and Asian students were similar
in this study. This raises a question of whether Asian students have been influenced by
American culture. To avoid this particular concern, a future cross-cultural study in brand
personality perceptions should be conducted locally with native participants.
Second, a great deal of missing data could be observed in the survey responses.
Respondents tended to drop out of the survey after rating brand personality traits for the
fourth or the fifth brand. Perhaps asking respondents to rate brand personality traits for
six brands could have been overwhelming. As such, a questionnaire for future research
involving rating brand personality traits should be kept as short as possible. Using only
one or two brands per survey may have yielded a better response rate. However, the
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present study dealt with these missing data by using listwise deletion to exclude data with
missing values. As a result, the sample size was reduced, which might affect power.
Third, future research may be needed regarding brand personality portrayals on
Facebook, using other tools and methods. The present study used the limited list of
adjectives expressing brand personality traits based on previous research. There are
possibilities for future study exploring how brands express their brand personality
through social media. The list could be expanded to include nouns and adverbs, and the
data could be analyzed by computer software to identify the expressions of brand
personality in the forms of text. Furthermore, images, colors, and the mood and tone of
the Facebook brand pages can, in fact, reflect brand personality as well. Future study
should design measurements that allow researchers to decode brand personality as it is
portrayed in different forms of data.
Fourth, the content analysis could describe only how the global brands and their
publics interacted with each other through Facebook. The results from the content
analysis could not explain exactly why the brands and their publics behaved or interacted
as described. Future research should employ a survey of administrators of the social
media sites to explore, in depth, why they manage Facebook and other social media sites
the ways they do. Similarly, future research should include survey or a focus group to
explore why the publics interact with the brands differently in both cultures. There may
have been more factors explaining the differences besides the cultural dimension of
individualism/collectivism. Further research may include other cultural dimensions,
which are relevant to social relationships, such as Hofstede’s cultural dimensions of
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power distance and masculinity/femininity, to investigate how interactions differ in social
media and also other means of building relationships.
Fifth, another limitation existed in terms of the numbers of brands and countries
included in the present study. Additional research may observe communication patterns
in other brands, other countries that also reflect individualism and collectivism. Perhaps a
further study could explore brand and consumer interactions in specific industry verticals.
Additionally, the results regarding how the global brands responded to
consumers’ comments could spur future research projects. It was noticed that the brands
had several ways to respond to consumers’ comments. Most of the time, answers looked
as if they were scripted. Sometimes, responses did not exactly provide solutions, but
instead offered an official link to a support department. Now and then, responses that
seemed to be personal and genuine could also be seen. Consequently, it will be
interesting to explore how the authenticity of a brand’s response is associated with a
brand-public relationship.
Contributions of the Study
Despite these limitations, the present study makes both academic and practical
contributions. As regards academia, this study followed the concepts of two-way
communication and mutual relationships of public relations. The study explored how the
selected global brands as well as their publics in the individualistic and collectivistic
cultures used Facebook to interact with each other. The findings, especially the publics’
part, have bridged the research gap in public relations.
Overall, the study found that communication strategies on Facebook brand pages
implemented dialogic communication principles and were designed around the five key
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organization-public relationship dimensions. The publics in both cultures also responded
to these dimensions. The publics’ participation on Facebook also demonstrated that these
Facebook pages could be considered to be brand communities, where brand users and
admirers come together to share their experiences with each other. According to Muniz
and O’ Guinn’s (2001), a strong brand community was important in managing long-term
relationship with customers. They suggested that a strong brand community could lead to
brand loyalty and commitment, which are comparable to desired outcomes for public
relations (Center & Jackson, 1995; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Ledingham & Bruning,
2000).
Furthermore, this study pointed out that culture played an important role in the
ways the brands as well as the publics interacted with each other. Facebook was primarily
used to strengthen relationships between the global brands and their publics in the U.S. In
the selected Southeast Asian countries, Facebook brand pages seemed to serve as an
integrated communication tool because they were used mainly for public relations and
marketing purposes.
Regarding practice, the results suggested several implications for global brands
and other international organizations. First, several findings suggested that some global
brands may still lack solid regulatory frameworks to direct social media communications,
including Facebook. For example, 55% and 34% of comments that specifically needed a
response in the U.S. and Southeast Asia, respectively, were left unattended. It is
important for the global brands and other international organizations to keep monitoring
their social media channels. Based on these findings, consumers in both cultures tend to
see Facebook as one channel to provide positive and negative feedback to the brands.
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Continually tracking on negative comments and being able to act upon them immediately
can possibly prevent small issues from turning into bigger crises.
According to their Social Media Governance concept, Zerfass et al. (2011) argued
that overarching structures were associated with success of social media communication.
Thus, as Zerfass et al. said, developing such structures should be the first priority when
dealing with social media communications. For more information, please consult Social
Media Governance: Regulatory frameworks as drivers of success in online
communication by Zerfass et al. (2011).
Second, it is critical for the global brands and other organizations that operate
internationally to understand their target publics from their cultural points of view in
order to successfully manage relationships with them. The study recommends using
culture to boost consumers’ experience and to strengthen relationships with them on a
Facebook brand page as well as through other communication means. For example,
American consumers culturally tend to share their brand experiences, whether positive or
negative, on Facebook. By responding to those comments, especially negative ones, the
global brands are heading to the right direction. Even though consumers ask similar
questions or complain about the same problems, brands should not cease to respond to
those comments. Ideally, all comments should be acknowledged and responded to.
However, in practice, the priority should be addressing consumers’ negative feedback,
misunderstandings, and problems. The global brands, especially the electronics ones,
typically provide a URL link to a support center. In addition to providing a link, Samsung
Mobile USA demonstrates greater commitment to online relationships by having its
support team directly respond to technical questions posted on Facebook.
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Because of their cultural traits, consumers in the collectivistic culture are
relatively passive when it comes to sharing their brand experiences on Facebook. Public
relations practitioners need to put more effort into encouraging more consumers to
become a fan of a brand page and facilitating an online brand community. Brands should
use dialogic communication features, especially a dialogic communication loop and an
incentive, to attract interactions in forms of responding comments. They should post
content that specifically asks the publics to share their brand experience and express their
fandom. If possible, they should reward the publics for their participation with some
giveaways or chances to win special prizes. In addition to text, global brands may invite
their collectivistic consumers to express or share their experience by other means, such as
uploading photos. As photo applications are popular in Southeast Asia, potential
opportunities to enhance consumer engagement have emerged. Samsung Malaysia and
Sony Thailand have already been taking advantage of this trend. Brand must be creative
and up-to-date as technology is changing rapidly.
Third, social media enable online and offline activities to be integrated. For
example, a brand may want to host a customer product launch. Besides generating the
awareness through social media, the brand could exclusively select VIP attendees through
social media activities such as a Facebook contest or an early online registration. This can
also be done the other way around. When customers attend the product launch, encourage
them to take a picture with the newly launched product and post it on the Facebook brand
page or post a live update. The brand may offer some incentives, such as a chance to win
the new product, to those who post pictures or live comments.
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The other implication involves brand personality. Traditionally, practitioners
associate brand personality with advertising (D. Aker, 2002). In general, a brand can post
anything on its Facebook brand page, which is administered by its staff. Therefore, a
Facebook brand page can serve as a potential outlet to express brand personality.
However, the present study scarcely found the presence of brand personality on the
Facebook brand pages in both cultures. Furthermore, the study found that the presence of
brand personality on the brand pages did not match the brand personality perceptions of
consumers. Public relations and strategic communication practitioners should not
overlook the potential of Facebook and other social media as strategic platforms to carry
brand personality and shape a large number of consumers’ brand personality perceptions.
This means that global brands should express their brand personalities strongly and
consistently on social media, which would be cost-effective and beneficial for their brand
identity.
Conclusion
This study presented a clear picture of how global brands and their publics
interacted with each other through Facebook brand pages. The interactions demonstrated
evidence of five dimensions of online organization-public relationships: commitment,
trust, control mutuality, communality, and satisfaction. The study also showed that
cultures had a great deal of influence on the brand and consumer interactions as well as
brand communities. Therefore, it is very important for global brands and organizations to
understand the cultural differences, which in turn shape organization-public relationship
building and maintenance.
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In the U.S., representing individualistic cultures, the global brands were likely to
post comments in response to consumers’ feedback. In Southeast Asia, representing
collectivistic cultures, the global brands were likely to generate initial posts to encourage
consumers, who culturally tend to be reserved in public, to interact. In terms of the types
of communication content, the global brands were most likely to post relational content
on Facebook brand pages available in the U.S., but disseminate promotional and
relational content on Facebook pages available in the Southeast Asian countries. The
global brands incorporated dialogic communication features: usefulness of information,
conservation of return visits, dialogic loop, and generation of return visits. The global
brands occasionally offered incentives to generate return visits, but not as often as other
features.
Referring to the publics’ interactions on Facebook brand pages, as expected, this
study found that there was greater participation, in forms of the volume of comments, in
the brand pages available in the U.S. than those available in the Southeast Asia. A greater
number of the brand community characteristics were displayed in the brand pages in the
U.S. than those in the Southeast Asian countries. Opposition to competition, fondness of
the brand, being a true fan, and product experiences appeared frequently on the Facebook
brand pages in the U.S. All of these clearly reflected the characteristics of the
individualism. Brand history, brand stories, and consumers’ solutions to help other
consumers appeared often on Facebook brand pages in the Southeast Asian countries.
Providing solutions to others signified a collectivistic value. Additionally, relational
content was posted most frequently on the Facebook brand pages in both cultures. More
specifically, on the Facebook brand pages in the U.S., relational content posted by
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American consumers was likely to be positive feedback and complaints or controversies.
The majority of relational content posted by Southeast Asian consumers was also positive
feedback. This was followed by general conversation.
The findings in regards to brand personality suggested that the global brands did
not frequently use Facebook in the projection of brand personality. With the limited data
available, this study argues that the congruency between brand personality portrayal and
brand personality perceptions, in terms of positive vs. negative correlation, seemed to be
associated with the presence of brand community on Facebook brand pages. However,
this is just a small step in studying the relationships between brand personality and online
brand community. Further research is still needed.
In conclusion, Facebook allows brands and their publics to stay in touch, and at
the same time enables the publics, especially brand users and admirers, to stay connected.
The atmosphere of brand community is present in Facebook brand pages in both
individualistic and collectivistic cultures. It fuels a sense of belonging that is specifically
important for building and maintaining relationships with publics, especially in
collectivistic cultures.
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Table 1. The numbers of fans on the selected Facebook pages
*Rank Brand
7
9

Number of fans on a Facebook page (as of December 2012)
U.S.
Malaysia Philippines Singapore Thailand
26,317,480 1,378,599
3,894
236,028
439,059
21,762,860 128,523
406,748
113,618
168,652

McDonald’s
Samsung
(Mobile)
19
Nokia
9,430,740
151,040
40
Sony
3,589,799
236,333
64
KFC
5,514,882
763,532
88
Starbucks
33,074,737 131,780
* Best global brands 2012 rankings by Interbrand
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262,491
271,796
1,056,246
1,261,586

35,054
75,051
206,507
192,511

233,983
256,350
844,885
260,385
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Table 2. Intercoder reliability on actual coding of posts on Facebook (N = 654)
Coding variable
Date
Brand
Culture
Language
Interacting content
Number of conversation thread
Text
URL
Video
Photo
Communication content
Relational content
Positive complaint
Negative complaint
Cursing
Competitor
Need of response
Response by a brand
Responsiveness
Response by other consumers
Product experience
Opposition
Fondness
Being true fan
Brand history
Brand story
Solution
Usefulness of information
Conservation of return visits
Generation of return visits
Incentive
Dialogic loop
Sincerity
Excitement
Competence
Sophistication
Ruggedness
Peacefulness
Number of comment
Number of share
Number of like
!

!

Krippendroff’s alpha
1
1
1
.97
.99
.95
1
1
.91
1
.88
.90
.81
.93
1
.87
.93
.88
.87
.80
.91
.91
.92
.81
1
.81
1
.95
.96
.92
.91
.89
.87
.91
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Table 3. Percentages and z-scores of Facebook comments on brand pages in
individualistic and collectivistic countries
Culture
Facebook comment

Individualism (%)
(n = 2,912)

Collectivism (%)
(n = 2,841)

z

A brand’s initial post

3

23

-23.52***

A brand’s responding
post to a fan

6

4

3.49***

A fan’s initial post

16

14

2.12

A fan’s responding
post to a brand

64

52

9.29***

A fan’s responding
post to other fans

10

7

4.09***

100

100

-

Total
Note. *** = p < .001

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for threads of conversation
N

Min

Max

U.S.

562

2

148

SE
Asia

547

2

36

!

Mean
(SD)
6.44
(12.95)
5.50
(4.75)

Median

Mode

3

2

4

2

90!

Skewness
(SE)
6.16
(0.10)
2.61
(0.10)

Kurtosis
(SE)
45.88
(0.21)
9.38
(0.21)
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics for the number of responding comments across culture and
the use of the dialogic feature of usefulness of information

Presence of
usefulness of
information
Absence of
usefulness of
information
Total

Individualism
M (SD)
455.34
(544.04)
n = 41
421.65
(795.32)
n = 52
436.51
(692.54)
n = 93

Collectivism
M (SD)
43.21
(113.19)
n = 462
48.39
(123.34)
n = 201
44.78
(116.29)
n = 663

Total
M (SD)
76.81
(219.30)
n = 503
125.11
(403.64)
n = 253
92.97
(294.75)
n = 756

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for the number of responding comments across culture and
the use of the dialogic feature of conservation of return visits by providing links

Presence of
conservation of
return visits
Absence of
conservation of
return visits
Total

Individualism
M (SD)
399.36
(531.56)
n = 50
479.70
(846.98)
n = 43
436.51
(692.54)
n = 93

Collectivism
M (SD)
38.96
(116.27)
n = 231
47.90
(116.32)
n = 432
44.78
(116.29)
n = 663

Total
M (SD)
103.09
(282.17)
n = 281
86.99
(302.08)
n = 475
92.97
(294.75)
n = 756

Table 7. Descriptive statistics for the number of responding comments across culture and
the use of the dialogic feature of generation of return visits

Presence of
generation of return
visits
Absence of
generation of return
visits
Total

!

Individualism
M (SD)
516.07
(752.85)
n = 15
421.21
(684.49)
n = 78
436.51
(692.54)
n = 93

Collectivism
M (SD)
58.86
(108.05)
n = 160
40.31
(118.55)
n = 503
44.78
(116.29)
n = 663

91!

Total
M (SD)
98.05
(269.72)
n = 175
91.44
(302.08)
n = 581
92.97
(294.75)
n = 756

!
Table 8. Descriptive statistics for the number of responding comments across culture and
the use of an incentive

Presence of an
incentive
Absence of an
incentive
Total

Individualism
M (SD)
1154.60a
(1059.343)
n=5
395.70b
(651.35)
n = 88
436.51
(692.54)
n = 93

Collectivism
M (SD)
58.03c
(98.85)
n = 160
42.29c
(119.20)
n = 558
44.78
(116.29)
n = 663

Total
M (SD)
107.87
(321.18)
n = 110
90.43
(290.20)
n = 581
92.97
(294.75)
n = 756

Note. Means with different superscripts were significant different based on the Bonferroni test at
the p < .05 level.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics for the number of responding comments across culture and
the use of a dialogic communication loop

Presence of a
dialogic
communication loop
Absence of a
dialogic
communication loop
Total

Individualism
M (SD)
553.08a
(1095.87)
n = 26
391.27b
(454.11)
n = 67
436.51
(692.54)
n = 93

Collectivism
M (SD)
68.72c
(164.89)
n = 184
35.59c
(89.53)
n = 479
44.78
(116.29)
n = 663

Total
M (SD)
128.69
(439.35)
n = 210
79.23
(213.65)
n = 546
92.97
(294.75)
n = 756

Note. Means with different superscripts were significant different based on the Bonferroni test at
the p < .05 level.
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Table 10. Percentages and z-scores of communication content posted by the brands on
Facebook brand pages in individualistic and collectivistic cultures
Culture
Type of content

Individualism (%)

Collectivism (%)

z

Organizational

3

3

-0.53

Promotional

35

52

-5.00***

Relational

62

45

5.13***

Others

0

0

100

100

Total

-

Note. *** = p < .001

Table 11. Percentages and z-scores of relational content posted by the brands on
Facebook brand pages in individualistic and collectivistic cultures
Culture
Relational content

Individualism (%)

Collectivism (%)

z

(Responses to) positive
feedback, brand experience

32

2

8.52***

(Responses to) controversy

9

2

3.19

Solution or product support

29

15

3.37***

(Responses to) a suggestion
for the brand

0.6

0

1.02

Trivia question, contest on
Facebook, poll

12

32

-5.56***

Relationship development
activities

0.6

15

-7.19***

General conversation

17

33

-4.16***

Others

0

2

-2.44

100

100

-

Total
Note. *** = p < .001
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Table 12. Percentages and z-scores of communication content posted by consumers on
Facebook brand pages in individualistic and collectivistic cultures
Culture
Type of content

Individualism (%)

Collectivism (%)

z

Organizational

1

1

-0.33

Promotional

13

23

-8.94***

Relational

79

74

4.07***

Others

7

2

8.81

100

100

-

Total
Note. *** = p < .001

Table 13. Percentages and z-scores of relational content posted by consumers on
Facebook brand pages in individualistic and collectivistic cultures
Culture
Relational content

Individualism (%)

Collectivism (%)

z

Positive feedback, brand
experience

47.8

41.0

4.07***

Complaint, controversy

26.1

17.7

6.12***

A solution/product support
request

1.8

3.3

-2.76

A suggestion for the brand

2.5

3.6

-1.87

An answer to a trivia question,
contest on Facebook, poll

2.1

12.7

-11.66***

Relationship development
activities

0.1

2.3

-5.64***

General conversation

19.6

18.9

-0.53

0

0.6

-3.03

100

100

-

Others
Total
Note. *** = p < .001
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Table 14. Means of brand personality dimensions of McDonald’s on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

0.2
(0.42)

0.1
(0.37)

0.75

57

Excitement

0

0.53
(1.04)

-3.56***

48

Competence

0

0

Sophistication

0

0

Ruggedness

0

0

Peacefulness

0

.06
(0.32)

-0.61

57

Brand personality
Sincerity

Note. *** = p < .001

Table 15. Means of brand personality dimensions of KFC on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

Sincerity

0

0

Excitement

0

0.48
(1.09)

Competence

0

0

Sophistication

0

0

Ruggedness

0

0

Peacefulness

0

.07
(0.32)

Brand personality

Note. *** = p < .001
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t

df

-4.69***

113

-0.88

128
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Table 16. Means of brand personality dimensions of Starbucks on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

0

0

Excitement

0.33
(0.49)

0.48
(1.09)

Competence

0

0

Sophistication

0

0

Ruggedness

0

0

Peacefulness

0

.01
(0.10)

Brand personality
Sincerity

t

df

-0.27

101

-0.36

101

t

df

Table 17. Means of brand personality dimensions of Samsung on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

0

0.05
(0.42)

-0.60

201

Excitement

0.05
(0.22)

0.18
(0.41)

-2.27*

38.86

Competence

0.19
(0.68)

0.03
(0.16)

1.09

20.27

Sophistication

0

0.03
(0.16)

-0.77

201

Ruggedness

0

0.01
(0.10)

-0.48

201

Peacefulness

0.10
(0.30)

.13
(0.38)

-0.42

201

Brand personality
Sincerity

Note. * = p < .05
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Table 18. Means of brand personality dimensions of Nokia on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

0

Excitement
Competence

t

df

0.03
(0.26)

-0.60

135

0.29
(0.78)

0.30
(0.56)

-0.11

135

0.05
(0.22)

0.06
(0.24)

-0.23

135

Sophistication

0

0.01
(0.09)

-0.42

135

Ruggedness

0

0

Peacefulness

0.05
(0.22)

0.08
(0.30)

-0.44

135

t

df

Brand personality
Sincerity

Table 19. Means of brand personality dimensions of Sony on Facebook
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

0

0.03
(0.21)

-0.46

122

Excitement

0.38
(0.96)

0.23
(0.48)

0.59

12.71

Competence

0.08
(0.27)

0.05
(0.21)

0.50

122

Sophistication

0

0.03
(0.16)

-0.60

122

Ruggedness

0

0.04
(0.19)

-0.69

122

Peacefulness

0

0.05
(0.25)

-0.65

122

Brand personality
Sincerity
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Table 20. Percentages of how often consumers visited Facebook
Culture
Individualism (%)
(n = 65)

Collectivism (%)
(n = 36)

Total (%)
(N = 101)

Several times a day

45

20

65

Once a day

11

6

17

Several times a week

3

5

8

Once a week

0

2

2

Barely visiting Facebook

5

3

8

64

36

100

Total (%)

Table 21. Percentages of the number of brands consumers “liked” on Facebook
Culture
Individualism (%)
(n = 65)

Collectivism (%)
(n = 36)

Total (%)
(N = 101)

Fewer than 5 brands

33

26

59

6 – 10 brands

16

5

21

11 – 15 brands

7

2

9

More than 15 brands

8

3

11

64

36

100

Total (%)

Table 22. Percentages of consumers’ most recent visit to a Facebook brand page
Culture
Individualism (%)
(n = 63)

Collectivism (%)
(n = 36)

Total (%)
(N = 99)

Within last 2 weeks

16

7

23

Between 2 and 4 weeks

13

7

20

More than a month ago

35

22

57

64

36

100

Total (%)
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Table 23. Descriptive statistics of consumer perceptions of the dimensions of brand
personality across both cultures
Mean (SD) n (Cronbach’s Alpha)
Brand

Sincerity

Excitement

Competence

Sophistication

Ruggedness

Peacefulness

McDonald’s

3.74
(1.46)
118
(.793)

4.67
(1.30)
114
(.802)

5.39
(1.89)
117
-

-

-

-

KFC

3.96
(1.48)
106
(.803)
4.49
(1.21)
104
(.655)
4.68
(0.98)
79
(.678)
4.23
(1.29)
85
(.854)
4.42
(1.28)
92
(.825)

4.02
1.14
102
(.791)
5.07
(0.95)
104
(.732)
4.35
(0.99)
76
(.780)
4.90
(1.16)
82
(.848)
5.06
(1.17)
88
(.864)

4.17
(1.29)
103
(.729)
5.59
(0.91)
106
(.629)
4.83
(1.05)
76
(.640)
5.22
(1.28)
82
(.815)
5.47
(1.19)
86
(.840)

-

-

-

5.83
(1.38)
106
-

-

-

-

-

5.18
(1.18)
82
(.687)
5.35
(1.17)
89
(.666)

-

3.76
(1.20)
82
(.626)
-

Starbucks

Nokia

Samsung

Sony

!
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Table 24. Means of consumers’ perceptions of McDonald’s brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

Sincerity

3.49
(1.50)

4.12
(1.34)

-2.30*

115

Excitement

4.51
(1.32)

4.90
(1.25)

-1.55

111

Competence

5.34
(2.00)

5.44
(1.74)

-0.29

114

Brand personality

Note. * = p < .05

Table 25. Means of consumers’ perceptions of KFC’s brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

Sincerity

3.75
(1.50)

4.27
(1.40)

-1.75

103

Excitement

3.82
(1.09)

4.38
(1.18)

-2.38*

99

Competence

3.98
(1.29)

4.48
(1.24)

-1.88

100

Brand personality

Note. * = p < .05
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Table 26. Means of consumers’ perceptions of Starbucks’ brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

Sincerity

4.37
(1.19)

4.74
(1.22)

-1.50

101

Excitement

5.11
(0.97)

5.03
(0.95)

0.40

101

Competence

5.53
(0.87)

5.68
(0.97)

-0.83

100

Sophistication

5.75
(1.56)

5.95
(1.04)

-0.77

102

Brand personality

Table 27. Means of consumers’ perceptions of Samsung’s brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

Sincerity

4.16
(1.24)

4.33
(1.38)

-0.59

82

Excitement

4.75
(1.19)

5.15
(1.10)

-1.51

79

Competence

5.03
(1.25)

5.52
(1.31)

-1.68

79

Sophistication

5.00
(1.21)

5.51
(1.09)

-1.92

79

Peacefulness

3.69
(1.12)

3.89
(1.35)

-0.07

79

Brand personality
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Table 28. Means of consumers’ perceptions of Nokia’s brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

t

df

Sincerity

4.44
(0.91)

4.95
(1.01)

-2.37*

76

Excitement

4.01
(0.89)

4.69
(1.00)

-3.09**

73

Competence

4.67
(1.06)

4.98
(1.03)

-1.31

73

Brand personality

Note. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01

Table 29. Means of consumers’ perceptions of Sony’s brand personality
Culture
Individualism
M (SD)

Collectivism
M (SD)

Sincerity

4.28
(1.36)

Excitement

t

df

4.63
(1.11)

-1.31

90

5.07
(1.10)

5.05
(1.29)

0.10

86

Competence

5.52
(1.12)

5.39
(1.30)

0.50

84

Sophistication

5.32
(1.09)

5.39
(1.31)

-0.28

87

Brand personality

!
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Table 30. Order of ranks of McDonald’s brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
3
1

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
3
2

Excitement

1.5

2

4

3

Competence

1.5

3

1

4

Sophistication

-

-

1.5

3

Ruggedness

-

-

-

-

Peacefulness

-

-

-

-

Table 31. Order of ranks of KFC’s brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
-

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
1.5
2

Excitement

-

2

4

3

Competence

-

-

1.5

4

Sophistication

-

-

-

-

Ruggedness

-

-

-

-

Peacefulness

-

1

3

1

!
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Table 32. Order of ranks of Starbucks’ brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
2
1

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
2
2

Excitement

4

2

5

3

Competence

2

3

2

4

Sophistication

2

4

2

5

Ruggedness

-

-

-

-

Peacefulness

-

-

4

1

Table 33. Order of ranks of Samsung’s brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
1.5
2

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
4
3

Excitement

3

3

6

4

Competence

5

5

2.5

6

1.5

4

2.5

5

Ruggedness

-

-

1

1

Peacefulness

4

1

5

2

Sophistication

!
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Table 34. Order of ranks of Nokia’s brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
1
3

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
2
4

Excitement

2.5

2

5

3

Competence

2.5

4

3

5

Sophistication

-

-

1

1.5

Ruggedness

-

-

-

-

Peacefulness

4

1

4

1.5

Table 35. Order of ranks of Sony’s brand personality dimensions

Sincerity

Individualism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
1.5
1

Collectivism
Order of rank
Order of rank
based on
based on
Facebook content
perceptions
1.5
3

Excitement

4

2

6

4

Competence

3

4

4.5

5.5

1.5

3

1.5

5.5

Ruggedness

-

-

3

1.5

Peacefulness

-

1

4.5

1.5

Sophistication

!
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Table 36. Percentages and chi-square scores of the presence of brand community
characteristics on Facebook brand pages based on a correlation between brand
personality portrayal and brand personality perception
Correlation
χ2

Negative
correlated
(%)

Positively
correlated
(%)

(N =5753, df = 1)

Opposition to competition

34

66

6.32*

Fondness of the brand

47

53

4.25*

Being a true fan

57

43

1.16

Brand history

91

9

6.79**

Brand story

75

25

22.64***

Brand experience

55

45

10.23***

Helping other brand users
and showing appreciation
to others

36

64

15.04***

Brand community
characteristics

* Note. *= p < .05, **= p < .01, ***= p < .001

!
!
!

!
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An initial
comment ->
by a brand

<-Responding
comments by its
consumers

An initial
comment by a
consumer ->

<-A responding
comment by another
consumer

A responding
comment by a
brand ->

Figure 1. Examples of comments
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Figure 2. The response rate by the global brands to consumers’ comments that required
answers

Figure 3. Percentages of how consumers’ comments were responded.
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Figure 4. Percentages of the uses of dialogic communication features
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APPENDIX A
CODING PROTOCOL
Introduction
This coding protocol is designed to assess interactions between a global brand and its
publics on a Facebook brand page. All Facebook posts from December 1 to 31, 2012 on
six brands’ Facebook pages available in the United States, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, and Thailand are to read and code. Six brands consist of McDonald’s, KFC,
Starbucks, Samsung, (Mobile), Nokia, and Sony. Two constructed weeks (two Mondays,
two Tuesday, two Wednesday, etc.) were randomly selected to represent a month’s
timeframe. For each brand’s initial post, 5% of its responding comments by fans were
randomly selected by using a random number generator. Five percent of the total number
of initial posts by fans and their responding comments on each day were randomly
selected as well. The word ‘fan’ will be used interchangeably with ‘the publics’ in this
coding protocol.
Protocol
The following steps should be taken in the content analysis coding described below (V
stands for variable):
a) Screen shots captured prior the coding process and a coding sheet in a Microsoft Excel
format will be provided to a coder. Please start coding from the first to the last file. The
files of screen shots are arranged by date.
b) When opening the file, start coding from the top to bottom. The Facebook posts that
must be coded are marked with blue arrows. From these pictures below, start coding the
brand’s initial post, which is on white background. The next item to be coded is the first
responding comment marked with a blue arrow (by Dimitar Petkov). Responding
comments appear on blue background. Continue coding (from top to bottom) until the
last responding comment with a blue arrow (by Aditya Rezpector). Then, open up the
next screen shot file provided and code the next post with a blue arrow.

The number of likes = 8,405 

 The number of shares = 546
 The number of comments = 353

!
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ID. (The first alphabet of a user name)
V1. Post Date:
V2. Brand ID:
Please select the number that is applicable to the post.
1 = McDonalds
2 = Samsung (Mobile)
4 = Sony
5 = KFC

3 = Nokia
6 = Starbucks

V3. Culture:
What is nationality of the Facebook page?
1 = USA
2 = Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore or Thailand
V4. Language:
Is the post in English (Thai)?
1 = Yes it is in English (Thai).
2 = No, it is not in English (Thai).
When the post is not in either English or Thai, do not continue coding for other
variables.
V5. Interaction on Facebook:
Please identify the type of a post.
1 = A brand’s initial post
2 = A brand’s responding post to a fan
3 = A fan’s initial post
4 = A fan’s responding post to a brand
5 = A fan’s responding post to other fans
When V5. = 1, please record:
The number of comments: ___
The number of share: ___
The number of like: ___

!
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V6. Conversation thread:
When a post is a fan’s initial post or one of the responding comments to a fan’s initial
post, please count the number of posts within a conversation thread.
From this example, there are three posts within this
conversation thread.

V7. Text:
0 = absent

1 = present

V8. URL link:
0 = absent

1 = present

V9. Video/audio:
0 = absent

1 = present

V10. Photo(s): Please count number of photos attached to the post e.g., 0, 1, 2, 3, etc.
V11. Communication content:
Identify the type of communication content. Please select only 1, 2, 3, or 4.
1 = Organizational content:
Organizational content aims to enhance brand image such as the followings:
• Financial reports or business plans
• Organizational/business policies
• CEO’s statements or speeches providing industry or organization insights
• Employment such as job postings
• Corporate social responsibilities (CSR), which are a brand’s activities that
give back to society and contribute to a positive impact on society in terms
of the quality of life, education, environment, etc.
• Recognitions or awards acknowledging a brand’s business achievement,
quality of product, or employees.
• Other organizational content: Please specify by recording what is posted.

!
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An example of posting by a brand: We believe in helping communities thrive. Check out
pictures from all over the world during our Starbucks Global Month of Service.
An example of posting by the public: Congratulations to the new CEO!
2 = Promotional content:
Promotional content aims to promote and sell brand products such as information,
questions, or answers involving the followings:
• Product functions and features (including an upgrade and a warranty) of
products
• Product reviews by independent reporters or media staff. (If a blogger or a
consumer writes a product review, the content should be classified into the
relational content – brand experience.)
• Anticipated products such as the next version of a software that has not yet
been launched officially
• Product launches officially introducing new products for the first time
• Prices
• Places where products are available for consumers
• Promotions such as sweepstakes, discounts, coupons, reward cards, etc.
• Product advertisements
• Asking for free products or coupons
• Other promotional content: Please specify by recording what is posted.
An example of posting by a brand: Nokia Lumia + Angry Birds = Angry Birds Roost
app! Find out more and win a Lumia 920: http://nokia.ly/Npz042.
Examples of posting by the public: Please send me the downloading link of latest Nokia
suite.
Nokia 920 and 820 will be available in India soon.
Note: A responding comment answering questions about a product is coded 2
(promotional content). “Thank you,” “appreciate your help,” and “you’re welcome” for
the help about product inquiries should be coded 2. When a consumer mentioned only a
name of a brand or a particular product without any surrounding context such as Nokia or
Lumia 920, it should be coded 2.
3 = Relational content:
Relational content aims to develop and maintain relationships with the publics
such as the followings:
Types of relational
content
1) Positive feedback
Praise, positive and/or
neutral brand and/or
product experience

!

Example
Comment by the brand
Comment by the public
Appreciation for feedback:
- Thank you for your feedback.
- We’re glad you love our
product.

114!

Positive/neutral feedback:
- I’m using Facebook with the
help of a Nokia X2-01.
- Samsung’s a superb phone.
Really brilliant.
- I want a Galaxy SII.

!
2) Negative feedback
Complaint, controversy
about the brand, product or
service either with or
without asking for help or
solutions

Response to a controversy or
rumor:
- Please do not believe the
rumor. Here is the information
regarding the controversy.

Negative feedback:
- Hi Nokia, I’m using the
German version of the Lumia
920 for some weeks now and I
love the phone. However, the
phone is missing setting to
synchronize time and date with
my network provider. This is a
feature each of my pervious
smart phones had and I’m very
unhappy it’s mission on the
current top-tier phone!
- I’m using Nokia e63. I can’t
download video game apps.
What can I do for this?

3) Solution
Support, recommendation,
tip, advice regarding brand
and products
4) Suggestion for a brand

Solution/support provided
- Please visit our support at
http://www.nokia.com/usen/support/

Controversy:
- Start paying the proper
amount of tax in the UK and I
might return to your outlets.
Solution/support provided
- You should try turning the
phone off, and then turn it back
on, go to DISPLAY and set for 1
minute.
- Make a phone with Windows
Phone 8 and built-in stereo
speakers please.

5) Online activity
Trivia question, contest on
Facebook, or poll

- Play ‘Deluxe Cheeseburger
Game’. The top 10 winners of the
week win a gift voucher from
McDonald’s
- Mark your calendar: We are
hosting a Consumer Preview event
on Dec 5!

Question
- When will you announce the
winners?

Conversation involving a brand
- Come on in & log on. Free WiFi is on us at McDonald’s
- Stay brainy using your Galaxy
device with these Android
Education apps and tell us, what
was your favorite subject in
school?

Conversation involving a brand
- Going to McDonald’s with
my family.
- Science.

6) Relationship
development (offline)
activity
Blogger meeting, movie
preview for customers, etc.,
(except for CSR)
7) Conversation
General tip, quote, etc.

8) Other relational content

!

Apology without any solution or
support:
- We are sorry about the trouble
you had with our product.

- Thank you for your suggestion.

General conversation
- TGIF! Tell us about your
weekend plan
-
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- Just came back from the
preview event.

General conversation
- We’re going to a beach.
-

!

4 = Other content: Please specify.
• Brand competitors (Burger King is better. = 4)
• Random words or advertisements
• Profanity, obscenity, and vulgarity
• Other content that does not belong to the categories listed above. Please
specify by recording what is posted.
V12. Relational content (Code only when V11. = 3) Please select only one. See the
operationalized definition of each category at V11.
1 = Positive feedback
2 = Negative feedback
3 = Solution or support
4 = Suggestion for a brand
5 = Online activity
6 = Relationship development (offline) activity
7 = Conversation
8 = Other relational content: Please specify by recording what is posted.
V13. Competition
Is the comment mention the brand’s competitor(s) in a positive light?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V14. Expression of complaint or discontent (Code only when V12. = 2)
V14a. Is it an instructive complaint that aims to improve a product by asking for
a solution or recommending for a change? The instructive complaint implies that a fan
wants to continue a relationship with a brand. However, when an instructive complaint
contains any negative emotions, it should be coded as a negative complaint, instead.
0 = No
1 = Yes
V14b. Is it a negative complaint that does not seek any help or solution,
express negative feelings, OR a controversy that aims to ruin the brand reputation?
In other word, the complaint implies that a fan does not want to continue a relationship
with a brand.
0 = No
1 = Yes
V14c. Is there a use of cursing words as follows: shit, piss, fuck, cunt,
cocksucker, motherfucker, and tits?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V15. Response
V15a. Does the comment need a response or answer?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V15b. Is there a response by the brand?
0 = No
1 = Yes
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V15c. Responsiveness (Code when V15b. = 1)
How long did it take for the brand to respond to the post that requires an answers
or a solution?
1 = within 24 hours
2 = more than 24 hours
V15d. Is there a response by another fan?
0 = No
1 = Yes
Dialogic communication features (Code only when V5. = 1)
V16. Is the content useful or beneficial to the publics, especially customers and
consumers, such as product features, discounts, sweepstakes as well as general tips?
Content is not limited to only a written format. It also includes video, audio, image, and
links to news releases, industry news, blogs, and websites.
0 = No
1 = Yes
V17. Does the brand encourage the publics to keep following information on
Facebook by providing links to the brand’s official website, blog or other social media
channels such as Twitter, YouTube, or Flickr?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V18. Does the brand encourage the publics to join a brand’s online activities? For
example, content invites the publics to click ‘like’ or ‘share’, asks them to participate in a
contest, answer a trivia question, stay tuned or check back for more information.
0 = No
1 = Yes
V19. Does the brand use an incentive such as a coupon or a prize to encourage the
publics to participate in an online activity?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V20. Dose the brand post questions or comment that invites the publics to share
opinions, feedback, or even ask questions?
0 = No
1 = Yes
Brand community characteristics (Code only when V4 = 3, 4, or 5. In other words, the
post was generated by a fan.)
V21. Does a fan express opposition to a competing brand(s)? For example, Love my
note 2 beats the iPhone every time.
0 = No
1 = Yes
V22. Does a fan express a fond of the brand or product? (Key words: love, like)
0 = No
1 = Yes
V23. Does a fan appear as a true fan by differentiating between those who are true fans
in the brand and those who are not or by defending the brand from a negative comment?
For example, if you were a true Sony PS3 fan, you would know better than that. You are
not a Sony fan.
0 = No
1 = Yes
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V24. Does a fan share a comment about brand history (e.g., a brand’s anniversary or
important milestone)? For example, Congratulations for reaching 1 million fans?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V25. Does a fan share a comment about a brand story such as a brand’s sponsorship,
corporate social responsibility activity, and how special the brand is to a fan or his/her
loved ones?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V26. Does a fan share a comment about a brand product experience implying that he or
she uses a product (whether it is positive or negative)?
0 = No
1 = Yes
V27. Does a fan provide help in terms of information, a solution, tip, suggestion,
recommendation, or brand-related resources when other brand users have problems or
questions about a brand product? When a fan shows an appreciation to other fans’ help,
please code as 1.
0 = No
1 = Yes
Brand personality
Please count how many times the following adjectives and nouns that expressing each
brand personality dimension appear exactly in each initial post by brand. These brand
personality dimensions are drawn from the works of J. Aaker (1998) and Aaker et al.
(2001).
Note: Do not count “Happy” in “Happy New Year” for this study.

Dimension
V28. Sincerity

V29. Excitement

!

Adjective
Down-to-earth, family-oriented, small-town, honest, sincere, real,
wholesome, original, genuine, clean, true, healthy, natural, organic,
nourishing, succulent, traditional, old, typical, conventional,
authentic, classic
Cheerful, sentimental, friendly, warm, considerate, franked,
thoughtful, joyful, lovely, happy, harmonious, fantastic, loyal,
delightful, daring, trendy, exciting, enthusiastic, fun, funny,
humorous, energetic, fast, open-minded, sociable, bold, spirited, cool,
young, active, free, youthful, fresh, refreshing, nice, imaginative,
unique, inspiring, different, up-to-date, independent, contemporary,
new, hot, innovative, versatile, advanced, modern, trendy
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V30. Competence

Well-made, stable, satisfying, respectable, courageous, neat, prudent,
levelheaded, diligent, assertive, precise, dependable, competent,
efficient, effective, productive, capable, intelligent, technical,
corporate, rational, smart, useful, powerful, practical, functional,
successful, leader, confident, popular, winning, unbeatable, unbeaten,
thriving, victorious, triumphant, flourishing

V31. Sophistication

Upper class, glamorous, good looking, elegant, expensive, luxurious,
extravagant, gorgeous, charming, feminine, smooth, stylish, chic,
romantic, sexy, delicate, stunning, sophisticated, poised, composed,
sumptuous, sleek, funky

V32. Ruggedness

Outdoorsy, masculine, western, tough, rugged, sturdy

V33. Peacefulness

Shy, mild mannered, peaceful, timid, reserved, modest, calm, relaxed,
laid-back, easygoing, simple, easy, restful, naive, dependent,
childlike, clumsy, cute, immature
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APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE
Welcome.
Before you begin, please note that it should take no more than 10 minutes to complete the
survey. As mentioned in the e-mail, the purposes of this survey are to explore your brand
personality perceptions and behavior on Facebook brand pages. You are invited to
participate in this research because you represent one of the biggest groups of people
online today, and one of the most sought after demographic groups! Again, we are not
selling anything, but are trying to find out what you think. Our hope is that your
responses will help us understand your interactions and your relationships with brands on
Facebook.
Consent form
IRB study #
Title: A comparison of interactions on Facebook between global brands and publics in
individualistic and collectivistic countries
Investigator: Pitchpatu Waiyachote
School of Journalism and Mass Communication, UNC-Chapel Hill
I am conducting a survey as part of my dissertation research. You are eligible to take this
online survey if:
- You are at least 18 years old.
- You have an active Facebook account.
- You “like” brands on Facebook.
Survey questions will ask you about your brand personality perceptions toward selected
global brands and your behavior on Facebook brand pages. A few general demographic
questions will be included. The survey takes less than 10 minutes to complete. After
completing the survey, you will have a chance to enter your email address into a drawing
for one of six $15 iTunes gift cards.
Your participation is completely voluntary, and your responses will be completely
anonymous. You do not have to answer any question you would rather not answer. You
can quit the survey at any time. There are no consequences if you decide not to complete
the survey.
If you have any questions about the survey, you can contact the investigator
at waiyacho@live.unc.edu or the project adviser, Dr. Lois Boynton
at lboynton@email.unc.edu. This project has been reviewed by the UNC Institutional
Review Board. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject
you may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board at 919-9663113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu.
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By clicking on the start button below, you are consenting to participate in this online
survey.
Your help with this research is greatly appreciated. Thank you very much for your time.
>>> START THE SURVEY
Section A: Basic demographic information
I. Are you a student?
___ Yes, I am an undergraduate student.
___ Yes, I am a graduate student.
___ No, I am a member of the UNC Chapel Hill faculty or staff.
___ Other
(A respondent who is not an undergraduate or graduate student will be thanked and
dismissed from the survey.)
II. What is your major(s)? ____________________
III. Are you an international student?
___ No (If no, a respondent will be directed to Section B to start taking the survey.)
___ Yes (If yes, a respondent will be directed to the next question.)
IV. If you are an international student, where are you from?
___ Africa
___ Asia
___ Europe ___ North America
___ Oceania ___ South America
(A respondent who answers Asia will be able to continue taking the survey. For those
who choose other answers will be thanked and dismissed from the survey.)
V. How long had you lived in your home country?
___ years
Section B: Brand personality perception
Important notice: Please rate only those brands that you are familiar with or have
heard about them.
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Not familiar
with the brand

7) Extremely
applicable

6) Somewhat
applicable

5) Applicable

4) Neither nonapplicable nor
applicable

3) Nonapplicable

2) Somewhat
non- applicable

1) Extremely
non- applicable

1. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Down-To-Earth”?

McDonald’s
KFC
Starbucks
Nokia
Samsung
Sony
2. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Honest”?
3. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Wholesome”?
4. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Cheerful”?
5. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Daring”?
6. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Spirited”?
7. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Imaginative”?
8. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Up-to-date”?
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9. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Reliable”?
10. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Intelligent”?
11. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Successful”?
12. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Upper-class”?
13. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Charming”?
14. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Outdoorsy”?
15. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Tough”?
16. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Peaceful”?
17. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Mild”?
18. Imagine each of the following brands is a person. To what extent do you think the
following brands are “Naive”?
Section C: Behavior on Facebook
In this section, we would like to ask questions about your behavior on a Facebook
brand page.
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19. How often do you visit Facebook?
___ Several times a day
___ Once a day
___ Several times a week
___ Once a week

___ Barely visit Facebook

20. Approximately, how many brands do you “like” on Facebook?
___ Less than 5 brands
___ 5 to 10 brands
___ 11 to 15 brands
___ More than 15 brands
21. Have you clicked “like” for any brands on Facebook during the past 3 months?
___ Yes
___ No
22. Please give us examples of the brands that you “like” on Facebook.
1) __________ 2) ___________ 3) ___________
23. When did you last visit the brand pages of the brands you “like” on Facebook?
___ Within last 2 weeks
___ Within last 2 to 4 weeks
___ More than 4 weeks ago

No

Brand

Yes

24. Are you a fan of these six brands on Facebook?

1) McDonald’s
2) KFC
3) Starbucks
4) Nokia
5) Samsung Mobile
6) Sony
Section D: In the last section, we would like to ask a few demographic questions for
statistical purposes only.
25. Age? ____
26. Gender?
___ Female

___ Male

This completes the survey. Thank you very much for taking the time to help us.
As a thank you for completing the survey, you may now enter your email address
for a chance to win a $15 iTunes gift card.
Email address:
!
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