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INTRODUCTION 
 

GETTING BIG INSIGHTS 
FROM SMALL DATA  

 
 
One data point is an event. Two are a series. Three are a trend.  
 
And sometimes, three’s all you need. 
 
While we at Scorch like quantitative research and nerdy 
number-crunching as much as the next creative agency, Big 
Ideas in advertising don’t always need Big Data. With the right 
approach, a thin dataset or sparse information doesn’t have to 
limit your understanding. Far from it: it can point you in a new 
direction, freshen your knowledge, enable innovative campaign 
ideas.  
 
It’s called anecdotal research. Interesting questions, creatively 
researched, and intelligently answered. It doesn’t skimp on the 
analysis part: our approach uses econometric and statistical 
methods rarely seen outside seven-figure advertising budgets. 
But that’s what brings the fun in: you see everyday facts and 
figures from a completely different angle. Which is, of course, 
where true insights tend to hide. 
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Sometimes, an hour on the phone or a morning of interviews 
contains all the data needed to dig up a terrific insight, if you 
look at the data in the right way. It doesn’t have to take months 
of planning or megabucks in budget. And it can add a lot of 
oomph to short deadlines and hard briefs.  
 
But of course, before you search for answers, you need to 
make sure you’re asking the right questions. And that’s what 
we put a lot of work into. 
 
By applying some of our What-Ifs to the FMCG sector, some 
small research projects fired us up with fresh ideas and new 
approaches for consumer advertising. (Yes, even the most 
deeply researched sector of all can be fertile ground for fresh 
thinking.) This mini-guide to consumer advertising in 2017 
shows you how we do it.  
 
Four cases—all using small data to research some big ideas—
are presented in these pages. You’ll see an idea for deciding 
the ideal balance between your broadcast and online media 
budgets. Some fun findings on how different channels affect 
different parts of the brain. How new media squares up to that 
old faithful, the Net Promotor Score. And measuring your 
online audience by taking just the right shape of sample.  
 
Read through, tell us your opinion, share with your team. This 
was written for you to enjoy.  
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1 
CARROTS, STICKS AND 

STICKY CARROTS: HOW 
CONSUMER 

ENGAGEMENT IS 
EVOLVING 
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Advertising today isn’t about what people want in their kitchen 
cupboard. (Or in their shower stall, or on their driveway.) It’s 
about whether they want you, the marketer, in their life or not.  
 
That’s the reasoning behind consumer engagement. The 
rationale that marketing should focus less on what’s being 
sold, and more on the relationship between product and 
customer. On the basis that in a world of cutthroat 
competition and infinite consumer choice, that relationship is 
all you’ve got.  
 
Of course, like most big ideas, it’s easier to say than do.  

 

Advertising push does not equal consumer 
pull  
So let’s cut it down to size—by exploring how the outbound push of mass 
advertising works with the inbound pull of customer attraction. And how much of 
each you need to become your customer’s BFF. Because let’s face it, what we’re 
really looking for in consumer engagement is to be our customer’s best friend 
forever. Someone who understands. Who listens as well as talks. Who’s there at 
3am when you need them, but also knows the time for banter and the time to 
deliver home truths.  

In other words, a balance between outbound and inbound communication. 
Between push and pull.  

Let’s treat push for what it is: a stick. When you feel pushed, it’s a negative. 
Someone pushing you into something isn’t being very nice. Before the web, 
everything was push: the mass approach of outbound campaigning, rather than the 
appealing attraction of personalised inbound. (Largely because pre-1994 there was 
a distinct lack of websites to visit.) So don’t carrots, or “pulls”, sound much more 
fun? With today’s content marketing and social media, compelling content and 
offers lie in wait for consumers when they’re ready: it’s pull. The customer is 
choosing to engage, actively seeking a relationship with you.  
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So you’d think modern marketing would be all carrot. All about creating that 
irresistible urge. So your customer feels good about getting in the shower with you. 
Or going to bed with your smell on them. (And yes, we know that came out all 
wrong. Or did it?) That’s why even the most mass of mass-market advertisers, the 
fmcg sector, isn’t all push any more— and those guys created outbound advertising. 
Look inside Unilever or Coke, and you’ll find some of the world’s best marketers. But 
even as they up their adspend on pull marketing, they know it’s risky to be all pull. 
For every product that sold a million by word-of-mouth alone, there are ten 
thousand failures.  

True consumer engagement isn’t push or pull. It’s how you blend them together. So 
let’s put in some numbers: how much of each? The answer may surprise you.  

How much push? How much pull?  
Let’s look at two studies from the food and drink sector. (We do a lot of this back-of-
envelope statistical analysis at Scorch. It’s not anything that’d impress a rocket 
scientist, but we find just a little hard research can spark an explosion of fresh 
thinking.)  

Take three cans...  
We looked at three brands with similar attributes: carbonated soft drinks (CSDs) 
marketed as energy boosters.  

Lucozade, a long-established brand, spends most of its marketing budget on mass 
advertising—it’s a “push” marketer. Monster started as a stealth brand that built its 
reputation on social media, and the proportions are reversed; it spends little on 
mass media and is still perceived as a cult drink. The third brand, Red Bull, is known 
for its blend of savvy advertising, sports sponsorship, and social: it’s a mix of push 
and pull.  

With these three short and sweet datasets, let’s plot each brand against two very 
different metrics over time (four years). The graph is a standard statistical model 
called a regression analysis. (A regression shows the relationship between two 
variables— answering questions like “Does a change in A correlate with a change in 
B?”)  

The variables we’ve chosen are: proportion of total adspend per brand not spent on 
mass media advertising, including digital (the y- axis). On the x-axis, the scale is 
Social Media activity—Tweets, comments, Shares—per million cans sold. It’s our 
proxy for consumer engagement.  

(What this statistical trickery does is cancel out differences in the sizes of the 
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companies’ marketing budgets. The data sources are the companies’ own published 
numbers and industry reports.)  

If these metrics sounds a bit juggled, don’t worry. The derivation lets us draw a 
clearer sketch of how effectively each brand’s total push and pull mix is engaging 
customers . . . and find out whether there’s a point where effectiveness is at 
maximum.  

All three datasets have been normalised to account for the different total adspends; 
the three companies are vastly different in market share. To account for the 
difficulty of gathering social activity across Tweets, Comments, and Shares month-
by-month, Tweets were used as a a proxy for all social media actions.  

 

 

 
No surprises here. Normalised for scale, the marketer spending the biggest 
proportion of its budget on mass media has the lowest customer engagement 
across social media. For each percentage point of its budget spent on social, it wins 
a small increase in customer interactions per million cans sold, but from a low base; 
these customers just don’t think there’s much buzz around this brand.  

Note that Lucozade is an old friend to many in its target market; perhaps it 
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considers its customers are engaged enough.Note, though: you don’t see many 
young people drinking it.  

 

 
 

Wow. Monster is getting a lot of activity (Shares, Likes, Comments) for the huge 
proportion of marketing spend it throws social media’s way, but at what cost? 
There’s not enough variance in its data to tell—note how short the line of best fit is. 
This brand knows what it likes, and that’s Likes, Likes, Likes.  

When you’re putting 90% of your budget into social media, you’d expect a lot of 
consumer engagement—but the flatness of this slope suggests they can’t go much 
further. Conversely, a bit more spend on traditional media might help drive useful 
awareness, since there’s barely any drop-off in social media activity at slightly lower 
spending levels! Is Monster simply spending too much of its budget on social?  
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Red Bull is getting most things right: its Shares correlate well with total adspend, 
and move up roughly in proportion to the amount spent. This suggests its strategy 
is well-thought- out and its budgets well-allocated. Its marketing department 
probably does the same sort of analysis we’re doing here in much more detail.  

Red Bull isn’t as adrenalin-fuelled as Monster. (Let’s face it, nothing’s as action-
packed in the social sphere as Monster.) But it has high unassisted recall among 
consumers: anecdotally, it’s the brand most people would associate with “energy 
drink”. And looking at the data again, it’s selling more cans of drink overall.  
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Goldilocks’ drink: not too much, not too little, 
just right.  
So far, so simple. Now let’s take a deep breath and combine these graphs. What 
this’ll do is show whether there’s a “magic proportion” between push and pull 
marketing spend that gives most bang-per- buck.  

 

 
 

As we can clearly see from the graph, three rather different marketing strategies. 
And none of them is “wrong”. The line of best fit is the average for our dataset. But 
there are some insights.  

Monster is pumpin’ up the volume, and its customers reward it by talking it up 
online. But it’s spending a stunning proportion of its marketing budget to stay there; 
there’s basically no money for anything except social marketing. Red Bull spends 
proportionately a lot less on social, but gets below average returns for it; its 
customer engagements cluster below the line. So let’s look at Lucozade . . .  

. . . well, there’s a surprise. It’s getting lower activity, but its costs are even lower. 
Drilling down into their data again, it’s the only dataset with a consistent upswing.  

It looks like social spending offers its returns when combined with a hefty dose of 
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awareness-building through “push” marketing. In other words, customer 
engagement on social media comes cheapest if you spend money on other media 
too.  

And if Lucozade is anything to go by, those returns are greatest when your social 
spending is 17% of your total marketing budget. Yes, you’ll get more activity as 
proportion goes up, but the returns start to flatten out.  

So from this anecdotal look at three companies: if you’re in the CSD sector, you 
might want to look askance at any social-only plans your marketing director throws 
your way. “Push” media—traditional advertising both online and offline—isn’t 
separate to consumer engagement; it contributes to the chance of engaging a 
customer.  

(Of course, this hides lots of assumptions, like whether social Shares really measure 
brand engagement, but remember this is back-of-envelope stuff.)  

As customer engagement has evolved, push and pull marketing have combined to 
work together. And for today’s multi-skilled marketers, that’s a great thing to 
remember.  

The sticky carrot hypothesis!  
So there you have it. Modern inbound marketing methods are a terrific carrot—but 
they don’t engage customers in a vacuum. Mass media, the stick, actually makes 
them perform better.  

Think of pull as like cheese on lasagne. It’s an essential ingredient, but you don’t 
want to overdo it. (By our estimates, rather a lot of marketers are.) Pull marketing is 
great. Push marketing is great. But the ideal sales process uses both.  

So let’s call it our “sticky carrot hypothesis”. Because a carrot is a great incentive. But 
a sticky carrot is even better.  

So, how much should you allocate to push and 
pull marketing?  
17%: the minimum proportion you should be allocating to social media to make a 
difference if you’re starting out. For brands already established in the digital space 
25% is a sensible rule of thumb which we fully endorse, because once you pass 50% 
the incremental returns start fading away.  

What you expected? Us neither. But that’s the point of our research thoughts: they 
reveal interesting things to talk about. 
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What is advertising good for?  

It’s a fair question. (And a pretty existential one, if you’re an ad 
agency.) It can raise awareness, capture interest, create desire, 
or drive action. And different channels —broadcast, print, 
online—support each goal to different degrees. That’s 
Marketing 101. But here’s the rub . . .  

. . . in today’s mediasphere, a “channel” isn’t simply one 
medium, like the web. It can be a single site. A topic area 
crossing many sites Even a conversation around a single blog 
post. Which makes getting your media mix right a lot harder 
than anything Don Draper had to deal with.  

In this section you’ll discover a way to bring simplicity back: a 
back-of-envelope method you can use to work out whether 
your chosen channels are playing to their strengths.  

 

Turning mindset into dataset  
Far from the demographic approach of days past, it uses psychographics: how we 
think and feel, rather than where we live and work. Psychographics matter. Think 
Pepsi. It may look demographic (all those young people punching the sky) but the 
brand’s all psyched about aspiration. (“Casting brief” does not equal “target 
audience”.) Around half of all packaged goods do the same.  

Similarly, Lynx is about fun, not youth. You don’t need 2.4 children to eat Kellogg’s. 
No longer is Persil or Ariel’s creative strictly women-only. And even Old Spice made 
an honest attempt to get away from the coffin-dodger demographic a few years 
back. (Sorry, Grandpa.)  

The emotional magnets that draw us towards brands, and the less emotional proof 
points we need to feel right about the purchase, often involve a multitude of 
customer touchpoints across different media, as the customer builds a picture of 
the brand in her mind. A brand is a mindset. So to judge how different media affect 
the consumer, why not look at the different ways they make us think? Here’s an idea 
for finding out.  
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S1 and S2: from the heart to the head  
Psychologist Daniel Kahneman (of “Thinking, fast and slow” fame) hypothesises 
human decision making is driven by two competing factors in our brains: System 1 
and System 2.  

System 1—the animal instincts we learned millions of years ago on the African 
savannah—is easier to act on. It’s the decisions we make with gut feel, driven by 
emotion (love, fear, lust) in the heat of the moment. We’re all influenced by our S1. 
Some of us overwhelmingly so. (Hi, Donald Trump!)  

System 2 is our by-the-numbers approach: cooler-headed reason and logic. It’s 
harder to access, needing time and effort to engage—but it’s great for following 
instructions or making use of data. Whenever you cook up a recipe, use Excel, or 
scribble a sudoku, you’re using S2.  

(Note neither is “right” or “wrong”. Indeed, for most of human history S1 won out. In 
the time of the sabre- toothed, if your instinct told you to run, it was generally the 
right decision—those who stood around thinking too long ended up as lunch. S1 
and S2 are different parts of the brain, and each is useful in its own way.) Key here 
is that we use S1 and S2 when consuming advertising messages. A car brand ad, full 
of roaring engines and glistening imagery (Audi’s “Birth” is a prime cut) appeals to 
our S1. But a sober comparison of fuel consumption and safety features in a 
magazine shifts us into S2 mode.  

Can S1 and S2 help decide what you say in 
different channels?  
Buying decisions for consumer goods use both. S1 may prompt initial interest, S2 is 
more useful for building loyalty. Get the right combination of both for each channel 
you use, and you’re winning. So to see which media choices appeal more to S1 or 
S2, let’s do some scratchpad research on three fruity brands in the FMCG aisle, all 
known for use of different media: smoothie giant Innocent, shower gellists Original 
Source, and teabagger Tetleys.  

Working with an alumni of a top business school (who wrote his dissertation on 
Kahneman’s work) we “scored” our three brands across a number of spots across 
media— noting how strongly each appealed to System 1’s touchy-feeliness or 
System 2’s steely-eyed logic. The white gaps in the middle of some graphs indicate 
the extent to which an ad appealed strongly to neither.  
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Scoring the Systems  
Comparing brands by their ad creative is of course subjective—but so is a great 
deal of advertising, so we’re in good company. Some might say the ad biz 
has become too obsessed by numbers and metrics in the last decade, so a bit of 
subjectivity might be a refreshing change. (We don’t quite agree—our clients use us 
because we never forget about their ROI!—but we’ll still compare our creative skills 
with any big name out there. How many agencies our size have ex-Sky directors on 
the creative team?)  

We scored each piece of creative we found in various different channels out of 100 
on an aggregate of whether evidence of three cognitive biases Kahneman used to 
develop his theories—confirmation bias, endowment bias, and loss aversion—
showed up in their messaging and design. (It’s a method used in fields including 
cognitive psychology and behavioural economics; more on these in our next blog.) 
You don’t need to know what these tendences involve. For now, just understand 
they’re three of the biggies defining human behavioural instincts: evidence of any is 
a clear appeal to System 1. (Hard facts and numbers indicate appeal to System 2.)  

Here’s how our scoring played out across a randomly chosen selection of video, 
print, web, social, and earned media from each brand. The findings suggest two 
brands appeal to our hearts and heads in strategically distinct ways . . . and one 
outlier has a lot to learn.  
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innocent: fun at heart  
Few people have anything bad to say about innocent, and its clever marketing has a 
lot to do with it. What shows up is an obvious split in the way it uses specific 
channels to appeal to head and heart. Above all, innocent is all about your S1 . . . 
when it’s in the medium that makes most difference.  

 

 
 

 

The blue bar is the S1 score for each medium: how strongly the brand appeals to 
our emotions. The red bar, the appeal to our S2. Notice they sum to more than 1 in 
every medium, indicating the brand is using each channel to full effect. (The green 
bar adds the amount of overlap, i.e. the “profit” from each channel.)  

So innocent’s web, social, and (just barely) earned media all show strong S1 appeal. 
Even its PPC has some S1 appeal, although it’s cleverly woven into a strong S2 
promise. (“Fancy living well and dying old?”) While— scoring 93% for S1— innocent’s 
video is at the extreme edge. Mostly on its YouTube channel, it’s got nothing to do 
with the product: it’s all about liking the company—pure emotional pull.  

innocent’s PPC and print, however, show a much stronger S2 tilt. This is where it’s 
about health and wellness, the logical stuff that appeals to our rational thinking. 
There are more numbers, more stuff to read. And  
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its earned media has the strongest combined appeal of all, suggesting the brand’s 
getting a great deal from bloggers and journalists.  

Short version: innocent is making you love it with visuals, and sealing the deal when 
you’re ready to think. This is a brand that’s firing on all cylinders. Clever stuff.  

Original Source: the whole fruit  
OS is the OG of the fruity shower experience sector. And it shows: the scores are 
strong, vivid, and consistent across all media except PPC (which doesn’t seem to be 
on the media plan.) Like innocent, the consistency of scores within each channel 
suggests a marketer that knows what it’s doing.  

 

 
 

 

Particularly clever are its video spots, which strike a perfect balance between S1 and 
S2—artful, emotional visuals of green fields and forests teamed with S2-friendly 
plain facts about the product. Its print scores invert innocent’s—explosions of 
colour with 76% appeal to S1 versus the smoothie maker’s 27%. It evens things up 
on video, though, where innocent goes all-out for emotion. ‘Source’s social media, 
however, is very S2, focused on price and availability.  

The brand has one weak spot: earned and PPC. (Note the green bars are negative, 
showing the “opportunity” Source is missing out on.) It doesn’t do any pay-per-click 
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campaigning, and its earned media appeal sums to less than 1 for each channel. In 
other words, despite the brand’s smarts in web display ads and social media, it 
could be making still more of the web.  

Summing up: Original Source strikes a great mix between S1 and S2 across its 
media choices, too evenly to be coincidental. Again, evidence of serious marketing 
smarts.  

Tetley: trouble brewing  
Tea brand Tetleys is more problematic. Across all media, most scores are weak for 
both S1 and S2. It doesn’t use PPC to any extent, either. This brand hasn’t got a grip 
on multichannel marketing the way its fruity surveymates have.  

Across all other channels, both S1 and S2 average low scores on appeal. (It’s OK to 
score low on one if the other is high, but not both—the more to the left your green 
bar is, the less effective your advertising.) Not a single channel sums to more than 
+1. In other words, it’s leaving customer engagement opportunities on the 
(tea)table.  
 
 

  
 

 

But even that’s not the whole story. Hidden in the graph data, there was far more 
variance in Tetley’s S1 scores for the various ad spots examined within channel—
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which matters more. Because it suggests this brand doesn’t quite know what it’s 
doing. It’s trying to appeal to our S1 hearts haphazardly, without the backup S2 
information that leads to strong brand loyalty over time.  

On our scoreboard of emotional and logical appeal, Tetley’s tea isn’t exactly a 
builder’s brew strengthwise. There’s room for the loveable Yorkshire dwarfs to use 
different channels a lot more logically.  

The verdict  
Innocent’s trash-talking fruit spouting health benefits. Original Source’s plain-talking 
naked-man-in-a-field. They’re artful mixes of S1 and S2 appeal, in consistently 
different proportions for each channel. And they’re all very, very good.  

The two leaders suggest S1 appeal lives in the realm of the senses: channels that 
allow vivid visuals. (Who’d have thought it?!) While when you’re giving your audience 
something to read and think about, these are the media where you should 
concentrate on S2 appeal.  

Despite selling products hugely dependent on brand image, neither of our leading 
brands skimps on appealing to our S2. And they do it in consistent ways specific to 
each channel. Which is the sign of a well-executed marketing strategy.  

Conclusion  
So here’s an idea: spread your recent advertising executions across a table —every 
PPC headline, every TVC spot —and rank them on the split between feeling and 
thinking, S1 versus S2. The above will give you a steer. (Scorch is here to help if 
you’d like us to work with you.) If there’s a big variance in your scores in a single 
channel, you’re risking the negative green bars in our graphs above— where your 
advertising is simply passing folk by rather than engaging their whole mind.  

Next time around, we’ll add to these ideas on consumer engagement and media 
suitability, looking again at FMCG—with some suggestions for metrics useful in 
today’s Millennial-infested world.  
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In Part 1 Carrots, Sticks, and Sticky Carrots guesstimated the 
percentage of your marketing budget your social spending 
shouldn’t dip below.  

Next, The Winter of our (dis)content looked at how different 
channels appeal to different parts of our brains, with a nod to 
psychologist Dan Kahneman’s work on System 1 and System 2.  

In this chapter, let’s add to that duo—with an idea for 
measuring the touchier-feelier metrics consumer engagement 
is moving towards. Since it describes most of the people in our 
office, we’ll recruit every marketer’s fave demographic as our 
lab rats: the Millennials.  

Much ado about Millennials  
First, let’s burst a few bubbles. The Millennials—people born since 1980 —aren’t a 
new paradigm, or resistant to research, or too weird for words. (Unless you’re in 
Shoreditch of a Friday night.) They’re not even that different from their parents in 
Generation X; the social shift between, say, the prewar generation and their 
offspring the Boomers was far greater. And they’re not “up-and-coming” any more. 
In the last year or two, Millennials became the largest segment of the workforce. 
That makes them mainstream.  

But since they came of age just as the world was connecting up, they do have some 
traits that differentiate them from their parents. Specifically, in how they acquire 
information; how they build brand preferences; and how they communicate their 
fondness (or dislike) of a brand to their peers. Which contains an idea worth 
exploring. Should we be measuring the individual’s propensity to click or buy . . . or 
the peer group influence that drove her to do so?  

Back, and to the left  
Such second-order metrics are derivative: they involve looking “across and back” 
the dataset. Not just at the string of data points that describes one consumer, but 
at the surrounding web of data that pushes and pulls her this way and that. Sounds 
complicated? Not really. It can be summed up in something you’ll all recognise: the 
Net Promoter Score.  

 



  www.scorchlondon.com 23	  

Net Promoter: it’s just sooooo ultimate  
The NPS is the gold-standard metric for many customer experience programmes in 
the world’s largest companies. The pointy bit is the reader’s answer to would you 
recommend us to your friends and family? (What its creator calls the Ultimate 
Question.)  

It’s powerful because it asks the consumer to consider how other people would 
feel about the product or service. And not just *any* other people, but the people 
who know him best, that feature most prominently in his life. That makes the 
Ultimate Question a derivative metric, one that connects up a much bigger web of 
data points than most metrics measure.  

Best of all, it then goes one better. It turns that slippery qualitative animal, “how 
people feel”, into a quantitative output that’s easy to use in statistical modelling . . . 
a simple score from 0 to 10.  

 

 
 

Consumers scoring your product or service 0 to 6 are Detractors: they aren’t likely 
to recommend you. (So it’s your job to persuade them.) 7s and 8s are Passives: they 
like you, but don’t shout your name from the rooftops. 9s and 10s, however, are 
your Promoters. They buy your product or service, and persuade people they know 
to buy it too!  

Promoters are your best friends in all consumerdom, and it’s worth spending time 
and money to nurture them.  

Here’s the twist. NPS is already among the world’s most widely used CSAT 
(customer satisfaction) metrics. But the NPS itself is a catch- all. It’s simply the 
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percentage of your Promoters minus the percentage of your Detractors, to give a 
single number. And we feel that’s one step too far.  

Maybe we don’t need to measure NPS, to manage it.  

The trouble with NPS  
Because when you’re interested in consumers as individuals, as all fmcg brands 
should be when marketing to Millennials, the final number matters less than the 
data that led to it.  

So it’s worthwhile looking not at the final NPS score in isolation, but at the dataset: 
those answers to the Ultimate Question, in all their variety. Because that dataset is 
multidimensional. It hasn’t lost all its insights and nuances by being agglomerated 
into one number.  

This dataset tell us how each individual consumer feels about you, when 
considering the judgement of his peers. Which is a brilliant way to measure peer 
group inflence on a buying decision. So while CSAT experts tell us NPS is the 
ultimate answer, we care more (with apologies to the late Douglas Adams) about 
the ultimate question.  

In the age of the Millennials, could NPS be taking on a new life—as the only 
marketing metric that really matters when marketing consumer products?  

Let’s do some Scorch-style back-of- envelope research into this, with a technique 
called Structural Equation Modelling, or SEM. Don’t worry: like most statistical 
methods, it’s nowhere near as complex as it sounds. (OK, we lie. It is complex. But 
it’s worth it.)  

SEM: telling it how it is  
SEM isn’t one statistical method, but a family of them. (The regression analysis you 
saw in Sticky Carrots is an SEM method.) What these methods have in common: 
they let you forecast stuff. Any two columns of numbers will correlate in some way, 
but SEM tells you if variables have a predictive effect. Not “Does X relate to Y”, but 
“Does X lead to Y?”  

This means SEM does more than tell us whether there’s a relationship between a 
company’s NPS score and its audience’s connections across social media. What we 
want to know is whether you can drive an uptick in NPS by driving Likes and 
Shares—i.e. does social media activity predict an increased NPS, or just correlate 
with it? And if so, what matters?  
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The regression graphs from Part 1 used simple linear regression: one dependent 
variable, one independent variable. But to look at webs of data with multiple 
connections between the data points, we need to up our game: multiple regression, 
where what we’re trying to predict depends (hence “dependent variable”) on more 
than one indie.  

Let’s look at multiple regression graphs for two gender-biased fmcg brands: Proctor 
& Gamble’s Gillette and Unilever’s Dove, by looking at some simple numbers from 
their Facebook pages. Why Facebook? It’s because of a recent feature: the choices 
that appear when you “Like” a Post. Comparing numbers of Likes, Loves, Sads, and 
Angrys give us a useful proxy for how people are feeling— one that fits nicely with 
the Detractor, Passive, and Promoter categories of the NPS model.  

Dove: soothing consumer pain  
Our methodology keeps it simple. (We like simple.) Dove’s NPS score at the end of 
2013 was 53. So to build our model, we collected a set of social media over 2013 
(Facebook didn’t have Loves, Sads, or Angry options on posts back then) and 
normalised it for the dependent variable, i.e. 53.  

 

 

 

Next we collected another set from 2016, and applied the same normalisation – 
basically, relating the NPS number with whether the trend is rising or falling. (On the 
basis that if looking at social media has any predictive effect, looking at the 
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equivalent data during 2016 will produce Dove’s Christmas NPS for 2016.) Figures 
for Q4 2016, which hasn’t finished yet, were estimated.  

 

 

 

As you can see, the trend is slightly up, with a big bulge in Likes in the first half of 
the year. Delving into the data – looking at ratios of Posts to Likes and other 
gubbins – predicts Dove will end 2016 with an NPS of 54. Staying at the top of its 
game. Which, if you know this brand well, feels about right.  

Here’s what makes the 2016 figures useful. Dove doesn’t do as much as you’d think 
on the world’s largest social network; a typical Post gets around 400 interactions. 
But about 3% are Loves not Likes, and 1% are Sads or Angrys, indicating Detractor- 
like behaviour. 3% of readers also Share each Post – and the ratios in which they do 
so contribute greatly to our insights. If people are reacting strongly, it indicates 
stronger involvement . . . perhaps these “extreme” Likers are our NPS Promoters?  

Checking into web sources, the media seem to agree, believing Dove’s customer 
equity has stayed steady in the last two years. So it seems, yes, strength of 
sentiment (in either direction) does have some predictive power on a brand’s NPS. 
What seems to matter: engage with and look after your strongest fans . . . and your 
biggest critics.  
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Gillette: the unkindest cut  
Gillette’s published NPS score (from 2013) was a lowly 28. In this connected world, 
nobody really loves Gillette enough to shout its name. What’s in store in 2016 for 
the razormaker?  

 

 

 

In the data is our answer. Gillette has more overall activity that Dove – often with 
per-Post viewership in the thousands—but as a proportion, far fewer readers Like 
each Post; mostly, nobody Loves a Post at all. And fewer than 1% of a Post’s 
audience Share it. Irrespective of how many readers there are, they’re not deeply 
engaged. Could this have predicted that awful NPS figure?  
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Translating the graph for 2016:  

 

 
 

Again, there’s plenty of activity, but Loves, Sads, and Angries were so low we had to 
remove them altogether; they made the graph unreadable. The predictive model 
forecasts an NPS by Christmas of a lowly 22! Customers aren’t exactly raving: that 
grimace when they run a pack of FusionGlides over the checkout scanner may be 
turning Passives into Detractors and stopping Promoters ever emerging.  

A check with the press again confirms this prediction: pundits are cool on Gillette, 
contrasting its high- cost product with newcomers like Dollar Shave Club.  

Does our hypothesis hold: a company’s NPS depends not on overall audience, but 
on the few who really engage?  

Cross-checking on Twitter  
This is a thin dataset, so we did some cross-checking with Twitter. Here, the 
viewership figures are reversed: Dove Tweets a lot, Gillette far less. But the 
conclusions are the same. With over 16,000 Tweets, Gillette gets only a handful of 
retweets—a proxy for recommending—barely a twentieth of Dove’s.  

The social media teams obviously focus on different channels, but the broad 
outcomes for each are the same: your NPS score depends on how many 
cheerleaders you’ve got, not the size of your audience.  
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Conclusion  
So there you have it. Consumer advocacy—Sharing and Loving —does seem to 
predict a brand’s overall NPS score. But it’s got to be the right kind of advocacy. 
Gillette is cutting itself to ribbons; Dove is lathering up nicely. The conclusion: don’t 
measure your clicks and pageviews—look for your Promoters among the Shares, 
Likes, Loves, Sads, and Angries.  

As usual, here’s our disclaimer: the research above is from a small dataset with 
disparate sources. But it’s an interesting thought: that turning just 2-4% of Likers 
into Lovers ripples out into big dividends for your entire brand.  
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In Part 1, you saw how customer engagement is evolving, from 
carrots and sticks to sticky carrots. In Part 2 We followed up 
with a look at how different media affects the consumer in 
different ways—in The Winter of our (Dis)content—and 
continued in Part 3 with some metrics for Millennials, riffing on 
the Ultimate Question from the famous Net Promoter Score. 
This Part completes the set—with some ideas on how we 
measure ad effectiveness in the age of the digital consumer . . . 
and, perhaps, some insights into seeing the signal in the noise.  
 
Let’s get away from advertising for a moment  
With political stuff like the Snooper’s Charter—sorry, the Investigatory Powers Act—
making the news, an associate of ours at Scorch has a radical idea for policing. And 
a bit of back-of-envelope research shows it could work equally well for locking up 
consumer attention.  

Here’s the hypothesis. Democracies make great play of treating everyone equally. 
And that’s a good thing. But policing everyone equally takes a lot of money. And 
most of it is wasted, because most people don’t break the law.  

(Do you know that a hard core of just 5,000 habitual criminals are responsible for 
half of all reported crimes? That’s just one in ten thousand people. And if you raise 
the sample size to 100,000, over nineteen out of twenty crimes are accounted for.)  

Now, there are over 100,000 police officers in England and Wales. So what if every 
police officer’s first day on the job entailed being given one person’s name—one 
individual with anti-social tendencies—with instructions to keep him closer than 
their own shadow?  

Boom! Instant 95% drop in crime. It’s hard to get away with jimmying doors or 
twocking cars when PC Plod has one hand on your shoulder. In this model, the 
police aren’t counting the criminals they arrest. They’re arresting the criminals who 
count. That’s our associate’s idea. To cut crime, you don’t need to put a population 
of 65m under surveillance. You just need to keep an eye on the ones proven to 
cause trouble. That’s less than one percent. (Actually a lot less.)  

Could we look at advertising effectiveness the same way? That’s our cue to get back 
to advertising.  
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To measure your campaign, don’t measure 
your campaign  
The equivalent for consumer audiences, rather than cowed populations, is your 
“superfans”: the consumers who talk about you a lot and spread your messaging 
further and wider than any others. We all know an Apple acolyte. Or an Arsenal 
fanatic. But these are outliers. With most brands, most consumers aren’t superfans. 
(In the same way as most citizens aren’t habitual lawbreakers.)  

Let’s look at the status of superfans for two premium consumer brands: ecstasy 
inducer—sorry, chocolatier—Green & Black’s, and cereal killer Jordan’s. First, 
though, a bit of statistics.  

The Gaussians are coming  
Whether you call it a Bell Curve, Gaussian, or Normal Distribution, you’re probably 
talking about the same thing. It’s a way of organising a set of data whose values 
cover a broad range, by arranging them in terms of how far they are from the 
average (mean) value.  

 

Statistics nerds divide the distance from the mean (the midpoint of the x-axis) into 
chunks called Standard Deviations. Whatever the spread of your data, “normalising” 
its distribution like this will always mean 68.3% of your values fall within 1SD, 95.5% 
within 2, and 99.7% within 3 SD’s.  
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Why these numbers? The simple answer is that they cover almost every value. Just 
0.3% of all values will fall outside 3 SD’s: a value 4SD from the mean is one of very 
few outliers. Almost everything you need to know about a dataset will fall within 3 
Standard Devs on its Normal Distribution.  

This means it’s a great way to shake out consumers who are a bit . . . different. 
Remember the people who scored you 9’s and 10’s on the Net Promoter Score in 
our last blog? They roughly coincide with the second Standard Deviation. But the 
Third SD and beyond—the hardcore superfans —get all Spinal Tap on us. They’re 
the ones who take it up to 11.  

Stirring up our brands  
There’s a reason for our delicious chocolatey and crunchy brand picks. Both brands 
are consumed by connoisseurs, or at least people whose tastes are a bit above the 
average. And both have a lot of cheaper, lower quality competitors in the same 
marketspace. Which gives the data a bit of context.  

Why do we need context? Because of something we’ve riffed on in previous blogs: 
consumers are complete people, not demographics or data points. To understand 
them, you’ve got to look at how they interact not just with your brand, but with 
brands in general.  

To explore this universe (and cut it down to size!) we looked at a sample of social 
media traffic in the last year, and applied four metrics. First, the overall volume of 
messages (posts, comments, tweets) mentioning the category (e.g. not just Jordan’s, 
but Kellogg’s; not just Green and Black’s, but Lindt) in a short period. Second, we 
shook out the number of people talking. Third, we counted the brand addicts, 
represented by the number of interactions each of their posts received—i.e. 
whether they were Liked, Shared, or retweeted. Fourth, the presence of a single 
word in these retweets: delicious. Let’s see the results . . . and see if we can draw 
any conclusions.  
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Green & Black’s Chocolate  
 

 

 

Green & Black’s has an excellent profile on social media. Eyeballing the data, it 
punches above its weight against heavyweights like Cadbury and Mars. Principally 
because its biggest fans are voluble—exciting an average of twelve people to take 
action.  

When normally distributed, there’s a twist. These superfans with twelve or more 
reshares are all in the top 5% of the graph, in the third SD. Rare, but still within the 
mainstream of the audience.  

For all non-Green & Black’s posts, however—those about other chocolate—such 
superfans are in the far 0.3%. i.e. they are much rarer. All chocolate has fans, but 
Green & Black’s has more superfans. (As we could have told you from a look around 
the Scorch office.)  

Is there an opportunity for G&B to take on mighty Cadbury’s and Hershey’s, with a 
programme of leveraging its superfans to take more actions? This small dataset 
suggests that if they did, it’d be very successful.  
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Jordan’s Cereals  
 

 

 

Jordan’s sell crunchy, fruity breakfast cereal. A smaller brand on social media, its 
Followers aren’t loyal to Jordan’s. They’re also fans of granola in general; of fruit for 
breakfast; of healthy eating. Some of them run cereal-appreciation websites. (Yes, 
there are such things.)  

From our data it apppears that in the cereal sector, there’s a bit less competition to 
get a superfan. It takes just four reshares to catapult yourself into superfan status in 
the third SD from the mean. But unlike Green & Black’s, Jordan’s doesn’t have a 
clear advantage. While it’s not competing against cornflakes, it does share 
mindspace with lower-quality cereals. Our feeling is that Jordan’s could try harder.  

For Jordan’s, a winning strategy would be to convert more cereal lovers to the 
delights of Jordan’s. There are a lot of consumers out there that with just a nudge—
a personal approach? A sampling? —might start singing the praises of their granola. 
An opportunity so far unexplored.  
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Conclusion  
Green & Black’s and Jordan’s superfans were all in the third Standard Deviation, the 
top 4.5% of the tweeting population. And this is what’s interesting about the Normal 
Distribution. Those percentages of 68.3%, 95.5%, and 99.7% aren’t random: they’re 
common in nature. Many datasets in the natural world also follow a Normal curve.  

It’s intriguing that fandom on social media – the least natural dataset imaginable – 
follows the Normal pattern so closely.  

So there we have it: to measure the effectiveness of your advertising, focus on what 
the superfans are doing. Win the superfans, and the rest will line up behind them.  
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AN IDEA WORTH 
EXPLORING? 

 
So there you have it. Four small datasets, four interesting 
insights. But we don’t want you to look at our findings and 
wonder how to apply them to your business. We want you to 
ask us about ideas we can come up with for you. 
 
Because some of our best ideas come from just talking things 
out. It might be structured, like an all-day workshop exploring 
ten conceptual territories and narrowing them down to just 
one. It might be fervent, like an all-agency creative session 
because the whole team is desperate to be involved.   
 
Or it might be that simple first conversation that sparks an idea worth 
exploring. An idea our team can flesh out, research, and back up with 
solid data and precise analytics. Remember those three data points? 
Well . . . there are usually more than three by the time we’ve finished. 
But the research that uncovers something fascinating can cost a lot 
less—and emerge a lot faster—than you think. 
 
We’re big on workshops, training and meeting new people, so if you’re 
interested in a session you can add your team to our workshop 
calendar by contacting Holly.  
 

What interests you, interests us too.  
Let’s start the conversation. 

 
 
 

Holly Yates, 0203 040 2914, holly@scorchlondon.com 


