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Abstract This paper addresses the issue of whether there is a need for better online
marketing communication planning and prioritisation methods, particularly for B2B
companies. It describes the result of an empirical study among larger Danish
companies. The work looks at differences between B2C and B2B companies, regarding
the importance of offline and online marcom disciplines, online spending and usage of
methods for online communication prioritisation. The paper concludes that due to high
online spending, a less specialised priority of online disciplines and very limited usage
of existing methods, B2B companies need to be on the lookout for new systematic
methods for online communication planning.

INTRODUCTION

The increasing adoption of online
media raises the question of whether
existing marketing prioritisation and
planning methods can accomplish the
progressively more complex planning
task. B2B companies without a strong
tradition of quantifiable media planning
may particularly find a need for more
systematic and holistic methods. As is
the case offline, the importance
attributed to online marcom disciplines
differs between B2C and B2B
companies. Where B2C marketers find
mass communication disciplines such as
online display advertising and sales
promotion more important, B2B
companies prefer relational building
disciplines such as online events and
product demonstrations. Even though
there are differences, B2B companies

seem to have a less specialised
approach online, hence discrimination is
not as strong online as offline. In
general, B2B companies spend a much
larger proportion of their budget on
online activities than B2C companies.
In contrast, higher-spending B2B
companies have a significantly lower
usage of systematic methods for
planning and prioritising of their online
spending. Whereas B2C companies to
some extent seem to rely on
advertising planning criteria, eg
reach-frequency, B2B companies lack
planning and prioritisation methods for
online marcom. This paper argues for
better online marcom planning and
prioritisation methods, especially for
B2B companies. In doing so, it
compares the importance of marcom

disciplines between B2B and B2C
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companies, examining spending as well
as usage of existing methods for
planning and prioritisation.

HYPOTHESES

Online marcom has not been properly
integrated as part of the marketing mix,
and is therefore far from fully utilised.'
In part, this might be due to the fact
that online marcom does not have the
same long tradition of media and
communications planning as offline
communication.? Further, one could
argue that this is a particular concern
within B2B marketing, where the more
‘qualitative’ relationship marketing
paradigm has been predominant for at
least a decade.” One would naturally
expect that online marcom, due to its
unique targeting and personalisation
possibilities, has a high potential within
B2B marketing. The issue, however, is
how to plan and prioritise online
marcom. This text will try to answer the
question of whether there is a need for
better online marcom planning and
prioritisation methods, in particular for
B2B companies. In the effort to do so,
differences in how B2C and B2B use
individual marcom disciplines will be
investigated. Moreover, the paper
analyses how online marcom is allocated
in existing as well as projected future
budgets. The hypotheses below have
consequently been formulated.

B2B companies often have a more
specific target and subsequently a more
focused communication. Thus, the
relationship marketing paradigm seems to
have more appeal and relevance within
B2B. B2C companies often communicate
to the masses, and in this case, mass
communication as advertising is more
relevant. This seems obvious within
traditional offline marcom, where a wide
range of disciplines is available. However,
within online marcom there can also be

found a wide range of different
disciplines, from mass communication to
more personal activities,” and it could be
argued that the same differentiation can
be observed here.

H;: The focus on both offline and
online marcom disciplines difters
between B2B and B2C
companies. Where B2C prefers
mass communication, B2B
considers personalised and
relational disciplines more
important.

Even though online marcom has been
argued to cover a wide range of both
mass and personal (relational) disciplines,
the immediate appeal of online
communication is often its targeting and
personalisation capabilities. Whereas mass
communication is extensively covered by
existing media, online communication
fills an obvious gap within relationship
marketing and should have a strong
appeal to B2B marketers. In a recent
multinational study, Barwise and Farley
showed that B2B companies generally
spend a higher percentage of their
budget on interactive marketing.’
Therefore, B2B companies are presumed
to spend a larger amount of their budget
on online activities compared with B2C
companies, both now and in the future.

H,,: B2B companies spend a larger
portion of their total budget
online than B2C companies.

H,,: B2B companies will continue to
spend a larger portion of their
total budget online than B2C
companies.

One would expect that B2C
communication with its strong tradition
of media planning® would extend this
tradition into online marcom
prioritisation. B2B marcom prioritisation,
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however, has never been that quantifiable
and systematic, and this lack of best
practice could be expected to have an
impact on online marcom prioritisation
and planning.

H;: B2B companies use systematic
methods for planning and
prioritising online marcom
significantly less than B2C
companies.

DATA COLLECTION AND
METHODOLOGY

Data were collected from a selection of
Danish companies with more than 200
employees. Larger companies were
chosen, as it was expected that the usage
of marcom, online and offline, would be
more established within this group. Data
was drawn from the CD-direct database
(based on the Danish Central Business
Register). The total number of
companies in the database was 781, but
due to redundancies and misplacements
etc, it was reduced to 674. A total of
205 respondents answered the
questionnaire, equivalent to 30 per cent
of the cleaned database. Unfortunately,
only 134 respondents were able to
classify their company as either B2B or
B2C, but this still counts for
approximately 20 per cent of the cleaned
database. Although the sample was
heavily skewed, with 108 B2B and 26
B2C respondents, according to the
central limit theorem, both groups are
still large enough to justify the
assumption of mean values following a
normal distribution.” The 674 companies
were initially contacted by post in
December 2005, asking the marketing
manager to answer an online
questionnaire. As this gave far below 100
respondents, the remaining companies
were next contacted by phone in January
2006 asking for the person in overall

charge of marketing. If that person was
unavailable, their email address was
requested. Finally, all companies where
personal email addresses had been
acquired were contacted with a link to
an online questionnaire. An incentive
was provided in terms of the possibility
to sign up for a free descriptive report
on the data. Sixty-three per cent of the
respondents were either marketing
managers or marketing director, 18 per
cent ticked off marketing coordinator or
marketing responsible, 9 per cent ticked
oft product manager, web responsible,
communication manager or
communication director and the
remaining 10 per cent were classified
under other. Taking the variation in
terminology in different companies into
account, the sample seems to have met
the recruitment criteria reasonably.
Furthermore, only 12 per cent of the
respondents had been employed for less
than 1 year, whereas 72 per cent had
been employed for more than 3 years.

Questions were primarily asked on a
five-point Likert scale with individual
wording, defining 3 as the neutral value.
The two measures related to the present
and future budget allocation of online
marcom were asked on an 11-point scale
with increasing budget percentage
intervals.

All measures were mean evaluated
with independent-samples f-test (p <0.1).
The test was based on significance of
Levene’s test for equality of variances
(p <0.05) carried out assuming either
equal variances or non-equal variances.
Investigating the existence of a general
discrimination function between B2C
and B2B companies for online as well as
offline marcom, discriminant analysis and
logistic regression were applied on the
measures in relation to H;. The
appropriateness of discriminant analysis
was judged by non-significant Box-M
(p > 0.05) and significance of Wilks’
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lambda in the canonical discriminant
function (p <0.05).

The logistic regression was evaluated
on a good model of fit statistics (Cox
and Snell R? and Nagelkerke R?); ie
between 0.3 and 0.5 as argued to be
excellent by Lattin and Green.” Further,
testing for non-significance was made by
the Hosmer-Lemeshow test (p > 0.05).
Finally, the variables included in the
equation were tested to be significant at
a 10 per cent significance level.

DEFINITION OF MEASURES

Offline marcom measures are based on
extant integrated marketing
communication (IMC) literature.”"> IMC
is a concept of marketing
communications that recognises the
added value in integrating all
communication disciplines. The number
of disciplines originates from the four
classical disciplines:'® advertising, sales
promotion, public relations and personal
selling. Over time, multiple authors have
been adding new disciplines to the
concept. Based on the references above,
nine disciplines were included in this
paper. Packaging is mentioned as an
individual discipline by one author, but
was not included, as it is not generally
accepted as an individual IMC discipline.
Furthermore, events and exhibitions and
trade fairs were aggregated into a single
discipline. This leads to the following
nine disciplines: advertising, sales
promotion, direct marketing, sponsorship,
public relations, events and exhibitions,
relationship marketing, point-of-purchase
marketing and sales supporting activities.
‘While offline marcom is divided quite
concisely into disciplines in extant
literature, few attempts have been made
to create a distinct online marcom
typology.'” However, both IMC
literature as well as more specific online
literature recognises that online marcom

includes multiple activities.'®” It was

therefore considered appropriate to
develop online marcom measures, not on
the IMC discipline level, but in relation
to the activities mentioned in said
literature. The 17 online marcom
activities found are briefly described
below.

* Display advertising such as banners,
pop-ups and interstitials. These have
proven to be very competitive in
comparison with offline advertising.

* Search engine advertising/marketing
(SEA/SEM) including both organic
and paid optimisation. Organic SEM
refers to achieving good search
rankings for a website without paying
for it. Paid SEA/SEM is maybe best
known in the form of Google
adwords, but other services exist such

26-28

as Overture.” Smith® shows in a
European Jupiter Research report that
paid search on average has exceeded
display advertising as the most
predominant online advertising format.

 Public relations primarily refers to the
support and monitoring of online
media relations. Macleod®' mentions
five best practice parameters to
consider when implementing online
media relations: supply time critical
information (eg financial information)
in real time; apply a ‘Net-friendly’, not
corporate tone of voice; enable full
transparency and openness with data
and content; monitor and evaluate
non-corporate views on the firm; and
finally, monitor and evaluate the views
of individuals as expressed within
communities.

» Sponsorships constitute a fast-evolving
online activity that offers the
opportunity of combining aspects of
traditional activity sponsorships and
media sponsorships and thereby
extending marketing strategies in new
directions.” If the content sponsored is
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relevant to the brand, attributes can be
added to the brand. As an example,
Cracknell® uses the sports website
sportinglife.com, which promotes itself
as innovative, immediate and
authoritative. A sponsor for the site
could transfer these values to its brand.
Viral marketing is deliberate spreading of
a message through online
word-of-mouth.> Viral marketing can
be carried by multiple ‘agents’, eg
email, streaming video and audio,
games, programmes, websites, pictures
or simple documents. Email is used on
a regular basis by most online
audiences and is therefore an obvious
choice for viral marketing. Due to its
narrative capabilities, video is also an
obvious carrier of viral content.

Events have become a viable online
communication activity with the rapid
adoption of broadband. Online events
could be product launches, training,
seminars, presentation of financial
statements, press conferences etc. For
an online music retailer, an obvious
possibility is online concerts, as
arranged by CD-Now and CD
Universe with great success.”” Another
example is women’s clothing retailer,
Victoria’s Secret; the first time an
online fashion show was arranged, 1.2
million visitors stopped by, and the
web server broke down.”

Sales promotion includes competitions,
coupons, samples, contests and
sweepstakes. It can be used to aid sales,
encourage involvement and repeated
access.” According to Kitchen and de
Pelsmacker,”™ more than 30 per cent of
the web population are using online
coupons. A 2003 Jupiter Research
report states that contests and
sweepstakes are the sixth most popular
online activity, with 52 per cent of
online adults regularly participating.™

o Affiliate programmes, where a link to the
marketer’s website 1s placed on the site

of a host business. The host earns a
commission, whenever a visitor clicks
the link and carries out a transaction
with the sponsor.”” Affiliates are
commonly paid based on the number
of leads converted into customers,
pay-per-conversion, or by number of
leads referred, pay-per-lead.'
E-learning is to a fair extent replacing
face-to-face classroom instruction in a
growing number of businesses.*
Learning management systems can
include any kind of multimedia
content, synchronous as well as
asynchronous communication, all
linked together and personalised.®
Email direct marketing might be the one
online marcom tool that has had the
highest penetration among marketers.
Compared with offline direct
marketing, online direct marketing
allows customisation, personalisation
and niche targeting in a much more
flexible, easy, quick and cheap way
than offline.** A Yesmail study
concludes that targeted email can triple
the response rate.”** Along the same
line, a study by Ansari and Mela*’
concludes that email targeting using
the users’ clickstream information could
enhance response by 60 per cent.
Microsites are smaller websites
developed for a specific purpose, such
as a product launch or specific
campaign.*® The overall aim of
microsites is, in comparison with
corporate websites, not information but
rather to involve the user by a high
degree of interactivity.

Mobile location-based services are direct
messages that not only are customised
in content but also according to a
specific location. Strauss*’ gives the
example of receiving a promotional
message on your mobile device while
passing by your favourite restaurant.
Permission and acceptance are core
issues that are fundamental to recognise
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in connection with context-based
services; respect of user privacy and
clear opt-in will be the way to
follow.”"'!

Games, often referred to as
advergaming,’>”> demand a high degree
of interaction and involvement by
nature and therefore not only generate
awareness and preferences, but increase
the engagement with the brand as
well.*

Communities are ‘voluntary associations
of people with shared interests or
common purposes’.”” From a technical
point of view, online communities can
take on many forms, such as multi-user
domains, often referred to as forums,
and internet relay chat.>*>" All types of
online communities can be employed
within marketing communication.
There is reason to believe in a positive
association between market
performance and the deployment of
virtual communities.”®

Personalisation can be carried out in
more or less advanced ways. One
approach is to use manual
decision-making systems based on user
demographics collected through
registration. More advanced methods
use automated web usage mining
systems that deliver personalised
content and services.””™

SMS was not intended either for heavy
personal communications or for mobile
marketing, even though the adoption
has been explosive. SMS has already
proven its effectiveness in online
marcom, both as an individual element
and integrated with television.®' In
addition, multimedia message service is
beginning to increase its speed of
adoption.”

Mobile phone homepages have been
adopted very slowly in Europe and the
USA. In contrast, the mobile internet
has been adopted very fast in Japan.®
It is expected that diffusion will

accelerate in coming years as
technology matures and marketers
open their eyes to the advantages of
mobile communication.®*

The five measures used in relation to Hsj,

ie the usage of specific systematic

methods for prioritisation of online
marcom, were derived from 11

interviews with experts in the industry

and from the literature as mentioned

below. The interviews included media
planning agency professionals,

communication consultants and
marketing and media managers from
major companies. None of the measures
are unique to online marcom although,

for instance, return on investment may
be argued to have a better applicability

online due to the tracking friendliness of
much online communication. On the
other hand, reach and frequency
measures are heavily rooted in offline
advertising. Only the use of methods for
online marcom prioritisation was
addressed in the questioning.

e Return on investment (ROI) or even
return on marketing/media investment
(ROMM)I) has been widely adopted by
marketers.”””*® Even more advanced
methods involving econometrics have
found their way into ROI
measurement.®”

e Reach and frequency is a fundamental
media planning tool, even though it is
mostly applied to advertising.”>”*
However, the principle has also been
applied to a wider range of media.”>”*

e Brand equity has been promoted and
described by multiple authors.””* Even
though these measures generally only
tell firms how they perform and not
which disciplines to prioritise, they
could serve as an important planning
tool.

e Media habits and preferences have already
proven to be an important factor in
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Table 1: Differences in importance of offline activities between B2C and B2B companies
B2C B2B Significance
Offline activities Mean SD Mean SD (p)
Advertising 4.19 0.98 2.48 1.42 0.00
Sales promotion 3.81 1.13 3.58 1.10 ns
Direct marketing 3.31 1.35 3.43 1.13 ns
Sponsorships 2.69 1.29 2.42 1.15 ns
Public relations 3.88 1.03 3.50 1.13 ns
Events and exhibitions 3.08 1.06 3.78 1.08 0.00
Relationship marketing 3.08 1.35 3.80 1.06 0.00
Point-of-purchase marketing 3.00 1.32 2.62 1.29 ns
Sales supporting activities 3.77 1.21 4.35 1.01 0.03

All questions are measured on a five-point Likert scale. Non-significant (ns) for p > 0.1

earlier studies, because consumers
simply have strong attitudes toward
different media and their
capabilities.”®* Thus, the target
audience’s media habits and preferences
are also counted as an important
prioritisation criteria by practioners.*

¢ Collected experiences as earlier
conducted ad hoc effectiveness
measurements or just personal
experiences are often and should
naturally be used as prioritisation
parameters.

RESULTS

As can be observed in Table 1, there are
unsurprisingly offline disciplines
distinguishing B2C from B2B companies.
B2C companies put relatively more focus
on advertising being the predominant
mass communication activity. On the
other hand, B2B companies prefer more
targeted and personal activities in the
shape of events and exhibitions,
relationship marketing and sales support
activities.

As hypothesised, the same pattern was
to some extent also found within online
marcom. As can be seen in Table 2,
B2C companies put significantly more
emphasis on display advertising, sales
promotion and games (advergaming),
whereas online events such as product

demonstrations are the only significant
discipline for B2B companies compared
with B2C. Personal and much targeted
activities like e-learning, mobile
location-based services, communities and
personalisation would have been
expected to show significantly higher
importance for B2B companies.

The data were further analysed for
overall discrimination. Regarding the
online data, Wilks’ lambda was
significant in the canonical discriminant
function (p = 0.023). However, Box-M
was also highly significant, thereby
indicating that the data were not
appropriate for discriminant analysis.
Additionally, for the offline marcom
measures, Wilks’ lambda was significant
in the canonical discriminant function
(p <0.001). However, Box-M was
highly significant again. In general,
Box-M is often significant, when
samples are disproportionate in size, and
when the mean values are in fact
equal.** As the sample at hand is rather
disproportionate in size, logistic
regression was applied to see whether
discrimination would show up. For the
online data, moderate Cox and Snell
R* (0.215) and Nagelkerke R> (0.344)
were found. Further, the
Hosmer-Lemeshow test was highly
non-significant (p = 0.232). For the
offline data, as was the case for the
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Table 2: Differences in importance of online activities between B2C and B2B companies

B2C B2B Significance
Online activities Mean SD Mean SD (p)
Display advertising 2.54 1.24 1.99 0.99 0.04
Search engine advertising/marketing 3.31 1.35 3.23 117 ns
Public relations 2.75 1.33 2.81 1.13 ns
Sponsorships 1.28 0.46 1.54 0.84 ns
Viral marketing 1.87 1.22 1.83 0.96 ns
Events 1.63 0.82 2.09 1.12 0.02
Sales promotion 2.20 1.32 1.62 0.93 0.01
Affiliate programmes 2.12 1.39 1.99 1.09 ns
E-learning 1.92 1.02 2.27 1.18 ns
Email direct marketing 2.73 1.40 2.88 1.31 ns
Microsites 2.92 1.64 2.57 1.35 ns
Mobile location-based services 1.43 0.95 1.74 1.09 ns
Games 1.73 1.37 1.23 0.66 0.01
Communities 1.36 0.76 1.63 0.88 ns
Personalisation 2.27 1.28 2.48 1.34 ns
SMS/MMS 1.36 0.91 1.25 0.57 ns
Mobile phone homepages 1.04 0.20 1.18 0.58 ns

Note: All questions are measured on a five-point Likert scale. Non-significant (ns) for p > 0.1

MMS = multimedia message service

Table 3: Share of total marcom budget spent online and expected spending in five years

B2C B2B Significance
Online spending Mean SD Mean SD (p)
Share of budget spent online 1.96 0.92 2.63 1.63 0.05
Share of budget in 5 years 3.60 1.32 4.34 2.03 0.09

Questions are measured on an 11-point scale with increasing budget percentage intervals.

discriminant analysis, even stronger
indicators were found. Cox and Snell
R? was 0.318 and Nagelkerke R* was
0.508. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test

(p = 0.940) was highly non-significant.
For the online data, however, only
two measures were significant (display
advertising and sales promotion). The
same was the case for the offline
measures, where only advertising and
sales supporting activities were
significant. Overall discrimination
between B2C and B2B companies’
rating of offline as well as online
marcom disciplines could not be
established. However, the small sample
size and the disproportionate group
sizes might have strongly biased the
result, and further research should be
conducted to enable more definitive
conclusions.

As the metrics for both discriminant
analysis and logistic regression indicate,
offline marcom seems to have a stronger
discrimination tendency than the online
variant. This is further supported by the
individual tests listed in Tables 1 and 2.
This makes it plausible that B2B
companies have a less specialised
approach when using online marcom
than when using offline marcom, and
that holistic planning and prioritising
methods therefore might be even more
essential within online marcom than
previously thought.

Table 3 supports H,, and H,,. The
mean for B2C companies is very close to
2 (5-10 per cent of budget spent online),
and B2B companies are on average
spending closer to 3 (11-20 per cent).
B2B companies are expecting to increase
the online marcom share to an mean
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Table 4: Usage of systematic methods for prioritisation of online marcom

B2C B2B Significance
Mean SD Mean SD (o)

Use methods for online prioritisation  2.96 0.98 2.37 1.17 0.02

ROI 2.50 1.47 2.40 1.32 ns

Reach/frequency 3.24 1.39 2.51 1.36 0.02

Brand equity 1.72 0.94 1.84 1.10 ns

Media habits and preferences 2.67 1.37 2.37 1.32 ns

Collected experience 3.28 1.40 2.90 1.17 ns

All questions are measured on a five-point Likert scale. Non-significant (ns) for p > 0.1

higher than 4 (21-30 per cent) in the
future, whereas B2C intend to increase
their spending to a mean value well
below 4. This means that B2C companies
in five years’ time will also spend
significantly less than B2B companies.

That B2B companies in particular
spend a large part of their budget online,
emphasises the need for systematic
planning and prioritisation methods
within B2B online marcom.

Table 4 supports Hj;, as B2C has a
significantly higher usage of systematic
methods for online marcom
prioritisation. On the individual method
measures, there is only a significant
difference in the usage of reach and
frequency, which is in line with B2C
companies’ higher focus on advertising.
Further, all measures were tested against
the neutral scale value 3. For B2B
companies, both the overall statement
as well as all individual methods’
measures, except for ‘collected
experience’, is significantly lower
(p<0.001) than the neutral scale value.
For B2C companies only the use of
‘brand equity’ as prioritisation method
is significantly lower than the neutral
scale value. This makes it likely that as
B2C companies use their existing
available systematic methods, they do
not necessarily have the same need for
new methods as B2B companies, which
mostly rely on subjective and ad hoc
collected experiences.

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS
AND MANAGERIAL
IMPLICATIONS

B2B companies spend a significantly
larger part of their marcom budget
online than B2C companies, and this
difference is still expected to exist in five
years’ time. The use of online marcom,
particularly in B2B companies, has
reached a level where better and more
holistic prioritisation and planning
methods are needed. If the expected
online B2B spending materialises, then
the discrimination between B2C and
B2B on usage of methods for online
marcom prioritisation will hopefully also
be reduced. There is, however, call for
research within the area, as none of the
existing methods seem to make a perfect
fit for B2B companies.

Even though a clear overall
discrimination between B2B and B2C
companies’ attitudes towards the
importance of marcom disciplines could
not be established, significant differences
in individual disciplines were found.
Where B2C companies find offline
advertising significantly more important,
B2B companies prefer targeted and
personalised disciplines like events and
exhibitions, relationship marketing and
sales support activities. Regarding online
communication, B2C companies also put
significantly more focus on mass
communication disciplines like display
advertising, sales promotion and games
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(advergaming). However, B2B companies
only put significantly more focus on
online events such as product
demonstrations. Personal and targeted
disciplines like e-learning, mobile
location-based services, communities and
personalisation did not show significant
differences between B2C and B2B.
Summing up, the overall discrimination
tendency between B2C and B2B seems
stronger offline than online, indicating
that, B2B companies might have a less
specialised approach when using online
marcom compared with offline marcom.
This suggests that B2B companies should
look for holistic online marcom planning
and prioritising methods. As it is today,
B2C companies have a significantly
higher usage of systematic methods for
online communication prioritisation. This
seems to be caused by a high focus on
advertising media, which enables them to
adopt existing offline media planning
traditions, whereas B2B companies do
not seem to have their needs for a
systematic and holistic prioritisation
method fulfilled by any existing
instrument.

This research is based on a very small
sample in a geographically limited market,
and the results should therefore be
crosschecked by a larger sample,
preferably in more geographically
extensive markets. Still, the paper stresses
the need for B2B marketers to be on the
lookout for better prioritisation and
planning methods for their online
marketing communication. As an
example, such an instrument could be
based on customer preferences, eg
conjointly measured preferences for
diftferent disciplines/activities and the
different channels available. Conjoint
analysis, for example, could give the
answers to, say, how important newsletters
compare with sales meetings or how
recipients value email compared with
postal delivery as a channel for newsletter

delivery. Indeed, Green and Srinavasan®’
did foresee conjoint analysis to be an
instrument for future marcom
prioritisation in their 1990 major conjoint
analysis review in Journal of Marketing.
Now, more than 15 years later, it has
perhaps become even more important.
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