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Abstract

With internet being better in general for data gathering than phone, mail, or focus groups, it is imperative that researchers utilize it more effectively
.  Because email and incentives have been the predominant combination for recruiting on the internet, marketers that continue to think of the internet the same way they think of traditional media have never thought to exploit the internet’s natural community environments.  al berrios & co. has developed and mastered an unobtrusive combination of observation and intercept-interview techniques that has yielded valuable, true-to-life quantitative and qualitative data for our firm and clients, as well as a simple, yet effective way to code and tabulate the data, all within a fraction of the time of traditional data-gathering means, and all without incurring any additional incentive expenses.  To demonstrate the viability of this method, this paper explores the mindset of the premium cable viewer based on data gathered from promotional efforts and analyzed for this study.  Other than countless programming and personnel-related articles in Variety, Cableworld, Broadcasting & Cable Magazine, Television Week, Hollywood Reporter, Advertising Age, Medialife Magazine, L.A. Times, USA Today and Wall Street Journal, as well as a book by James Dacon Scott written in 1976, and a recent, in-depth study done by HBO, which isn’t likely to get into the hands of non-HBO folks, actionable data on the premium cable viewer remains virtually non-existence.  Without revealing any confidential strategic information about either Showtime or HBO, (whom this author has worked for in the past two years) this paper will offer brief insights into this audience, make recommendations based on this insight, and in the process present to the reader a better way to conduct research using the internet.
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Introduction/Methodology

In development since April 1999 by Al Berrios, our data-gathering approach (iMarketing) exploits the normal usage behavior of consumers online.  Interacting with and analyzing independent consumer interactions - in chat rooms, personal diaries (a.k.a. webblogs), and message forums - is the equivalent of observing their behavior in a supermarket, then asking them for feedback.

From December 2001 through October 2002, al berrios & co. was engaged by Showtime to generate awareness for their original programming.  From February 2001 through March 2001, then again from March 2002 through May 2002, al berrios & co. was engaged by one of HBO’s agencies to generate awareness for their events and original programming.  Every interaction with consumers from these engagements were recorded, reviewed, analyzed, coded, and tabulated to generate the most objective data possible, at the expense of al berrios & co
.

In order to elicit response from consumers, al berrios & co. implemented its iMarketing methodology in reverse.

al berrios & co. recruited & trained over 30 iMarketers to execute these engagements.  iMarketers spent 1,940+ man-hours (average) interacting with 259,883+ consumers within 5248+ community chat rooms and message boards in 374+ different web sites during the length of these engagements
.  Their interactions were unscripted, unplanned, and focused on generating awareness for our clients. There are no weightings in any of the data.

Consumers were selected randomly, typically between the hours of 10am through 8pm, Monday through Saturday.  There were no population boundaries for Showtime.  HBO’s engagements required our iMarketers to specifically interact with first: African American in only fourteen markets; then: teens across the country, respectively. 

Once the engagements were complete, al berrios & co. extracted data from thousands of transcripts of discussions with consumers.  0.6% of all data was usable for this analysis and reflects the population from which subsequent data is extracted from.  Although the majority of the data is skewed to one of the two premium cable content providers, and none of it generated with analysis as the goal, this data provides an excellent overview of what premium cable content viewers think and why, in their own words.

The Online Environment 

Contrary to popular belief, chat rooms and blogs aren’t just for teens.  At no other time in the history of research has the consumer so willingly and publicly surrendered their innermost feelings and sentiments.  Although effective for the researcher willing to scour billions of web pages of such banter, they weren’t put there for us.  They were put there for friends and family.

Like all social gathering places since the birth of man, the internet serves one fundamental purpose – to connect people and allow them to interact with each other.  The raging success of email, online chatting, blogs and personal homepages are simply extensions of this truth.  To use one of the definitions of environment from The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, the internet has become a “complex of social and cultural conditions affecting the nature of an individual or community.” 

As researchers, we have become accustomed to looking at the internet as just another medium by which it is possible to send out requests for information, and await its return – and we call this interactive.  However, as an environment, the internet provides the researcher with a practical, convenient, and quality alternative to sending requests.  And in the same manner you, the researcher, go to the mall to interview and observe, it is possible to do the same online.  Ultimately, the internet is more than simply a medium.  

Demonstratable Interest

The internet as a social gathering place?  As radical a concept as it may seem through your eyes, before the internet was the Internet, the early users were using this new medium to socialize, albeit about science and math, it was socializing nonetheless.  Today, socializing has become easier and even practical among consumers that utilize chat rooms and message forums.

It helps to think of chat rooms and message forums as micro-communities.  For the purpose of this discussion we will focus on chat communities.  A good-sized chat community in which data can be harvested is composed of 10-50 individuals.  More than fifty, the data becomes unreliable.  Under ten requires additional time to execute a 2 to 3 question micro-survey, due to the more involved nature of such a community.

As is the case in any group of people, there is usually one to two leaders - those that make the suggestions, initiate and carry conversations, and are typically the centers of attention
.  These individuals may not be representative of the interests and opinions of every person in the group, but when they have the floor, everyone listens and becomes susceptible to influence, regardless if whether or not the listeners are also active participants in the conversation (active defined as having participated in the chat community dialogue within the last 2 minutes). 

In other words, if one leader initiates a topic other members of the group respond to, then the rest of the group, including the passive members, are prone to listen (or read).  But the likelihood that the rest of the group will listen is increased by the mere fact that most communities are broken up into general and lifestyle interest groups, meaning that a conversation about Britney Spears’ long-term viability as an artist will garner significantly more interest from a Britney Spear fan community than from a Wall Street Investors community.

As a result, a conversation about premium cable programming within communities deemed relevant targets will elicit responses from the community, historically as high as 98%.  Based on trial and error tests, al berrios & co. has determined that if approximately 25% or more of any community is engaged in the leader’s conversation, then it is reasonable to assume that the remaining 75% of the active consumers in the community are also being reached by the same conversation, also assuming that members in that community are present only because they have an interest in the general subject matter of the community
.

Getting Around The Three-Question Limit

It appears that during interviews in chat communities, when asked more than 3 questions using the iMarketing methodology, consumers loose interest.  In order to understand why and how consumers perceive value, (not what they value), al berrios & co. applies our consumer value argument.  (Figure 1 on page 7.)  

The value to the consumer in answering up to 3 questions can be broken down into 4 components of our model: the quality of the interaction, the innovation of the approach, the satisfaction of having the choice to share an opinion or meeting someone new to interact with, and the convenience of the approach, short and sweet, completely different from traditional requests for feedback.  More than three questions and the value the consumer perceives diminishes exponentially. 

As a result, al berrios & co. divides multi-question surveys into micro-surveys of two or three questions, fielded by iMarketers also divided into smaller units. Each unit only asks their assigned questions.  However, multiple units can survey in the same communities without impacting results.  Stability is achieved from quantity.

Here is an example: A member from iMarketer Unit 1 asks 10 individual Country Music Community members about their favorite programming and favorite actors.  A member from iMarketer Unit 2 asks 10 more Country Music Community members whether or not they have Showtime or HBO and which is their favorite.  The likelihood of these community members overlapping is approximately 70% to 80% (since active community members – leaders – are usually the only ones that respond to our survey requests consistently), meaning that the same community member was likely asked all 4 questions, with the exception that the questions came from two individual interactions
.  This approach yields an approximate 90%+ response rate (depending on the type of survey), compared to a close-to-0% completion rate for an in-depth 20-question survey in a chat community.  And based on side-by-side comparisons with traditional in-field qualitative surveying, this approach yields superior results.
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Figure 1

Eliciting A Dialogue Without Tangible Incentives

As explained above, the typical community member is generally interested in one thing – meeting someone new to interact with.  Although the purpose of that meeting varies from dating, solicitation for sex, venting, promoting, or discussing mutually concerning issues, the fundamental reason people join online communities is to interact.

As a result, it is extremely easy to get or pass along any information without the added cost of incentives.  Incentives, as defined by the industry are, “alternative channels for retailers and manufacturers (and researchers) to connect with their customers and employees”
.  And due to our 90%+ success rate at eliciting information from hundreds of thousands of consumers without incentives, the logic of incentivizing a consumer to offer feedback they’d gladly offer for free is highly suspect and cost-ineffecient.

By using our consumer value argument and framework to understand how consumers perceive the value of socializing and interacting with each other, iMarketing is able to gather information on just about any topic relevant to consumers, from the celebrities they love the most to the programming they watch the most, without costly incentives.  

iMarketing has effectively eliminated approximately 95% of the cost of conducting surveys for any size group of consumers.

History of Premium Cable (a.k.a. Pay Cable)

Originally known as the Federal Radio Commission under the Department of Commerce, it became the independent, Congressional agency we know today as the Federal Communications Commission with the development of television and passing of the Communications Act in 1934
.

The first television broadcast in 1927 by the FRC and Bell Labs heralded a new way of being entertained for consumers, however, it wasn’t until almost 20 years later that post-war growth and cheap technology would drive mass production
.

In 1951, Zenith debuted Phonevision as a service called subscription television.  This service was meant to offer broadcast signals to rural areas that by this time, were eager for television programming.  Although the service was short lived, the idea remained
 and as many as 800 “cable” companies were operating as some sort of subscription service.  The service was basically a large antenna built on a hill or mountain, with cables to homes connected from it.  This allowed improved reception of broadcast signals, but also created a new form of competition for the FCC-licensed broadcasters because cable was essentially importing its signals from broadcast, and very successfully
.  To put a stop to this, the FCC “expanded its jurisdiction and placed restrictions on the ability of cable systems to import distant television signals”.  (Although the FCC has historically appeared to be an obstacle to progress, they would probably claim that their involvement has forced companies to progress without monopolizing or under-serving any segment of the American population).

Premium cable was born in 1972, when after another 20 years of zero-growth because of regulation, yet continued interest, the FCC loosened its restrictions a little more on programming distribution (“open skies” laws).  HBO was launched by Charles F. Dolan and Gerald Levin in 1972 as the first cable specific programmer, acquiring rights for exclusive programs and producing its own unique programming, and almost instantly exploded in growth.  The driving force was satellite communications.   The resulting effect was “a 1977 U.S. Court of Appeals decision that declared that the FCC’s pay television rules infringed upon the cable television industry’s First Amendment rights”
.

A more in-depth look at government regulation of the communications industry reveals that the reason cable was able to progress was because government recognized cable distribution and operators as content neutral and therefore had the right to review and broadcast any content under the First Amendment right of free speech
.  What’s interesting about this is that in the next thirty years, cable operators now look towards production of their own programming as the key to their survival.

Cable’s promise to consumers was then to not just offer improved reception of the programming from broadcast networks, but also movie studios and special events for which there were no outlets in the early to mid-seventies.  As satellite technology made it possible to move data around the world faster, HBO capitalized on this to transmit 1975’s Ali-Frasier (boxing) match from the Philippines dubbed “The Thrilla from Manila”, as it was happening (rather than a day later like the broadcast networks were only able to do) exclusively to HBO subscribers.  Needless to say, this gave HBO an eager audience and interest in its business model, which was soon copied by Showtime in 1976
.  

The method of distribution (“wireless cable”) and its exclusivity of original programming inexorably lead HBO, arguably the first cable company (serving cable operators), into a subscription model.  As other branded cable companies emerged (i.e. TBS Superstation, ESPN, MTV), and landline distribution, coupled with satellite distribution, reached an increasing share of the country (50%, then 70%, today, over 80%), the value consumers associated with cable diverged.  You either had cable where you can see programming you missed when it ran the first time (syndication) with commercials or cable where you can see programming just for cable (i.e. HBO, Showtime, Disney, Encore) without commercials.   

Due to the competitive landscape and incremental regulatory changes, what we saw was broadcast television programming evolving into an advertising dependent 30- to 60- minute chunks, 25% of which is often considered obtrusive to consumers; basic cable evolving as an intermediary between studios and broadcast, dependent on both advertising and subscription fees that cable operators collected from consumers interested in increasingly content-specific choices (“niche programming”) and less ads; pay cable evolving as a subscription-based model, which consumers were supposed to pay more for to be free of advertisements during high-quality, exclusive content.  But in order for consumers to learn to pay those higher fees, pay cable needed an incentive greater than first-run, un-cut programming from studios and special events.  They needed quality programming that couldn’t be found anywhere else, period
.  

The cable operators changed as well.  It was now possible to transmit more than just voice and images.  Getting consumers to transmit data, at higher and higher speeds, over their networks became the long-term vision for profitability
.  In addition, they had to continuously upgrade their customer service operations, as this was a leading cause of consumer defection from cable.  “Pay cable services, since their inception, have struggled to satisfy subscribers who too often have chosen to disconnect from pay cable after a brief sampling period.  Such ‘churn’ has resulted from subscribers who have indicated in surveys that low quality movies that are repeated too often rank pay cable as a low entertainment value”
.

Competition lead to improved offerings.  And improved offerings lead to increases in technology and programming spending.  These increases were used to justify increases in the fees cable companies extracted from cable operators (the businesses that during the 1980s and 1990s clearly distributed the content) and consequently resulted in increased fees for consumers.  This course of events has the same effect every time: setting off the FCC’s alarms.  

The FCC, and even Congress, have gotten involved with trying to rope in increases in cable bills by re-vitalizing a debate that was formerly irrelevant, but now, makes more sense for consumers: “a la carte” selection of their programming.  The renewed interest in this debate once again brings into the forefront the strategic importance of programming, and our companies have responded in kind by hiring top programming executives
.

The Premium Cable Consumer

Thanks to the interactivity provided to consumers via broadband connections to their favorite brands and content, consumers now expect everything whichever way they want it.  P2P, VOD, PPV, DVR and a plethora of content choices are de-programming consumers from paying for and doing things on the schedules of the top content companies, to doing everything when they want and at the prices they want. “‘The iTunes Music Store is changing the way people buy music’, said Steve Jobs, Apple’s CEO.”
  “[TiVo] really does revolutionize TV because you’re no longer a slave to the schedule.”
  “We can begin by recognizing prime time is no longer a ‘time of day.’  It’s a frame of mind”
.   So for Congress to force cable operators to allow consumers to select and pay for only the programming that they want is the next logical choice.  

Currently, cable operators offer multiple cable programmers (channels) in packages and consumers pay for them all, even if they predominantly watch just 2 to 5 channels (pay cable channels are also included in these packages, among them, HBO, Showtime, Playboy, Encore).  “A la carte” lets consumers only pay for their preferred channels, potentially lowering their cable bills to a couple of bucks per month, from the current average of $35 to $100 consumers pay, depending on their geographic region and number of channels they’ve opted for.  (As discussed below, consumers naturally believe that they will benefit from having so many programming choices, when in fact, many don’t.  Research has shown that the likelihood of consumers making a selection decreases with every new choice.  Companies in all industries are aware of this irrational behavior and continue to offer their products and services in bundles.  And that’s why “a la carte” is such a topic of debate in an industry with so many competitors.)

Cable operators don’t like this one bit.  They stand to loose subscribers and revenue.  Cable companies also loose subscriber revenue, but also face the risk of losing ad revenue in the short term as advertisers also look for alternative, broader-reach choices.  Profitability also suffers as programming and marketing expenses increase to replace compete for every last viewer.  The cable industry claims that choice will be limited as the top spenders retain all viewers with their unaffordable-by-the-little-guys programming and ads.

Once “a la carte” goes into effect though, cable companies that produce their own content will continue to aggressively seek to distribute that content via other outlets, including satellite, network broadcast, print, and even the rental marketplace.  

According to Evie Haskell, Vice Chairwoman and Editor-in-Chief of the Media Business Corp at the recent Satellite Broadcasting and Communications Association SkyForum, satellite service is cheaper, better, and delivers greater value than cable
.  However, 0.57% of our population has satellite TV, which could lead one to infer that, with regards to service, cost value is not as great an issue for this audience
 or that the perception of reliability between cable vs. satellite still favors cable to this audience.

A similarly sized portion, 0.57%, of our population that was previously aware of Showtime programming claimed to have become aware via another person, which could lead one to infer that Showtime programming is either of so poor a quality that it wasn’t worth mentioning or that the audience watching Showtime programming isn’t prone to discussing their viewing habits with friends and acquaintances.  This supports another 0.57% of our population that perceive Showtime programming to be predominantly pornographic.  This group, however, claimed that this perception didn’t necessarily affect their decision to tune in, (but then again, how often do you recommend a good porno?).  

These micro-trends further support the larger trends of the premium viewer audience identified in this study.  For example, whether males are subscribers to Showtime or not, and are not aware of Showtime programming, they overwhelmingly prefer HBO.  

At first, we thought that this could simply be attributable to HBO’s name recognition since 67% of males that aren’t aware of Showtime programming don’t spend too much time watching TV.  

However, 33% of males that do not subscribe to Showtime yet are aware of Showtime programming still prefer HBO.  That figure goes up to almost 80% if they do subscribe to Showtime, confirming that Showtime programming isn’t as appealing as HBO programming to our male population.

In other words, just knowing about Showtime shows is enough to make guys loose interest and prefer to watch HBO.  But after supposedly watching them and comparing them to HBO shows, they’re positive that they don’t like Showtime shows.  This clearly dispelled the notion that their lack of interest was due primarily to lack of awareness.

Our data reveals that the exact opposite is true for females, who appear to be the optimal Showtime consumer.

Our population’s age range was from 11-46, concentrating on 18-35.  The top five markets were NY, NJ, TX, GA, CA.  The male-to-female ratio was 61%/39%.

Our data also showed signs of support for consumer acceptance of an “a la carte” model that unfortunately looks bad for Showtime.  Of the top 5 programs preferred by our population, 4 out of 5 are HBO original programs: Sopranos, 6 Feet Under, Wire, Oz.  The exception was The Simpsons, that in all program-choice surveys conducted by al berrios & co. since last summer shows up in the top five category.  In fact, the only Showtime program to appear on our top 20 list was Jeremiah at number 17.

What strategic purposes can this audience serve?  And for what businesses?  Although there’s no clear evidence that this audience is prone to generate buzz for pay-cable programming, particularly in light of the low referral rate of 0.57% discovered above, 13% of our population did tell us about their favorite programming - unprompted by our iMarketers.  This figure fits in with historic al berrios & co. performance analysis of the effect of “buzz”.  If response from a good direct marketing campaign is around 4-5%, and incrementally lower for other marketing efforts, to be able to convince 13% of your audience to talk about your brand to another person is astounding.  Although this percentage dramatically changes based on the product, it is consistent with programming and other content, including celebrities, movies and music.

Key Business Challenge For Showtime

“Showtime, in 13 million homes, is in good financial shape. According to Kagan World Media, the premium cable network and a sibling, The Movie Channel, had about $230 million in earnings before interest, taxes and accounting charges last year on $1.01 billion in revenue.”

“HBO, in 27 million homes, and Cinemax, a sibling, had $809 million in earnings before interest, taxes and accounting charges on $2.77 billion in revenue last year, according to Kagan.”

This revenue discrepancy and our data are not signs of Showtime’s eminent demise.  Their renewed focus on programming and distribution can ultimately help them discover their voice and revenue model. 

Aside from appointing a new head of programming
, Showtime recently negotiated with AT&T Comcast to give its 21 million households
 access to their programming in a “comprehensive” deal
.  Although the massive merger of AT&T Broadband and Comcast generated a substantial loss of subscribers for Showtime and HBO, it validates our data about general consumer interest in Showtime programming, as well as an “a la carte” model for pay cablers, since more consumers ultimately unsubscribed from Showtime than from HBO.  As a direct result of Comcast’s increased rates on both basic analog and digital services for premium cable for customers, they have caused a 400,000-subscriber loss for Showtime since June 2002
 (100,000-sub loss for HBO).  This doesn’t include a 17% decrease in viewers prior to the merger, resulting mostly from very niche programming perceived to be lackluster
 and an ambiguous marketing strategy
 (which this author contributed to).

According to consumers we spoke to, particularly females, there is nothing wrong with Showtime programming.  They’re of high quality with genuine fans.  The dozens of articles written in the press don’t always represent the niche preferences of the audiences Showtime is trying to reach, and therefore misrepresent the reality that some Showtime programming is also aired on basic cable, where it achieves better audience response.

Showtime’s only challenge is its marketing.  Although creative is difficult to judge, and the results of their current marketing efforts are confidential, I do believe that due to the lack of competition in, and research about, the industry, there has been little-to-no benchmarking of success in the marketing of pay cable programming.  

Based on acquired and observed samples of their marketing, Showtime marketing has yet to make a relevant connection to its optimal target audience, (i.e. Home Depot cross promotion; excessive usage of OOH) whereas HBO has successfully positioned itself with memorable creative and highly effective public relations.

Recommended Strategic Action for Showtime and The Premium Cable Industry

This year, the entire industry has decidedly focused their efforts on increasing subscriptions.  To that end, they’ve engaged in promotions, incentives, marketing partnerships, and direct marketing to build “buzz” for their programming all without significantly affecting marketing costs.

In addition, they’re on a constant lookout to expand their distribution via affiliates, satellite providers, and syndication market.

We believe Showtime must be more creative with their distribution.  Aside from their powerful affiliate relationships, Showtime should attempt to strengthen their penetration into hotels, QSRs, retailers, and hospital chains, as well as other venues that have televisions for their patrons.  One of the biggest challenges Showtime faces is its lack of awareness for their programming.  With a diverse distribution platform for their programming, particularly outside of the home, future subscription drives would yield greater response.

We further believe that Showtime should attempt to negotiate with current distributors more aggressively on a per market basis so they address their top markets more effectively in terms of promotions and pricing, as well as reallocate capital resources to other operations such as programming and marketing.  (This recommendation would require vastly more data than the industry currently has available to win each point for every cent).  Not only would this strategy prevent Showtime from leaving money on the table with their top consumers, but it would also increase the likelihood that subscriptions would increase in weaker markets with more attractive pricing plans. 

In over 250,000 interactions, we did not identify a single instance where a consumer demonstrated concern or interest in the cost of subscribing to a pay cable programmer for the sake of its price, leading us to infer that either price is not an issue when it comes to the value of premium cable programming or consumer habits have been so deeply altered to pay for programming, that it even considering another price was not possible.  Either way, it leaves an untapped opportunity for the premium cable industry to continue to aggressively experiment with pricing their services, again, a strategy supporting the “a la carte” pricing model.

There are two very important behavioral insights the industry need remember while experimenting with their pricing: the more choices you offer consumers, the less likely they are to actually make a selection, meaning that the fewer subscription plans you offer, the more subscribers you’re likely to get.  Second, research in the area of behavioral economics indicates that in all likelihood, consumers will select longer-term, more profitable subscription packages because they truly believe that they will maximize the utility of their selection, when they actually don’t.  Although it isn’t known whether or not this same character trait pertains to more affluent individuals, it is irrelevant since this strategy will increase subscription among all other consumer groups.  What is certain, offering consumers alternative choices in how they consume your programming will positively alter their perception of your relationship with them, and pay cable is realizing this by launching on-demand scheduling of their programming to cater to consumers’ changed media habits. 

We further believe the premium cable companies must demand increased ownership of their subscribers from cable operators.  Research, as well as our own data, has shown that consumers are clearly influenced by their favorite celebrities.  With increased ownership of their subscribers, premium cable programmers can then start developing more profitable relationships with their consumers, getting them to purchase program-related merchandise and content via other channels.  Today’s model typically splits subscriber fees in half between distributor and programmer
 or gives programmer a fixed amount per subscriber (“between $5 and $6 a month per subscriber”
), leaving the programmer without any control over how much distributors charge subscribers.  (This is where politicians have the greatest concern.)

Finally, we recommend that the industry re-evaluate their use of out-of-home media to communicate with consumers.  As discussed above, consumers enjoy their favorite content on their own schedule, meaning two things: they plan what they’re going to watch using guides and lists, not ads and second, if they don’t plan, they typically watch whatever is on or conveniently available when they’re in the mood, not recall what a billboard near their office building recommended.  

As a result, increasing marketing spending on programming directories, newspapers, relevant internet communities, and other on-air promotion will significantly improve awareness of and interest in premium cable programming.  (Showtime research indicates consumers that are tuned in also surf the internet, since many consumers keep both a computer and television in the same room.)  Avoid spending aimlessly on general-interest websites without compelling
 creative.  Our research shows that an iMarketing approach to generating awareness for premium cable original programming improved awareness by a minimum of 48% among the 1 million consumers reached during the course of our engagements for a fraction of the cost of a billboard.  And most surprising, our research discovered a 10% likeability factor for iMarketing as an effort without formal creative.  In other words, on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 being the most helpful in advising consumers on which content they should consume, they genuinely found iMarketing helpful in evaluating their media consumption.  It could even be said that 10% is the influence rate of iMarketing.  

Conclusion

In my investigative conversations with executives at Showtime and HBO, neither will admit to making strategic decisions, marketing or otherwise, based on what their competitor is doing.  This is evident by the insights we have been able to retrieve from our study.  However, not terribly clear to our population, from whom we’ve actually learned that if a program on Showtime is actually very good, it’s not recalled being on Showtime, but rather HBO.  The strategies pursued by Showtime and HBO may be clearly different to management, but not clear to consumers, leading many to settle for simply subscribing to just one premium channel, typically HBO, instead of both.  Strategically speaking, who should your differentiation be clear to most?

Interesting Consumer Feedback

A viewer said that he watches SOULFOOD on SHO and tapes the episodes.

Another viewer wished SHO would come out with the DVD of SOULFOOD, just like Queer As Folk and SEX IN THE CITY.

Another viewer said: “SOULFOOD is the best show on television period”; “never miss a Wednesday even if it's a repeat”

Another viewer said that QUEER AS FOLK wasn’t worth subscription

Chris Isaak has 100% awareness as a singer, but 0% awareness of his show.  Consumers familiar with him feel he’s whiny.

Current/former SHO subscribers indicated enjoyment of at least one original program, but decided to cancel their subscription to SHO because they felt that either the show or the rest of the programming wasn’t worth a subscription.

SHO anchor program Queer As Folk has so much buzz, good or bad, some people believed it’s on HBO.
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� I have queried other primary-data gatherers and researchers about the effects of the “do-not-call” list on their business and all claim that it wouldn’t present a problem to their businesses.  Since they’re not selling, they’re exempt and confident of consumer acceptance and believe they can continue to call consumers for their feedback on a limited basis.  But the loss of the telephone medium by marketers, however, is expected to increase direct mail and email solicitation, potentially decreasing the response rate of surveys conducted using these media.


� Although for research purposes iMarketers typically identify themselves and what they’re doing, these engagements are comparable to a paid endorser walking into a bar and handing out branded cigarettes or sitting and awaiting another bar patron to ask them about the particular drink they are drinking.  0.19% of our population recognized iMarketing as advertising.


� Formal tracking of the results of our iMarketing approach wasn’t developed until January 2002.


� These individuals could be considered alphas or “influentials”, however this paper does not make the case that these sort of individuals actually exist in chat communities.  This paper further discourages the belief that it is better to target these individuals in your research efforts.  al berrios & co. iMarketers are trained to be leaders and responders.


� The actual factor by which the likelihood of interest in a relevant subject increases vs. interest in an irrelevant subject is currently unknown.


� Although there can be any number of reasons why consumers are visiting a specific community, al berrios & co. has not done surveys asking individuals about their exact interest in specific communities and cannot verify whether or not 75% of the visitors in that community actually find the conversation within the community relevant.  It is generally assumed that if they had no interest whatsoever, they’d leave the community.


� All estimates based on informal review of historical samples.


� Berrios, Al, "The Incentive Show 2003", Consumer Strategies Report, April 15 2003, http://www.alberrios.com/041503#brandstrategy
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� In repeated interactions with consumers in chat communities, iMarketers have observed that banner ads in chat communities in no way affect their ability to recommend brands.   This is even true in chat communities displaying ads for the brands iMarketers are promoting.
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