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Abstract  

This study explores how consumer’s attitudes towards consumer-generated advertising 

(CGA) have changed over time. The study measures consumer attitude changes of the 

winning contributions from Doritos Crash the Super bowl between the years 2007-2014 

on YouTube. The study conducted in total 995 comments that was analysed with 

Leximancer Software, a research tool for making content analysis to determining the 

presence of words or concepts in collections of textual documents. Findings didn’t show 

a distinct change of consumer’s attitudes towards CGA over time. The study gave 

extended knowledge about consumers attitudes towards CGA and what factors that 

contribute to positive attitudes towards CGA. Were three main factors was notice, first, 

the fact that they managed to do an ad on a very low budget seemed to impress other 

consumers. Second, consumers had a tendency to defend CGA when the ad was 

criticized. Third, the fact that a company did not make the ad was impressive for many of 

the viewers.  
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1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the reader with a brief introduction of consumer generated 

advertising. It includes a background that describes the concept and terms that provide 

the reader with a general understanding. Furthermore, following a problem discussion 

where a discussion of problems within the subject is outlined, the chapter ends with the 

purpose of the study. 

 

1.1 Background 
In order to create and maintain a successful brand in today's market, companies can't 

follow yesterday's marketing practices (Lawrence & Fournier, 2013). Before the rise of 

social media, companies had total control over how their promotional messages were 

received by the public, but in this new age of high transparency and consumer 

empowerment, companies must take into account that authenticity and engagement are 

top priorities (Mudambi & Schuff 2010). In order to meet these priorities, it has become 

common for companies to incorporate user-generated content (UGC) into their marketing 

strategies (Flanagin & Hocevar, 2014). UGC is content that is generated by individual 

users or peers that has the potential to create engagement and/or drive conversations 

(Tang, Fang & Feng, 2014). This content can be in form of video, photo, blog or text 

(Muniz & Schau 2007). Positive UGC can mean great advantages for a company thus it 

can show a more positive, genuine brand image than any internal campaign could 

(Ertimur & Gilly 2011).  

 

UGC is similar to word-of mouth in the sense that it involves consumer-to-consumer 

communications, although they have the look and feel of traditional advertising (Ertimur 

& Gilly 2011), in most cases the content is created with the purpose to share information 

and opinions with other users (Muniz & Schau 2007). Early UGC tended to be textual in 

nature, but evolved quickly to consumers creating and sharing content in the form of 

videos, this has become even more common on sites like Facebook and YouTube (Purcell 

2010). Videos created by consumers with the purpose of promoting a brand is in 
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literature and practise recognized as consumer generated advertising (CGA) with the 

look, feel, form, and intent of traditional advertising (Ertimur & Gilly 2011). CGA is 

created by users and can be read and discussed among consumers around the world, and 

thus have a great potential reach (Chen & Wang, 2011). CGA is a relatively new 

phenomenon but have grown fast with the help of video sharing sites such as 

YouTube.com.  

 

Recent studies have shown that consumers online can influence other consumers’ 

behaviour (Hennig-Thurau et.al, 2004; Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012; Jiménez & Mendoza, 

2013; Wang, 2011, Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). In fact, 90 per cent of online shoppers 

consult consumers’ opinions online before purchase (channeladvisor.com) and 70 per 

cent of consumers trust other consumers online (Nielsen, 2012). Numerous of studies 

have shown that CGA also can be used as a tool to determine demand, sales and financial 

performances (e.g., Chevalier & Mayzlin 2006; Onishi & Manchanda 2012; Tirunillai & 

Tellis 2012).  

 

There has been a dramatic rise in user-generated content, where individuals are 

increasingly responsible not just for consuming, but also for sharing and producing 

information online (Flanagin & Hocevar, 2014, Ochoa & Duval, 2008). Bearing in mind 

the explosion of social network communities and reviews on websites, it represents a 

highly dynamic media form (Tang, Fang & Feng, 2014). An estimated 2.3 billion pieces 

of content are shared on Facebook daily, 190 million tweets are sent on Twitter, and 1 

million hours of videos are uploaded to YouTube each day (StatisticBrain.com 2013). 

CGA has a large impact in its ability to influence consumers’ attitudes and purchase 

behaviours, since it is created, shared and consumed by users it is usually perceived as 

credible and trustworthy (Tang, Fang & Feng, 2014).  
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1.2 Problem discussion   
Since the beginning of the social media era, companies have been taken advantage of 

letting the customers create and generate content through social media (Mudambi & 

Schuff 2010). It has become a natural phenomenon for consumers to create videos 

promoting a company or specific products. Nowadays consumers can perform tasks that 

were previously handled by companies (Cosenza & Solomon, 2015).  

 

CGA has shown to have a significant impact on consumers’ attitudes and purchase 

behaviours (Lawrence et al. 2013) due to the content that is created, shared and consumed 

by users which makes it perceived as credible and trustworthy (Tang, Fang & Feng, 

2014). In previous research by Pehlivan, Sarican, and Berthon (2011) attitudes towards 

consumer- vs. firm-generated ads was tested, where CGA showed to have advantages in 

some areas. It has become clear that CGA has started to challenge companies’ traditional 

view of advertising, and it is no longer a company-controlled communication (Berthon, 

Pitt, & Campbell, 2008). To no longer have control over the communication can have 

some drawbacks, above all the risk of losing control over and higher chance of 

inconsistency of the brand message (Story, 2007). To lose control of the brand message 

can be devastating, according to DDB Needham Worldwide (Advertising Age 1995) 

negative publicity and how the firm manages it are among the most important factors 

influencing consumers buying decisions (Ahluwalia & Burnkrant, 2000). Companies can 

protect themselves from problems like these with the use of a co-operation strategy, 

where firms solicit and inspire consumers to make ads with the help of competitions, 

forums, and other methods although the company makes the final decision on what 

message that is being broadcast (Berthon, Pitt, & Campbell 2008).  

 

The dangers and possibilities of CGA have been obvious for many companies however 

the phenomenon has been approached in various ways. The use of a co-operation 

strategy, where firms solicit and inspire consumers to make ads with the help of 

competitions, forums, and other methods although the company makes the final decision 

on what message that is being broadcast (Berthon, Pitt, & Campbell 2008). Companies 
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such as General Motors and Doritos have arranged online competitions to motivate 

consumer to create videos with the chance of winning fame and prizes. Other approach 

that has been used is to contact the creators of advertisements they find appealing and 

wish to use for themselves (Elliot, 2010). Although the effort it’s not many companies 

that successfully have formed a systematically successful approach to deal with CGA.  

 

Important factors that makes CGA highly relevant for marketing researchers is that it 

allows consumers to communicate on behalf of firms and participate in creating brand 

images (Ertimur & Gilly 2011). Previous studies have been using identification and 

source credibility to measure consumers’ attitudes and perceptions towards CGA and 

UGC (Pehlivan, Sarican & Berthon, 2011; Shu-Chuan & Kamal, 2008; Lawrence et al. 

2013). CGA is believed to increase consumers´ motivation to process positive and 

negative CGA, it reveals attitudes or emotions about a product or brand (Tang, Fang & 

Feng, 2014). Source credibility has been used to find both positive and negative attitudes 

from consumers in various studies (Lawrence et al. 2013, MacKinnon, 2012).   

 

However recent research about CGA has primarily been focusing on, who is making 

CGA, why they are making it, and what types of CGA they are making (Berthon, Pitt & 

Campbell 2008; Daugherty, Eastin & Bright, 2008; van Dijck, 2009; Ertimur & Gilly, 

2011), but little is known about the effectiveness of CGA or the drivers of such effects. 

The advertising rankings site, USA Today, supports the CGA as more effective than 

traditional marketing, however empirical evidence is inconclusive.  

 

Although co-creation of advertising can contribute to positive effects, such as valuable 

customer insights, increase engagement within targeted segments (Moskowitz 2006), 

enhanced trustworthiness (Muniz & Schau, 2007) and authenticity (Ertimur & Gilly, 

2011), the effects of the customers who were not involved in the co creation remains 

unknown. In a recent research about blogs effect on customers’ decision-making, it was 

shown that customers don't trust blogs in the same extent that they used to, since they 

believe that blogs and other opinion leaders get paid by companies to promote their brand 
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(Cosenza & Solomon, 2015). Since blogging is in the category of UGC it is highly 

relevant to investigate if Cosenza & Solomon´s findings is related to CGA. Accordingly, 

CGA developed for brand-sponsored contests may draw consumer critique of source 

competence to create advertising (Ertimur & Gilly, 2012; Thompson & Malaviya, 2013) 

therefore it’s assumable that consumers’ attitudes towards a CGA authenticity could be 

questioned. In order to measure if the positive effects of CGA have diminished, this 

research aim is to explore consumer’s attitudes towards CGA and how they have changed 

over time.   

 

CGA is a relative new concept and the problem discussion chapter clarifies a verity of 

holes in the existing knowledge about CGA (Ertimur & Gilly, 2012; Thompson & 

Malaviya, 2013). Recent research regarding consumers attitudes towards blogging a 

concept closely related to CGA has shown that consumers attitudes towards blogging 

have diminished due to the lack of trust that the blogger might be sponsored by 

companies and does provide false information (Cosenza & Solomon, 2015). It’s therefore 

relevant to investigate if CGA perceivers perceive the same attitude, therefore the 

research question´s of this thesis follows;  

How have consumer’s attitudes towards brands changed in CGA over time?  

How have consumer’s attitudes towards advertising changed in CGA over time? 

 

1.3 Purpose   
To explore how consumers´ attitudes towards CGA have changed over time. 
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1.4 Report structure  
Introduction  

Introduces a concise background and a problem discussion that serves as a foundation for 

the purpose of the research.  

Literature review  

This chapter provides a literature review of existing research and science considered 

relevant to explore and analyse the issue at hand.  

Conceptual framework  

The conceptualization chapter provides a conceptual framework developed from the 

literature review in order to facilitate an exploration, explanation and analysis of 

managerial challenges of operating in a co-created user driven environment.  

Methodology  

The methodology chapter presents and justifies the choice of research approach, research 

design, research strategy, data collection, data collection procedure, sampling,  data 

analysis method, and quality criteria.  

Empirical data  

Empirical data comprised from transcribed interviews is presented in tables, sorted by 

concept, sub concept and communication agency.  

Analysis & results  

The analysis chapter presents a cross-analysis of empirical data. The analysis analyses the 

linkages between collected data and applied theories.  

Conclusion  

The conclusion chapter presents this research’s main conclusions based on the analysis.  

Discussion & implications  

This chapter presents a discussion on managerial implications, limitations, reflections and 

suggestions for further research.  
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2 Conceptual framework 
This chapter provides the conceptual framework of the research and science that serves 

as a framework for exploring and analysing attitudes towards CGA. The conceptual 

framework is categorized in three main concepts; attitudes, source credibility and 

identification. 

2.1 Attitudes towards CGA 
In a time of high market competition and in an environment where digitalization plays an 

important role within commerce, along with the customers that are active online where 

they evaluate, share and discuss around companies and brands, electronic word-of-mouth 

(eWOM) communication has become increasingly vital in influencing consumer attitudes 

and behaviours (Hung-Pin et al, 2013). CGA is believed to reveal conflicting valuations, 

attitudes, or emotions about a product or brand such that potential consumers find the 

information to be more original and become curious about products attributes and the 

usage experience (Tang, Fang & Feng, 2014).  

 

CGA is created, shared and consumed by users and therefore is usually perceived as 

credible and trustworthy (Ertimur and Gilly 2011). Accordingly, the power and benefits 

of CGA lies in its ability to influence consumers´ attitudes and purchase behaviours 

(Mudambi and Schuff, 2010). CGA is usually made with the intention to attract voluntary 

viewing, sharing and to generate a positive attitude towards the ad (Tang, Fang & Feng, 

2014). It has been shown that its more occurring for consumers to initially gain positive 

attitudes towards the ad before positive attitudes is formed towards the brand (Tsai and 

Hsiang-Ming, 2014). In general it is suggested that positive CGA generates higher 

product sales by increasing consumers´ quality expectations and attitudes towards a brand 

or a product, while negative CGA lowers these factors (Lawrence et al. 2013). Previous 

studies have shown that there exists a two dimensional measure of attitude, it has been 

presented that attitude has both positive and negative components concurrently and 

independently (Crowley & hoyer 1994; Thornton 2011). 
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YouTube generate a large volume of CGA by letting consumers to express consumer 

experiences and brand attitudes, which makes YouTube a representative source of social 

buzz. YouTube features and passing along electric word-of-mouth including CGA, which 

impact on consumers’ attitudes and behaviours regarding an ad. Few studies have 

considered behavioural outcomes from CGA experiences. Consumers can use the Internet 

interactive features by posting comments, give recommendations or ratings, which may 

spark opinion sharing and brand conversation (Campbell et al, 2011). Even if YouTube 

just might be considered as a “noise”, yet there are thousands of words and a big amount 

of conflicting voices and uncountable market conversations (ibid). Pehlivan et al, (2011), 

mention in their research that in general, CGAs have a tendency to elicit positive attitudes 

on platforms such as YouTube, this can be recognized through words like “lol”, “funny” 

and “like” etcetera, in the comment fields (Pehlivan et al, 2011). Companies that chose to 

ignore the content in such conversations might be losing out on a chance to better 

understand how consumers online interact with their brand (Campbell et al, 2011). 

Comments that are made on CGAs on YouTube can vary widely in topic and content, 

everything from the video's content, its production, the featured brand, the video´s author, 

comment made by fellow viewers and many other subjects and issues coming up during 

discussion (ibid). 

 

2.2 Source credibility in CGA 
Previous research has found that source credibility is an important element for marketers 

to apply to their messages to the perceiving consumers (Hovland, Janis & Kelley 1953; 

Ma & Agarwal 2007; Zhang 2006). Source credibility is divided into two sub 

dimensions: trustworthiness and expertness (Tormala, Briñol and Petty 2007; Petty & 

Wegener 1998). To earn a consumer's trust is considered to be the holy grail of a 

successful advertising campaign (Chatterjee 2011; Dou, Walden, Lee and Lee 2012; 

Jonas 2010; Lawrence et al. 2013, MacKinnon 2012). A source that is not considered 

credible will invoke trust reduction thus have a negative effect on consumers buying 

behaviour (Wiener, LaForge, and Goolsby 1990). If the receiver perceives an ad to have 

trustworthiness then the evaluation of the ad might be accepted or approved without 
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investigation or evidence that the information in the ad is correct (McCole and Palmer 

2002; Yoon 2002). Expertness is an important feature which is based on how consumers 

perceive materials created by other consumers, where there is a question if the consumer 

is qualified to discuss the subject due to lack of expertise (Alba & Hutchinson 1987; 

Bettman & Park 1980). However in previous research about source credibility, 

trustworthiness has gained the most attention out of the two since it plays a major role in 

revealing consumers’ private information and encouraging participation (Hansen et al, 

2014).  

Bickart and Schindler (2001) argues that consumer- generated communications is an 

efficient marketing tool for companies since it invokes source credibility in a more 

efficient way than CGA communications. CGA is regarded more trustworthy since the 

consumer is an independent source without any self interest ulterior motives, or 

intentions to manipulate in contrary to the marketer whose objective is influence 

consumers to action (Beverland and Farrelly 2010; Verlegh et al. 2004). Cheong and 

Morrison’s (2008) research showed how information posted in discussion forums was 

considered trustworthier than information provided by companies.  

CGA has in previous research been considered credible and trustworthy (Chatterjee 2011; 

Lee & Lee 2012; Dou, Walden; Jonas 2010; Lawrence et al. 2013, MacKinnon 2012) 

compared to firm generated ads, but not in all cases. Ertimur & Gilly (2012) found that 

consumers were more sceptical towards CGA, although it was viewed as a more 

authentic, it lacked expertise and credibility regarding its ability to creating an advertising 

message, also scepticism towards not knowing about the source and potential 

motivations. CGA created while participating in a brand-sponsored contest was shown to 

limit its credibility (Ertimur & Gilly, 2012). This was also found in Thompson & 

Malaviya's (2013) research where consumers were criticizing the competence of the CGA 

source, when no information was given about the CGA source a lower ad and brand 

credibility was perceived. 
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2.3 Identification in CGA 
It was shown in Thompson and Malaviya's (2013) study that consumers had easier time 

to identify themselves with an ad when another consumer created it. This identification 

emerged when the perceiver found similarities between themselves and the consumer 

creating the ad. Previous research has identified that consumers were more likely to be 

persuaded by those who are seen to be similar to them in values or other characteristics 

(Hilmert, Kulik, & Christenfeld 2006; Wilson & Sherrell 1993). This has been proven in 

various studies (e.g. Brock, 1965;Busch & Wilson, 1976) where customers bought more 

products when they had similar qualities and interests as the person who sold the 

products. In a research by McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook (2001) it was shown that 

the greater level of similarity that was perceived by the consumer a higher level of 

interpersonal attraction, understanding and trust was inflicted.  

Since CGAs is developed by so-called everyday people, it allows source comparisons 

that ad agencies cannot acquire (Lawrence et al. 2013). Research within the CGA field 

suggests that when there are higher levels of consumer-creator similarity, it can lead to 

higher ratings for CGAs. Thompson and Malaviyas (2013) propose that CGAs are 

fundamentally more able to generate source identification because of the face they put on 

the ad creator versus the anonymity of the source of a traditional company ad. If the 

consumers are uncomfortable with how the ads present their identity to a broad audience, 

they are believed to react negatively to the ads, a situation known as “dirty laundry 

effect” (Thomas et al, 2015).   
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2.4 Theoretical model  

Figure 1 

 
 
(Illustrated by: Simon de Vries & Hannes Bolin Olsson) 

 

The model is created based on existing theories from various studies. In order to measure 

attitudes towards CGA, this study used identification and source credibility similar to 

what Pehlivan, Sarican and Berthon, (2011) and Shu-Chuan and Kamal, (2008) did in 

their research about attitudes in a UGC context. The primary focus of the model is to 

understand consumer’s attitudes towards CGA, therefore the usage of identification and 

source credibility will be studied to get a better understanding of different motivators and 

effects. Theories regarding CGA, identification and source credibility support that 

consumer will have a higher chance of having positive attitudes towards the content and 

the brand if they are affected with these factors. Attitudes will be tested on three different 

contexts, attitudes towards CGA, brand and advertisement. Previous studies have found 

that consumers form attitudes towards both the advertisement and the brand, however this 

study will also focus on direct attitudes towards CGA.  
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3. Method 
This chapter describes and explain how approach, data analysis, key factor for 

analysing, data and measures, LDA and sample selection, and how the selection was 

chosen and have been used to assemble the paper. Each chapter includes a statement 

describing how and why the authors have applied each approach. 

3.1 Research overview     
This study provides a phenomenological inquiry of viewer responses to CGA within the 

natural viewing environment of YouTube.com. With the purpose to explore how 

consumer’s attitudes of CGA have changed over time, four CGAs posted different years 

on YouTube.com were chosen for analysis. Using content analysis, comments posted 

about the ad were collected and analysed. The chosen videos for this research were the 

winners of Frito-Lay, Doritos annual Super bowl contest, a competition where consumers 

gets a chance to win up to one million dollar by providing the best home made 

commercial for the brand (Doritos).   

3.2 Content analysis  

Content analysis is a research design that involves an objective, systematic and 

quantitative description of the concrete content in the communication. Content analysis 

has been used to an almost boundless set of diverse research approaches and techniques, 

it is used in Social and Computer Science domains and to identify methods for studying 

and/or retrieving meaningful information from large amount of data (Weber, 1990). Since 

the study sought to explore a broad set of comments made online, a content analysis was 

considered the most suitable research design in order to examine the material in the most 

effective way, since it allows both quantitative and qualitative approaches to be combined 

(Weber, 1990). The quantitative analysis counts and finds statistics and the qualitative 

analysis determines meanings.   

Before the material was conducted, the authors specified guidelines on how to sort out 

the material into different categories. This was done in order to avoid letting personal 

preconceptions affect the result and increase the reliability of the research. The guidelines 
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that were set out were followed consequently in order to avoid errors and inaccuracies. 

The questions at issue was specified in a precise and concrete way, this was considered 

important since the questions functioned as a guideline to analyse the right material in a 

correct way and also to be able to create a relevant coding scheme.  

The approach was chosen since the content in the communication of the extracted data 

from YouTube comments were functioning as substrate for the thesis. 

3.3 Data analysis 

The current study was based on a large set of consumer conversations about the four 

consumer-generated ads uploaded in different years on YouTube and was intended to 

uncover how these comments reflected each video. Reviewing comments posted the year 

of the release of the video on YouTube generated the data. Analysis of the data first 

proceeded using content analysis, a statistical technique that combs text for pre-selected 

words, meanings, ideas, or themes (Neuman, 2003). Content analysis is popular within 

both marketing and the wider social sciences when searching text for concepts and ideas 

(Kassarjian, 1977; Kolbe and Burnett, 1991).  

Content analysis of viewer comments was iterative and emergent (Miles & Huberman, 

1984). An interpretive group comprising two individuals provided a broadened 

perspective on the analysis and ability to crosscheck individual coder interpretations. 

Coding was conducted independently and then discussed among the two group members; 

initial codes were refined through group debate. Throughout the process, the literature 

was accessed to inform evolving interpretations of the data. Coding continued until 

agreement on interpretations was reached and inducted constructs were fully specified.  

Data Analysis was used in order to interpret the content of the comments and after 

categorization place them in positive, negative and neutral contexts.  

3.4 Leximancer 
Leximancer (leximancer.com) is the software that was used to conduct the machine-based 

content analysis. The program, a data-mining tool, enables a visual description and 
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interpretation of text data using a machine-learning technique. The tool is well suited for 

quickly making sense of comments on videos since it allows for a rapid analysis of large 

amounts of textual data. Traditional techniques require the researcher to have an 

understanding of the dimensions under study and an associated dictionary in order to tap 

into such dimensions. This approach does not require understanding of dimensions within 

advertisement and no need for an associated dictionary is needed since the software 

builds its understanding of each piece of text based on the text itself.  

The technique identifies the main concepts in the text and illustrates how main concepts 

relate to each other. Leximancer provides both a conceptual analysis and a relational 

analysis and discover concepts in the corpus and how they relate. After identification of a 

concept, the program builds a thesaurus of words closely related to the concept and in 

that way giving the concept its semantic or definitional content. 

To visually portray the main concepts and their relationships with other concept, a 

“concept map” is used. The concepts are best described as collections of words that 

“travel together”. A randomly calculated map of concepts is produced and enables for the 

researcher to get an overview of the key concepts in a body of text and how the concepts 

are related. Concepts shows relation but not necessarily strongly semantically, are linked 

are far apart on the concept map; concepts that are strongly semantically related are 

positioned close to each other. Concepts that transpire in very similar semantic situations 

tend to form clusters. 

The software automatically learns the words that foresee certain concepts. It only takes a 

few seed words, or even one randomly chosen seed word in order to start the process. The 

automatic selection of important concepts and entities within text has demonstrated 

successfully by various scholars among social sciences. In order to find positive and 

negative attitudes on the map a sentiment lence was added to the content map, which 

contains of favourable and unfavourable concepts, by doing this the themes and concepts 

on the map will be placed based on how favourable and unfavourable they are.  
 



  
	  

	   21	  

The approach is useful since it does not require so much editing of the text before the 

analysis can take place. It also raises a surface and summarizes concepts that otherwise 

might have been missed if the content would have been done manually while at the same 

time reducing the bias that may occur when the data is pre-imposed. The disadvantage of 

the approach regarding this paper is that it does not permit concurrent comparison of the 

different ads. 

Leximancer was used since it was considered the most suitable tool to get the best 

overview of the conducted data. The creation of the structured cluster maps wouldn’t 

have been possible without the software, and since they were considered important 

Leximancer seemed like a good choice. 

3.5 Key factors for analysing 

The key factors for analysing were mainly attitudes but also source credibility and 

identification to get a broader understanding of the subject. The data that was collected 

from the CGA and was divided into three categories; positive, negative or indifferent-

neutral. Previous research in CGA has mentioned source credibility and identification as 

important factors to why CGA has been considered an effective tool to pursue consumers 

(Lawrence et al. 2013). Thus to determine if source credibility and identification has 

changed is highly related to a consumers attitudes towards CGA. In this study the 

strength of a positive and a negative comment was not measured, this study determined 

only the number of positive attitudes against negative attitudes. Hence a positive 

comment and what might be considered an even more positive comment was evaluated in 

the same manner.  

Furthermore, this study only investigated “Crash the Super bowl”-contest, which is an 

annual online commercial competition run by Frito-Lay, where consumers are invited to 

create their own Doritos ads and each year, the winning fan-made commercial is 

guaranteed to air during the Super bowl (Doritos). This raise the external validity, since 

the advertisements chosen for the study was actual CGA created as part of a competition 

run by Frito-Lay. The videos that were included for the research only were videos that 
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were released on Youtube by the creators (consumers) themselves. The comments made 

by viewers on YouTube were used as a foundation to collect the material for the analyse. 

The key factors were based on the gap mentioned in the introduction. The “crash the 

super bowl”-contest was chosen since it was considered a good example of the creation 

of CGA and since the contest reach a broad audience.  

3.6 Data and Measures   

The authors decided to analyse phrases and linkages in the comments rather than words, 

in this case negative and positive comments but also certain key words bound to relevant 

theories, source credibility and identification and the content of the phrases. In this 

research, both the manifested i.e. clear and tangible and the latent i.e. hidden messages 

were analysed. Further explanations and guidelines will follow in the LDA section. 

Source credibility was divided into two groups, trustworthiness and expertness. 

Trustworthiness was measured with respect to both the ad and the ad creator. 

Trustworthiness of the ad was measured to determine advertising believability 

(Beltramini 1982) ( E.g “I trust what this ad has to say”; “The ad is trustworthy”; “The 

claims made in this ad are credible”; and “The ad felt authentic”). Expertness was 

measured by observing scepticism in the comments that was based in not knowing about 

the source and potential motivations for making it, as well as scepticism due to a video 

being observed to advanced that its believed that other consumers cannot have created it.  

Source identification was measured using perceived similarity to the ad or the ad creator 

(Bergami and Bagozzi (2000) such as (“A person like me/not like me”; “Somebody I can 

relate to/cannot relate to”; “Different from me/similar to me in many ways”; someone 

with shared beliefs/values”) (McCroskey, Richmond, and Daly 1975).  

3.7 Latent Dirichlet Allocation, LDA 
Latent Dirichlet allocation, further referred to as LDA, is an approach that categorizes the 

words that appear in the content of documents into clusters that are typically referred to 

as topics (Yan et.al, 2015,). This approach captures the underlying meanings expressed in 
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the CGA using the unsupervised method, while at the same time captures the latent 

dimensions of attitudes. The method is efficient because it can be used to handle both big 

data and highly disaggregate time periods with a thin amount of data. LDA uses an 

unsupervised method for text categorization to capture valence in the context, e.g “small” 

could be a positive attribute for a mobile phone but a negative attribute when describing a 

screen. LDA does not make assumptions about the structure of the text or grammatical 

language, which makes it more suitable to extract underlying dimensions. The use of 

LDA is considered highly efficient since it analyse data at a highly rough time level that 

allows for exploration of dynamics over time. LDA is one of the basic models in the 

family of “topic models” considered flexible enough to take on a rich analysis 

(Tiruniallai, S, & Tellis, G, 2014). In this study the model is used to capture a context-

specific valence among the content in the extracted comments of the YouTube videos. 

LDA was used since finding the latent understanding in the comments was essential for 

the study, by analysing the words appearing in the comments separately, the underlying 

meaning wouldn’t have been possible to extract.   

3.8 Sample selection 
The videos chosen for this study was four CGA winning contributions from Frito-Lay, 

Doritos Super bowl contest. The winning contributions included only high-profile videos 

that were recognized as successful by the press and all the ad´s was aired in high 

visibility television environments. The research focused on the winning contribution 

CGA´s posted the years, 2008, 2010, 2012 and 2014 on the Social media platform 

YouTube. The winning contributions were chosen since they represent a constant CGA 

environment, and therefore changes within in it is interesting to gather an analyse. 

YouTube was chosen since it is considered a well-trusted data source (Campbell et al. 

2011; Keelan et al. 2007) since it generates significant volumes of CGA by allowing 

consumers to express consumption experience and brand attitudes as well as post their 

own videos. 
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The winning contributions was chosen since they had most exposure and therefore most 

comments, which was essential for the results. 

 

Links to the videos	  
“Live The Flavor” 07-08. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kNxgxF-7SfA 

“Underdog” 09-10. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EcDzc2UKAHY 

“Grandpa” 11-12. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8Ep2cNqJSLg 

“Cowboy Kid” 13-14. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FHY5pwgCY3w 

 

Furthermore this study only focused on contest-generated CGAs created in response to a 

manufacturer solicitation for branded advertising messages. In our prior discussion, 

contest-driven CGAs are notable for their role in driving marketer adoption of the 

technique. Although organic CGAs have been singled out in the marketing literature as 

sophisticated and powerfully persuasive communication tool (Muñiz & Schau, 2007; 

Berthon et al., 2008) thus its hard to measure it over time since its not provided within the 

same market and as consistent as the annual Frito-Lay, Super bowl contest.  

The authors were aware of that comments posted by consumers on YouTube, should be 

considered as highly-involved customers since they actively do the action of viewing and 

commenting in contrary to the normal consumer who experiences the commercials 

unwillingly on the television.     
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4 Results   
This chapter presents an interpretation of the empirical findings and theoretical 

frameworks. The analysis is broken down by the different theories, in order to create a 

clearer structure for the reader. The analysis is organized from the different years that 

the data was posted. The comments was analysed based on three types of attitudes. 

4.1 Live the flavour, 2007-2008 
By analysing the data from 2007-2008, 251 comments were analysed where in total 111 

were interpreted as positive and 52 as negative. Out of the 251 comments 84 of them had 

positive attitudes towards the advertisement and 37 of them indicated negative attitudes 

towards the advertisement. Doritos was mentioned 23 times in the comments were 11 of 

them had positive attitudes towards the brand and 5 comments had a negative attitude 

towards Doritos. 7 of the comments had a positive attitude towards the fact that the video 

was CGA and 0 had negative attitudes. 

4.1.1 Attitudes towards the advertisement, 2007-2008 

Among the comments, advertisement was mentioned in both positive and negative 

contexts, it was clear to distinguish between positive and negative types of messages and 

not that many neutral comments were to be found. A coherent theme among both the 

positive and the negative comments were that the opinions was aimed directly towards 

the content of the advertisement and did not combine or relate the critic to the 

advertisement and the brand at the same time. One user wrote, “Pretty retarded 

advertisement”, and another wrote “This advertisment was so bad, no humour at all”.  

One aspect that made it difficult was to see to what extent the viewers were aware of who 

was held responsible for the advertisement since the criticism didn’t specify if it was 

intended towards the brand or contest-participant. Additional comments consisted of 

simple likes or dislikes without specifying concrete thoughts, these were comments like, 

“I like this one, its cute :P”, “haha”, and, “lol”.  
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4.1.2 Attitudes towards the brand, 2007-2008 

Doritos as a brand name were only mentioned a few times among the comments, most of 

the times out of context and not enough as substrate to make interpretations. One user 

chose to comment with a comparative purpose by writing “I liked that Budweiser 

slapping one and the Snickers advertisement the best, when the two dudes kissing by 

accident”. The expressed thoughts towards the brand in perspective to the other brand 

made it clear that the user were aware of the other contributions for the Super bowl and 

favoured the Snickers commercial over live the flavour. Other than the comment 

mentioned above Doritos was not mentioned in a way relevant to the study.  

4.1.3 Attitudes towards CGA, 2007-2008 

A recurrent topic in the comments was CGA which seemed to induce positive attitudes 

towards the advertisement or Doritos when it became obvious for the viewer that it was 

not made by the company e.g. (“This advertisement isn't that bad, considering it was 

made by someone who really doesn't make official advertisement.” and “I’m sorry all of 

you who are bashing this video need to lighten up. It was homemade and pretty funny. 

Good advertisement!” In various occasions the comments was indicating that they knew 

the creators of the video and some comments stated that they knew the place where the 

video was recorded e.g. “the people who made this are from my home town” and “the 

guys that made this went to the word of life bible institute, the awesome bible college I 

attended last year, way to go guys!!!”). These comments indicated that the viewers were 

proud that they had connection to the creator and the content of the video since they were 

able to relate to it. Furthermore viewers seemed to be impressed that the video was made 

with a low budget and that professionals did not make it. No negative comments related 

to CGA were found in the data. Although the CGA aspect was mentioned among the 

comments, most of the comment seemed to relate to the relation to the creators rather 

than appreciation of the content, which do not provide an objective perspective of the 

CGA aspect. 
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4.1.4 Content map, 2007-2008 

Figure 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme   Connectivity 
Advertisement  100 % 
Doritos  15 % 
Lol   12 % 
Bad   12 % 
Love   2 % 

 

After the data was analysed through Leximancer five different themes was created: 

advertisement, Doritos, bad, funny and love. Among the different themes; advertisement 

was the biggest theme and therefore placed in the centre of the map connecting Doritos, 

bad, and funny together, this indicates that the majority of the comments had some 

connection to advertisement. Doritos was placed as the second most mentioned theme but 

did not have a strong connection to other themes other than advertisement. Using a 

function called sentiment lence, the content map was able to divide the positive from the 

negative, on the left side a theme was created called bad and on the right side two 

positive themes was created, funny and love. At a first glance in the theme “bad”, where 

“better” is included as a concept, it seems to be a positive empathized word, however in 

this context it is used as a way to describe that other advertisements is better than Doritos 
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e.g (“Omg this was bad one the Mencia one was better”). YouTube was placed in the bad 

theme due to the criticizers of the video argued that the competition was rigged since 

YouTube was listing this video on the top when searching for Super bowl advertisements 

e.g. (“sorry but the Budweiser fist bump advertisement was way better. This was chosen 

because YouTube voting system kept putting this on the top stack by default”). The 

content map shows that advertisement is placed closer to the left than Doritos this 

indicates that Doritos is more positively referred to in the data however both of them is 

placed in the middle and somewhat close to each other so not a major difference can be 

seen. 

 

4.2 Under dog, 2009-2010 

The commercial was made in the third instalment of crash the Super bowl and was 

launched in 2009, competing in the 2009-2010 edition. The comments were conducted 

from the airing date and one-year forward. During that time 202 comments were made, 

81 of them positive, 24 negative and 97 was considered neutral. There were 22 positive 

comments towards the advertisement and 10 negative. Regarding comments towards 

Doritos as a brand 3 did have a negative attitude and 5 with a positive attitude. 3 

comments had positive attitudes towards the fact that it was CGA and 0 negative 

comments were found. 

4.2.1 Attitudes towards the advertisement, 2009-2010 

The comments that involved the advertisement showed a clear line between positive and 

negative thoughts. There were those that chose to express themselves rather extreme 

involving expletive words and then there were comments of the milder kind e.g “lame 

ad”.  Other comments of negative type were directed towards the content of the 

commercial, one user expressed displeasure since it involved dogs and Doritos and since 

the user didn’t like the combination and therefore chose to express negative attitudes. 

The positive comments contained content directed towards the brand, the content of the 

commercial, Super bowl, Super bowl advertisements, the CGA aspect and the brand, thus 
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a wide range of answers. Emotive comments like “favourite ad”, “love the doritos ad”, 

“favourite this year and of all time”, “love Doritos advertisement”, could be find among 

the comments. There were more positive comments than negative, and it was a clear 

appreciation towards the brand, the CGA aspect and the Super bowl commercials 

generally. Since there were approximately as many comments on each area, no theme 

was particularly protruding thus an overall appreciation towards the ad can be concluded 

among the comments regarding the advertisement.   

4.2.2 Attitudes towards the brand, 2009-2010 

Doritos was mentioned in various contexts among the comments on YouTube, both 

positive, negative and connections that was hard to interpret. One user chose to criticize 

the commercial since the user's point of view was that Doritos was “depicting white 

males” in their commercials and therefore chose to boycott the brand. The comment 

affects both the concept and commercial since the user chose to mention it as an entirety. 

Among the positive comments some users chose to defend and acknowledge the brand as 

well as their commercials, one user wrote, “love their commercials”, however it's not 

clear if the comment is aimed towards the CGA´s or Doritos commercials in general. 

Some users chose to acknowledge the brand with simple comments as “Doritos rule” 

and “longing for Doritos”, these users may be those who already had positive attitudes 

towards the brand and just wanted to express their opinions. 

Other users made comments on the content of the commercial, e.g “how is this related to 

Doritos”, and “Doritos are not suppose to be smart, only funny”. The first user seemed 

to question the context since no connection between brand and commercial was found, it 

can be interpreted as a misunderstanding towards the CGA concept since the user 

expected a direct connection between commercial and brand. The other user on the other 

hand, had clear expectations for a funny commercial and not “smart”, however it is not 

stated if the expectations was based on Doritos commercials as a whole or if it is was 

because of the fact that is was user-created.  
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4.2.3 Attitudes towards CGA, 2009-2010 

Those users that chose to comment about the CGA aspect mostly seemed to have positive 

intentions. One user defended the commercial since amateurs made it and stated that 

those who made negative comments should have indulgence over the fact that it was a 

low budget and fan-made production. Another user clearly stated, “Great ad since it was 

cheap” and “one of the things that made it great too was that it didn't cost that too much 

to make.”, these users was clearly aware that the commercial was a CGA and appreciated 

the outcome out of it and further a positive attitude towards CGA, however It didn’t state 

if the commercial affected Doritos as a brand. Those that did not show positive attitudes 

towards the commercial seemed however to be impressed that is was fan made and that 

they made money out of it. “Who cares if the commercial s***s? two amateurs made this 

and they won $600,000 for it.” Another commenter stated “I know the dudes who 

designed this!”. 
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4.2.4	  Content	  map	  2009-‐2010	  
	  
Figure 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme   Connectivity 
Doritos  100 % 
Advertisement  100 % 
S**t   13 % 
Super bowl  3 % 
S****d  3 % 

 

The content map shows the concept advertising in focus however Doritos is also a strong 

concept thus both of them have 100 per cent connectivity. Doritos is far to the right on 

the map and all the connections from Doritos to the other concepts is also bound to 

advertising as well which indicates that the comments about the brand is highly 

correlated with the ad. Although Doritos had its own connection to concept as sucked and 

Super bowl however this Connectivity is only at 3 per cent so a strong correlation is not 

to be found. The two themes sucked and s**t were categorized as negative themes and 

have judging from the map a strong connection to advertising based on the direct 

*	  

*The	  blue	  box	  indicates	  
censorship	  

*	  
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connection to them and that they are placed close to each other. Doritos has a connection 

to s**t however it’s not as strong as the connection as it has with advertisement. Super 

bowl was a recurrent theme in the discussion and was placed in the content map with a 

strong connection to advertisement. Within the theme of advertisement won, was the only 

clear concepts that showed a positive feeling. This concept is placed on the opposite side 

as words as s****d, l**e and s**t, and refers to comments that thought that the 

advertisement should win the contest. Doritos also had a strong connection to won. Since 

Lexcimencer placed negativity at the bottom and positive at the top is possible to see that 

Doritos has a more positive feeling than advertisement. Also Super bowl is positively 

associated.  

 

4.3 Grandpa, 2011-2012 
The comments from the grandpa commercial were posted between 2011-2012. During 

that time 199 comments were posted. Out of the comments that were interpreted 79 were 

positive, 8 negative and 112 neutral. There were 9 comments with positive attitudes 

towards the advertisement and 2 that indicated a negative attitude. Out of the observed 

comments, 30 expressed a positive attitude towards Doritos and 1 with a negative 

attitude. The comments regarding CGA were indifferent regarding their attitudes towards 

CGA. 

4.3.1 Attitudes towards the advertisement, 2011-2012 
Advertisement was selected as the second largest theme however significant smaller than 

Doritos in terms of comments made about it. Out of the 199 comments 9 had a positive 

attitude towards the advertisement and 2 had a negative attitude. 

Under the theme advertisement the phrases selected by Leximancer were best and Super 

bowl. The word hungry was mentioned in 3 different comments, all indicated that they 

were getting hungry by watching the commercial “haha that’s great, getting hungry” “I 

am hungry now”, although only one mentioned Doritos “omg now i want some doritos + 

hungry = bribed by video”. 
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The word funny was another concept created by Leximancer, it had a clear positive 

indicator thus many of the comments expressed their attitudes towards the commercial as 

funny, e.g “I thought this was funny” “Haha this is funny”. The concept map showed that 

the theme funny was far to the right and did not have a strong connection with Doritos 

although a strong connection to advertisement was to be found.  

As mentioned above the video seemed to affect the viewers on a emotional level, this 

created an emotional theme named Bring since many of the comments were referring to 

bringing back people to life e.g “If that worked I would bring back my brother and sister 

who died in car crash” ” so, this is how to bring back 2pac?”. Bring was mentioned five 

times in the comments. Closely connected to Bring was Heart which also seemed to be 

an emotional theme e.g “so heart-warming <3”). The content map showed that Bring 

and Heart was positioned far to the left but closely connected to Doritos and did not have 

a strong connection to the advertisement. 

Among the comments, 4 showed a visible experience watching Doritos commercials 

before and had positive attitudes towards the ad e.g. “Favourite Doritos advertisement 

ever :)”. 

4.3.2 Attitudes towards the brand, 2011-2012 

The two main topics discussed in the comments were about Doritos and the 

advertisement. Words with a high connectivity to Doritos was: life,  lol, eating, buy, 

notice, omg, hungry. Out of the 39 comments about Doritos, 34 were positive. E.g “Just 

learned a lesson: Doritos are the key to life and they can do anything;”; “I lol so hard 

when I first saw this and it taught me something: Doritos fix everything.“ and “Omg now 

I want some Doritos + hungry = bribed by video.” 

The video seemed to affect the respondents in an emotional way where it was hard to 

indicate if it had a positive or a negative effect on them. “I wish I can do the same with 

my grandpa” “I miss my grandpa”. Although two of the comments seemed to have an 

emotional effect as well as give associations with Doritos. “I would love if my grandpa 

came back if I gave him Doritos” “I wish I could bring my grandpa back to life with 
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Doritos :(“ Doritos was positioned in the middle left of the content map. The phrases 

eating and buy had in total 8 hits together, were 7 of them were neutral, and 1 negative, 

“I'm definitively not eating Doritos for now on”. 

4.3.3 Attitudes towards CGA, 2011-2012 

It was hard to interpret which and how many of the comments had knowledge that the 

video was CGA, since wasn't among the main topics in the comments. Of all the 199 

comments, 8 made a comment that it was a contest, e.g. “best advertisement this year 

hands down”, and five of the comments mentioned Super bowl, e.g. "grandpa I missed 

you!" funniest advertisement of Super bowl 45. go pack go”). Only one comment 

mentioned the CGA aspect through writing “this advertisement was fan-made”. 
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4.3.4	  Content	  map,	  2011-‐2012	  

 

Figure 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme   Connectivity 
Advertisement  100 % 
Doritos  54 % 
Funny   13 % 
Hits   2 % 

 

Doritos had most hits among the content and therefore was the most mentioned of the 

themes, followed by advertisement, funny and hit. The positive mentioning is represented 

to the right of the map with associations to words like best, funny and haha. Even if some 

of the comments were hard to interpret since they related strongly to the content in an 

emotional way, it was clear to see a connection to relevant words like, hit, funny, haha 

and positive contexts when mentioned together with advertisement, Superbowl and 

Doritos. The negative words is to be found on the top where f’’’’’g was mentioned 

several times. As the theme map shows, no negative word was to be found among the 

*	  

*The	  blue	  box	  indicates	  
censorship	  
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most mentioned themes, even if various negative words was mentioned several times, the 

comments with positive contexts was more frequent. Looking at the content map the 

word grandpa was not categorized under any of the five themes, but still positioned as an 

important concept and since it was mentioned in the comments e.g “I wish I can do the 

same with my grandpa :/” “I wish that worked... I miss my grandpa” “I wish I could 

bring my grandpa back to life with Doritos :(“. Even though it indicated a sad and 

emotional undertone, it was interpreted as a positive indicator since it showed that the 

viewers identified themselves with the video. However due to that it was hard to identify 

if the viewers sympathized stronger due to that consumers rather than a company made 

the video was unclear. 

4.4 The cowboy kid, 2013-2014 

The Commercial was releasad 2013 and aired during the Super Bowl 2014, the comments 

that were conducted was made by users between the year of release and one year forward. 

During that time 168 comments was added, 107 of them were positive, 15 negative and 

46 neutral. From the comments§ 34 had a positive attitude towards the advertisement and 

3 had a negative attitude. 9 showed to have a positive attitude towards Doritos and 3 had 

negative attitudes. 5 of the comments had positive attitudes towards CGA and 3 had 

negative attitudes towards CGA. 

 

4.4.1 Attitudes towards the advertisement, 2013-2014 

Of those comments that involved mentioning advertising as a keyword, it was a clear 

connection to Superbowl and advertising contest, the viewers seemed to have a clear 

understanding that the advertisements was a part of a contest in context to the Super 

bowl, “favourite ad in Superbowl”, great Superbowl ad”, “great Superbowl ad, it should 

be the winner”, good finalists, this should be the winner”, “possible Doritos ad for the 

Superbowl”, “great ad, very creative ad and should be the winner”, was examples that 

could be found among the comments. Some of the comments that was involving 

advertising aimed to express thoughts about the content of the commercial, not primarily 

the brand or contest. Viewers made comments like, “this was a good ad and well done”, 
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fantastic creative advertisement this should be the winner”, “awesome ad and family 

friendly”, “not fun to joke about, pull the ad it stinks, no more Doritos for me”. One user 

made a clear comparison between the advertisement and the contributions from the other 

companies by writing, “a bunch of coca cola, beer and car ads and I still have to pick 

this one over Heinz, even though my dad works there”. The user clearly saw the 

advertisements with a critical eye and chose the advertisement because of its content 

since it is mentioned that the user according to preconceptions should had vote for Heinz 

because of connections to the brand and advertisement. Other comments involving 

advertisement clearly expressed appreciation towards the advertising and brand with 

comments like “cute ad”, I love this ad”, “funniest ad I’ve ever seen”, “lol one of the 

best ad”, Doritos ads are the best”. There seemed to be more viewers that expressed 

appreciation than displeasure, in terms of number of comments. 

 

4.4.2 Attitudes towards the brand, 2013-2014 

The comments that were made on cowboy kid varied between opinions directed straight 

towards the ad as well as the story. It was clear that the viewers had certain 

preconceptions and expectations about the ad. This was shown through awareness about 

the competition and the viewers seemed to have gained higher expectations regarding the 

competition entries in crash the Superbowl. Some of the users commenting were showing 

their thoughts towards the ad and the content to it, one of them wrote “hate doritos and 

wouldn’t change it, but the content and ad is nice and well done”, this shows that the 

viewer saw the ad only for see the contribution rather than the fact that is was a Doritos 

advertisement. Another viewer seemed to change attitudes towards doritos because of the 

advertisement since writing, “don’t like the content, pull the ad, is stinks, no more 

Doritos for me”. According to a few viewers commenting, the ad increased their will to 

want Doritos, e.g.“had to buy Doritos before watching this”, “watching this convinced to 

go get Doritos”. Among other comments there were the possible loyal Doritos supporters 

writing comments like “mm, Doritos”, Doritos and the ads are the best” and “I love 

Doritos”.  
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4.4.3 Attitudes towards CGA, 2013-2014 

Regarding the fact that the viewers seemed be more aware that the advertisement was 

consumer generated, various comments could be found that expressed thoughts towards 

both the content and the creators. The majority of the comments that were made 

regarding the consumer-generated aspect was positive and acclaimed the story, quality 

and the creators. Only a few comments criticized the video, “poor done”, “bad, they 

have done better”, and “overdone and unoriginal” were comments that could be found 

among the negative ones. Although the comments were of the negative nature were few 

involve thoughts towards the creators and the content. Most of the viewers seemed to 

have watched the commercial because of the crash the Superbowl-competition, the 

comments consisted of clear messages of the support to the creators and appreciation for 

the content and story. Many of the viewers wanted to congratulate the creators and give 

their support, “very funny, congrats to the creator”, “love this well done, hope it wins”, 

“fun ad for the competition, this is my favourite”.  Some of the viewers are clearly aware 

of the CGA-contest through comparison of the other contributions, “I looked at all 

finalists but this one was my favourite”, is one of the comments that could be found.  
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4.4.4 Content map, 2013-2014 

Figure 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theme   Connectivity 
Advertisement  100 % 
Doritos  68 % 
Buy   36 % 
Best   10 % 

Advertisement was placed as the biggest theme on the content map with a strong 

connection to all the different themes, which were; Doritos buy and best. The fifth theme 

was removed due to its inappropriate meaning and lack of relevance for the result. 

Doritos had the same level of connection to the other themes and therefore was placed 

almost as central as advertisement. Doritos had showed a stronger connection to Buy 

while advertisement showed a stronger connection to best. The content map for cowboy 

kid did not divide the map in to clear themes the same way the other videos resulted in. 

The most significant pattern is the references to the creators and the content that is 

located on the left side of the map. With keywords as; crew, cast, friendly, awesome and 

family, the comments based on the CGA aspect made their way on the map. Those words 
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with a negative meaning are not gathered in the map but can be found on various places. 

Even if the word kid isn’t a obvious negative word it is on the map because of it was 

mentioned in negative contexts. This was shown trough comments that didn’t like how 

the kid behaved in the video; “disrespectful kid” was one of the comments that were 

recurrent. 

4.5 Summary 

By gathering the data from all positive and negative comments on advertising, Doritos 

and CGA and turning the numbers into percentages, two charts were created based on the 

positive and negative comments during the years. One that shows the positive attitude 

change in advertising, Doritos and CGA, and one who showing the negative attitude 

change for advertising, Doritos and CGA. On the vertical axis the changes in per cent is 

shown and on the horizontal axis the years is presented. The charts show that advertising 

was highly mentioned in the early years regarding both positive and negative comments 

but has decreased, although a slight positive development occurs in 2013-2014. The 

brand has not been changing so much during the actual years from a negative and 

positive pint of view. Regarding CGA it has been a very small change, although it has 

been more talked about in recent years both positive and negative attitudes has been 

perceived.   

Figure 6 
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5 Analysis and Discussion 
This chapter discusses the analysis chapter attempted to clarify the relationship between 

the theoretical framework and the conducted data. The analysis was structured in 

accordance with the theoretical framework to clearly provide any implied relationship. 

5.1 Identification and source credibility 
From the content map it was hard to find a connection between the concepts and 

identification, however by analysing the data based on LDA theories relevant data was 

selected. The data showed that a majority of the comments did not indicate that they were 

aware of the fact that the video was made by another consumer, it was therefore difficult 

to find a connection between identification to the advertisement among the viewers. 

However, in those cases the consumer stated that they knew it was CGA, evidence for 

identification was found. In those comments where viewers stated that they knew the 

creator or the place the video was recorded, it was more clear to discern a positive 

undertone, this was expressed through specific extensions to details and personal 

references. This was also proven in early research were Brock, (1965), Busch and 

Wilson, (1976) found that customers bought more products when they had similar 

qualities and interests as the person who sold the products. These findings also indicate 

that the ad has strong source credibility since some of the viewers know that the person 

was a regular individual not a company, and also by stating it in the comment field 

should empathise even more source credibility to other viewers. 

 

In general the opportunity to be able to express thoughts and opinions under anonymous 

aliases seemed to induce viewers to express more outspokenly, this resulted in that some 

viewers didn’t held back on the criticism and sometimes expressed comments in a very 

detailed and specific way, which can be interpreted as both a positive and negative 

aspect. The viewers dared to express themselves freely, but on the other hand the 
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credibility of the comments can be questioned since the author of the comment was 

unknown. 

 

Comments posted during 2011-2012 showed that the creator managed to make the 

viewers identify themselves with the content, this resulted in higher engagement and an 

emotional but positive outcome, since consumers were missing former past family 

members and thought the advertisement was beautiful. This strengthens Lawrence et al.´s 

(2013) research, which showed that consumers have an advantage over companies when 

it comes to creating ads which consumers can identify themselves with. 

Comments posted in 2013-2014 showed that identification was found towards the CGA, 

however these comments were not positive related to the commenters. Some of the 

commenters could relate to the video but were not happy about the behaviour of the kid. 

Comments like “I'm ashamed to be American, watching that kid behave”. Some of the 

comments clearly stated that they definitely wouldn't let their children behave like that, 

and seemed angry and upset by the content of the video. This can be connected to 

Thomas et al.´s (2015) dirty laundry effect where consumers can identify themselves with 

the content however not in a positive way. In this case commentators from USA seem 

concerned that that people from other countries will see how spoiled children from the 

USA are. Comments posted during 2009-2010 also generated upset commenters that 

could be identified with the content of the video, some of the commenters thought that it 

was good that the ad noticed such an important topic (putting an electric collar on a dog) 

while some thought it was not something to be joking about.  

 

From the material that was gathered it was hard to find a protruding change in 

identification over time. It was however possible to assume that identification has an 

effect on consumer’s attitudes towards an advertisement which correlates with theories 

from Thompson and Malaviya's (2013) and Lawrence et al. (2013). No support was 

found for Ertimur and Gilly´s (2012) study, that consumer would consider CGA to lack 

expertise and to be viewed as less credible regarding their ability to creating an 

advertising message. Although, their research showed that the respondents also had 
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scepticism towards not knowing about the potential motivations for creating the ad. 

However in the case of the current its clear that the ad is in a competition and therefore 

the motives should be obvious for the viewers. 

5.2	  CGA	  
	  
Overall, comments that involved the CGA aspect seemed to induce direct positive 

attitudes towards the advertisement as well as Doritos as brand. Those comments gave a 

clear connection to the effect of the advertisement. There were contexts when CGA was 

mentioned, but since the viewers seemed to feel related to the creators rather than 

appreciation of the content, it did not provide an objective perspective of the fact that the 

advertising was consumer generated. This correlates with Tang, Fang and Fengs (2014) 

research where CGA is believed to increase consumers positive attitudes towards a 

product or brand. Even if some viewers in some cases did not show positive attitudes 

towards the advertising, they seemed to be impressed by the fact that the ad was 

consumer generated.  

 

From the conducted data it was hard to interpret when a consumer knew that the video 

was made by another consumer, however, in the cases where this fact was noticed a great 

majority of these comments resulted in a positive and a more understanding attitude from 

the commenters. Some of them seemed impressed and others were happy since the ad 

generators were able to win money from the competition. In some cases when a video 

was criticized for lack of quality, other viewers defended it by stating the fact that the 

video was fan made and not created by professionals. Many of the negative comments 

concerned the content of the video, and even if Doritos weren't the responsible publisher, 

they were blamed for the criticism of the content, and as an impact, some commenters 

even stated that they would never buy Doritos again. This shows us that Story´s (2007) 

research might still be up-to-date were inconsistency in the brand message can have 

devastating effects. In this case consumer had negative attitudes towards the brand since 

they didn’t like the message the advertisement was sharing. Although its not by certainty 

to assume that these consumer were not aware of the fact that the advertisement was not 

made by Doritos but by another consumer, this however shows us that negativity towards 
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an ad can lead to negativity against the brand witch in some of these cases lead to the 

“devastating effect” of a consumer stating that they never buy Doritos again. 
 

From the comments that were made during the later years, it became obvious that the 

viewers seemed to have watched the commercials because of the crash the Superbowl-

competition, this could be seen since the comments consisted of clear messages of the 

support towards the Superbowl but also to the creators and appreciation for the content 

and story. Even if it was clear to discern when the viewers appreciated the advertising 

and content of it, most of the time it didn’t state in which way the attitude affected 

Doritos as a brand. Although, the comments did in various occasions show that they did 

inspire consumers to want Doritos, this may explain why their sales are going up by 12 

per cent during the week before and after Superbowl.  
 

5.3 Advertising versus brand 

The data from all the videos clearly showed that the two most discussed concepts were 

about the ad and the brand. The data showed that there were more positive comments 

towards the advertising than towards the brand in all years except during 2011-2012 

where more positive comments were posted towards the brand rather then the ad. This 

somewhat goes well with Tsai and Hsiang-Mings (2014) theory regarding consumers 

getting initial attitudes towards the advertisement before attitudes are formed towards the 

brand. If this theory is relevant consumer should first gain attitudes towards the 

advertisement and second form attitudes towards the brand, however its possible that in 

some cases consumers didn’t form any attitudes towards the brand from the ad. The result 

shows that more attitudes altogether was formed towards the advertisement in contrast to 

the brand. Therefore this study finds Tsai and Hsiang-Mings (2014) theory that 

consumers initially gain positive attitudes towards the ad before positive attitudes is 

formed towards the brand, still relevant. Regarding negative comments a similar result 

was shown were more negative comments toward the advertising was posted except 

during 2011-2012 where more negative comments were posted against the brand. The 
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gap between negative comments between advertisement and the brand wasn’t as big as it 

was with the positive comments. 

 

The result also showed a variation in expectations from different years, in 2006-2007 the 

consumers did not expressed themselves to have high expectations which may be one of 

the reasons for the high number of positive comments. In 2013-2014 there was a notable 

difference in expectations from 2006-2007. The video from 2006-2007 was released in 

the early stage of Crash the Superbowl and consumers had not yet formed expectations of 

the competition. However in 2013-2014 it could be seen that the comments indicated a 

higher demand of quality and humour from the advertisement. In 2006-2007 the video 

was contributed during the first edition of crash the Superbowl, the awareness may have 

been lower than the later years and therefore rarely mentioned among the viewers.   
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6 Conclusions 
This thesis has explored how consumers’ attitudes towards CGA have changed over time, 

by looking at source credibility and identification through a content analysis. The 

conclusion chapter presents this research’s main conclusions based on the analysis. 

 
This paper contributes to the literature by analysing how attitudes towards CGA have 

changed over time. Our analysis could not identify a consistent change in consumer’s 

attitudes towards CGA, however other patterns could be concluded. It was possible to see 

that identification can affect consumers’ attitudes towards advertisement. One of the 

contributing factors that seemed to be highly dependable on when consumers were 

forming their attitudes was the content, story and environment of the ad based on the fact 

that consumers could identify themselves with the content. 

 

In the ads from 2009-2014, the majority of the comments were about discussions 

regarding the content of the ad rather than rating the ad based on the competition or their 

attitude towards the brand. It became clear that CGA was something that consumers in 

general have positive attitudes towards since none of the comments expressed negative 

attitudes towards CGA. From the positive comments three main factors for CGA was 

noted. First, the fact that they managed to do an ad on a very low budget seemed to 

impress other consumers. Second, consumers had a tendency to defend CGA when the ad 

was criticized. Third, the fact that a company did not make the ad was impressive for 

many of the viewers. 
 

To what extent advertising was a theme for discussion seemed to be dependent on how 

the discussion proceeded in each video, for example, if one user commented on the 

content in an early stage the following comments tended to follow that track, but when 

the videos were discussed as advertisements, the comments contained more constructive 

criticism. It was easier to find positive attitudes among those viewers with personal 

references to the creators or the environment of the advertising. Even if those attitudes 

can be considered objective, they could contribute to the development of the overall 
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discussion in a positive way since the comments seemed to affect other users and the 

overall discussion. 

 

It was clear that the viewers showed higher engagement when there were emotional 

effects involved. This was clearly shown during 2011-2012 where many consumer were 

affected by the content the ad was running. However, it was difficult to speculate how the 

emotional effects influence the advertisement or the brand, but even if some of the users 

showed sad emotions they still preserved positive attitudes towards the advertisement and 

the brand. 
 

The effect of that the videos where CGA and how the viewers were affected by it varied 

by the context and the story of the advertisement. The ultimate outcome for the brand 

could be assumed to be that the viewer ends up with a positive attitude towards both the 

advertisement and the brand, which according to the comments not always were 

successful. The two most common outcomes seemed to be that the viewers preferred the 

advertisement or they just focused on that the fact that it was a Doritos brand. The effects 

of CGA are difficult to speculate in but as previously mentioned the content seemed to be 

of great importance for the outcome of the viewers attitude. 
 

CGA is a relatively new concept, the first videos were launched in an early stage and not 

many were aware of the concept Crash the Superbowl. That made it hard to interpret 

when the viewers knew the video was consumer generated, but in those cases when they 

were aware of it, a more positive attitude was shown. It is clear that the viewers are more 

aware of the concept in the later videos since CGA is becoming a more recognized 

approach, this aspect affect the viewers preconceptions before watching the videos and 

can be assumed to affect the outcome of the viewers attitudes. It were easier to see a more 

positive attitude during the earlier years since the consumers didn’t have a critical eye 

when watching the commercials, it was clear that they had higher expectations during the 

later years since they were aware of the contest. Some viewers stated that they watched 

the videos just because of the CGA contest and not because of the fact that it was a 

Doritos commercial and in some cases the comments only showed appreciation towards 
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the content and quality, not the brand. It can be concluded that many of the negative 

comments concerned the content of the video, and even if Doritos weren't the responsible 

publisher, they were blamed for the criticism of the content, this fact confirms that 

attitudes is initially formed towards the ad before it is formed towards the brand. 
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7 Managerial implications 
The analysis identified patterns in identification and brand messages towards CGA, 

which enabled to provide suggestions and recommendations on how to use this 

information. The literature has acknowledged the risks and opportunities of UGC, this 

study shows that CGA can contribute to positive attitudes formed towards a brand. 

However, it can also contribute to negative attitudes towards a brand. The “Crash the 

Superbowl”-contest has over the years been a great marketing tool for Doritos with since 

their sales goes up by 12 per cent during this period. However this study only 

investigated the winner of Crash the Superbowl but by entering sites like YouTube.com 

other contributions from the competition can be found. The authors wants to emphasize 

the importance of that the creators of these videos is clear, so that other viewers will not 

think that Doritos is the creators of these videos as well. It became obvious that some of 

the commentators for this research was not aware that these videos was CGA and thought 

that the brand message that Doritos was delivering was inconsistent with the previous 

one. To no longer have control over the communication can have some drawbacks, above 

all the risk of losing control over and higher chance of inconsistency of the brand 

message (Story, 2007). The result showed that when engaging consumer on an emotional 

they were more likely to gain positive attitudes towards the brand and the ad. Therefor its 

highly relevant for companies to review their ads so that they do affect consumers on a 

emotional level, creating ads with consumers should be of interest for companies to be 

able to achieve this. The study showed that CGA generates positive attitudes towards a 

brand and since previous studies show that; not many companies utilize CGA in their 

marketing strategy, its therefor arguable to assume that CGA is a interesting marketing 

tool for companies to use. 
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8 Theoretical contributions 
This purpose of this study was to explore how consumers´ attitudes towards CGA have 

changed over time. It was not possible to see a change over time according to the results, 

although the study contributed with extended knowledge about which factors that create 

positive consumer attitudes. The first factor that was noted was that consumers were 

impressed by the low budget factor the creator worked with. Second, the consumer had a 

tendency to defend the creator if it was noted that the video was created by a individual, 

not a company. Third, the viewers showed positive attitudes since the video was not 

created by an agency. 

 

This study gave extent knowledge to consumer identification within CGA, the result 

showed that identification have an effect on consumers attitudes towards CGA.  

The main contributing factor regarding identification were when consumers formed their 

attitudes towards the ad positive outcomes were likelier to occur if they could identify 

themselves with content, story or environment of the ad.  

This study also presents a relative new concept within CGA theory, and that is the 

emotional factor. The result showed that when engaging consumer on an emotional they 

were more likely to gain positive attitudes towards the brand and the ad. Our last 

contribution to CGA theory is that theme for discussion seemed to be dependent on how 

the discussion proceeded in each video, for example, if one user commented on the 

content in an early stage the following comments tended to follow that track, but when 

the videos were discussed as advertisements, the comments contained more constructive 

criticism.	   	  
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9 Limitations and further research 
 

This paper was limited to investigating only the winning contributions of “crash the 

Superbowl”-contest chosen from selected years between the launch of the contest 2006, 

to 2014. The contest generates thousands of contributions every year but only a few are 

selected, but even if the other contributions aren’t selected, they are still published and 

automatically related to Doritos as a brand. Since the videos in some way end up in the 

spotlight it could be interesting to see what they end up communicating to the consumers 

and to what extent the viewers are aware of these contributions, this fact could be 

interesting to consider in a similar paper. 

Even if CGA is a creative, interesting approach for companies to use, they have to 

consider if it is worth using the consumers to aspire, motivate and inspire to create 

advertising and if it increase or decrease the power of the brand message they want to 

communicate. One important factor regarding the outcome of CGA is the consumers 

awareness of when an advertisement is consumer generated, since the viewers seems to 

connect attitudes towards an advertisement with the creator, research regarding 

awareness of CGA as a concept needs to be further explored. 

Another interesting aspect is the change in attitudes regarding the viewers’ 

preconceptions of the fact that the video is consumer generated or made by professionals, 

and if the viewers end up with different thoughts when not knowing that the video is 

made my consumers. The results show indicators that the viewers seem to have a higher 

tolerance when they know that the video is consumer generated, although further research 

is needed to get a broader overview in order to make clear conclusions. 

To affect consumers on a emotional level was something that seemed to generate positive 

attitudes towards the ad and brand, although this was not shown during every year and 

this research is quite limited when it comes to the awareness of the respondents 

knowledge that the video is CGA. However this finding is rather interesting for further 



  
	  

	   52	  

research and more knowledge regarding this matter would be interesting the extend the 

knowledge of CGA. 

Therefor its highly relevant for companies to review their ads so that they do affect 

consumers on a emotional level, this should be able to work on normal ads as well as 

CGA, although more research regarding this should be made. 

Even if advertising generally have a tendency to become a theme for discussion, the 

online environment seemed to be a easy trigger for people to express their feelings and 

thoughts, both on a level of constructive criticism and on the other side a more rational 

level. The fact that most of the viewers act under a anonymous profile seemed to have 

both positive and negative effects, the positive aspect was that in those cases they 

expressed constructive criticism, it could be assumed that the viewers dared to be more 

honest and express thoughts they wouldn’t have expressed under their real names. 

 

Another area of concern in this research is the issue with interpreting the data and 

Leximancer maps. To find meaning in such graphs was difficult, and it is possible that 

other observers may conclude at different results. In this research the authors analyzed 

the data together, which is something that can be recommended for future researchers to 

do as well in order to diminish any ambiguities.  

9.1	  Reflections	  
	  
The authors general thoughts of the paper is that the process has gone well, this is partly 

due to the time plan that was created in the beginning of the project. Even if some parts 

of the paper have changed during the course of the paper, the result is considered to 

reflect what the authors intended to explore and what aroused interest for the subject. 

 

None of the authors had previous experience from using content analysis as method, this 

resulted in that the process took more time than expected but worth the time spent on it, 

since it was essential for the result of the paper. 
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The idea of using Leximancer as a data analysis tool was retrieved from another paper 

where a similar approach and subject was used. Since the software was expensive and 

resources were limited, a trial version was requested and with quick responses from the 

Leximancer team two trial versions was used. Even if the authors is satisfied with the 

outcome of the software it is believed that more previous knowledge about the software 

would have resulted in more effective resource allocating and easily interpreted result. 

 

The final choice of data to analyse was chosen after have tried some different approaches, 

even if the CGA concept is a relatively new concept, the data consisted of rich 

information that served as basis for the paper. The “crash the Superbowl”-contest is 

highly recognized in the world of advertising and therefore was considered a reliable 

source. Even if the results in some extents were hard to interpret, it is still believed that 

the paper can be used for further research. Overall, the authors are very satisfied with the 

process of the paper as a whole, to work as a group worked well and the dynamic have 

retained through the paper and both have contributed with knowledge in order to create 

such a well-conducted study as possible. 
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