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ABSTRACT: The role of brand positioning is vibrant and ceaitin marketing and the consumers’
perception is directly shaped by employing theadlét positioning strategy. Regardless the signifaof
positioning concept, there is scant study obsenfemlv positioning substitutes contribute to buile th
consumer perception, which positioning strategypetforms and how it can be measured effectivelg. Th
study mode is quantitative and relative effectigsnef positioning strategies (feature, direct b#nef
indirect benefit) is measured empirically regardingnsumer viewpoint. The multidimensional scale is
used to measure the relative effectiveness. Thesuriag items comprise of four dimensions that are
favorability, dissimilarity, uniqueness, and creititp. The total number of items that is associateith
these dimensions is seventeen. The relative peaftoen of positioning strategies is observed
hypothetically. For this purpose, two print adveeinents of real brands from cellular industry are
selected. The statistical technique that appliedhiea study is ANCOVA by considering age and monthly
income as covariate®escriptive statistics is also incorporated to peahe study hypothesis. The results
demonstrated that the selected positioning strafegyhe study affects the positioning success lofaad.
More specifically, direct benefit and indirect bengfitsitioning strategies received much higher and
significant score against the three dimension ddifimning effectiveness (i.e., favorability, disgamity
and credibility) in comparison of feature positingi so benefit positioning strategy is superior,
outperform, effective, consistent and leads totosithe brand in a better way at least in the nearkf
cellular category. Moreover, some limitations aesported along with the associated directions fduffe
research.
Keywords: Positioning Strategy, Feature Positioning, DireBtenefit Positioning, Indirect Benefit
Positioning, Cellular, Pakistan.

1. INTRODUCTION proposition, a cogent reason why the target market

There are insufficient evidences in literature reigey should buy the product [5]."
empirical study on positioning concept. The questishich A Positioning strategy can be defined in severalysva
positioning strategy is better than other” is undiscussion According to Dillon, Domzal [6] positioning strategs an
and it is not given much importance in the past.ifistance, €ffort to excel a brand to a specific position wiéispect to
either benefit positioning is better than user fimsing or ~ Product available in a market place. Park, Jawdigkalso
vice versa [1]. explained the positioning strategy in a generic \ildye core
The present era is of massive communication. Thgela Purpose of this strategy is to draw a clear linéwben
number of offers, bombardment of advertisementsy ar_g)I’“fered brand and competitor brand to strengthenbitand
similarity in brands exist in the environment oté and 'Mage. _ o _ _
global market. As a result of strong communicatibannel, The company viewpoint is the most important aspect
the brands are becoming stronger and closer to etngy Prand positioning. The standard frame of refereiscéts
i.e., similarity is increasing day by day [2]. Thesitioning Ccompany’s brand for which the comparison is reglifrem
is a major and no doubt is very essential tool ichs the other existing brands. Regarding company’s egien
competitive environment. In this cut throat competi, the real soul of brand positioning is to convey eamingful
positioning is being considered as a principal t§@j. Message about its brand in such a way that the etitop
Anderson and Carpenter [4] highlighted that theisba$ Prand may not approach the same standards. The
branding is brand positioning i.e., brand positignprovides consequence of brand positioning is to obtain thgimum
basis and foundation for branding. In short, branf€gree of supremacy form the competitor's brandchEa
positioning is an evidence for branding. Entire keéing €Xisting brand has its unique connotation at thesumer
plans, efforts, and programs are designed in sushyathat Side. Such kind of connotations may be of any fokenreal
it can achieve desired positioning of target brand. time benefits, |r_1d|V|du_aI life style, physical chateristics of
Furthermore brand positioning strategies are thgingy 0rand, event in which a consumer use the band, and
forces for marketing programs [1]. Positioning édided as: ~ consumer perception related to other ones [8]. e,
“The act of designing the company’s offering and conce_pt of posmonlng is dlfferenfc from Wh_gt indiual
image to occupy a distinctive place in the mind of  Perceives. Difference in this sense is that pasitig product
the target market. The end result of positioning is S nothing itself in its nature, but it is the fuionalities of

the successful creation of a customer-focused value the product in the mindset of customer [3] withpet to the
competitors that is how consumer distinguish amiscter a
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brand in comparison to its rival in the marketJ®, The real
magic of positioning is much more interesting thather

marketing tactics. The positioning behavior playighviwo

identical and two dissimilar brands. As a result

positioning strategies, undistinguished productsy naok

like distinguished ones and distinguished produtdy look

like substitutes [10]. Such kind of differentiatiom existing

products happened by modifying the basic philosepluf

brands [11].

The basic research question that is being answiarekis

piece of research is “which positioning strategynisre

effective than the other i.e., benefit positioniog feature
positioning”?

2. LITERATURE BACKGROUND

STP (segmentation, targeting and positioning) moidel
playing a very basic and vital role in defining atential

market and this model is considered as an origiallafther

marketing strategies. So, strategic part of mankeig purely
based on the STP model [5]. Conventionally, theomoof

brand positioning has been considered as part Bf i@ddel
[12, 13]. Needs of the consumers are there imtéket and
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Figure 1: The relationshipbetweensegment,
target group and positioning. Source: Adapted from Uggla
(2006)

2.1 Philosophy of Paositioning Strategy

According to Brooksbank [17] positioning strategg i
formulated after the complete analysis of compgsio
During the formulation phase strategy maker caheful
observes the potential segment from target market a
finalize the strategy with respect to competitograent to
take the competitive edge. The description of tia@éinition
depicts that scope of positioning strategy is kmiiand is
applied to the specific brands, specific consuraaswithin

needs cannot be created. The entire focus of niagket @ specific market. The confusion and discrepancy owaur

activities is to fulfill the demands and wants ohsumers;
therefore, designing of marketing mix (that is desig of

in the understanding of positioning strategy andpomate
strategy (or simply strategy). The positioning &gy is

promotion mix) is necessary according to the natofe being formulated for particular segment by using 6R” of
products, services, or ideas. The process of suatkating Marketing mix (i.e., promotion) whereas corporatatsgy
activities initiated from the division of market ¢ime basis of is applied to the overall organization (i.e., topnove the
geographic, demographic, psychographic and beralviogefficiency). The concept of positioning strategyaisum of

factors. Further, subdivision of marketing is betaggeted

by valid marketing mixes. The logic of designingeth
i® t

different marketing mix for different segments
differentiate (establish positioning) its offerifrgm the rival
or group of rivals. The strategic steam of STP nhasles
—mission statement-vision statement—divide whole

interconnected terms like:

1. Target market or prospective consumer
2. Competitors in the target market
3. The resulting factor which is competitive edge

It is necessary in the formulation of positionirtgategy to
consider the above three sub parts. It means hbwae tis

market in subdivisior select a slice of market which needgheed to think dynamically, creatively and innovetyvwhile
to be targeted—design a particular marketing mix forinterrelate these sub components of positioningtesyy.

selected piece of markebfinally establish positioning of
desired market offer [14].The positioning of brapdpduct,
or company is nothing separately, but it is consde
valuable and effective when suitable strategies
segmentation are being applied [15].

Uggla [16] expresses the positioning concept iati@h to
the segmentation and targeting. He states thatiquisig is
a technique to distinguish the focal brand from thel
offering. In order to create differentiation fromhet
competitor, it is necessary to define “segmentefaly and
select the most prospective segment for targefiugther,
he describes that positioning procedure should tbeght
track so that positioning objectives can be achievehe
three items (segmentation, targeting and positgniare
complement each other i.e., these marketing coacer
completely packed with each other. Without the texise of
segment, marketer fails to target the relevant worwss. It is
presumed that positioning strategy is developedédnping
the target audience in view. Hence, it is concluthed there
is a strong relationship between the segmentatageting
and positioning. In the absence of one of the thes@bles,
triangle remains incomplete. Figure 1 shows theplyical
representation of above discussion.

The scope of corporate strategy is broader thaitiquag
strategy and beyond the scope of the study.

2.2 Discussion on Positioning Strategies

®uchs and Diamantopoulos [18] have explained that

positioning can be observed through two lenses;isribe
company lens and second is the consumer lens. Ggmpa
lens further split into intended positioning andtuat
positioning, whereas consumer lens basically esges
perceived positioning. So, it is deducted that tpmsing is
not a game; played with a product but it is a piagror the
perspective consumers. Hiroyuki and Roehl Thom&] [1
highlighted the positioning concept in a differemy and
declared positioning as invisible assets for corgmnit
should not be forgotten that positioning conceps Viest
time introduced by Ries and Trout. Positioning ist n
referred what is being done with product itselft ivdreated
in such a way that what is done with the produgh&mind
of consumer. They further explained that positigniis
concerned with communication (i.e., it is commutiaa a
matter). Conclusively, positioning is done for thendset of
consumers with different ways.

To create that image, agencies generally adoperéift
strategies like feature positioning strategy (ensptea
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mainly on features of the brand), direct positignstrategy associated attributes which are common in relation
(emphasize mainly on functional advantages of ttend), competitors whereas uniqueness addresses theutatib
indirect positioning strategy (emphasize mainly oon- which are common as well as attributes which aré no
functional advantages of the brand). In this page;y common [22]. Favorability is most important and
positioning strategies are under discussion 1) fitenefundamental one in brand associations. Favorability
positioning and 2) feature positioning. Relativieefiveness dimension illustrations the tendencies, biasesidinations

of positioning strategies (direct benefit, indireetnefit and toward a brand [23]. Keller, Sternthal [24] higltitg the real
feature) is measured empirically from consumeréswgoint.  strength of positioning via credibility is to creathe points

3. CONCEPTUAL/THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK of variation regarding competing brands but in areno

3.1 Conceptualizing Positioning Effectiveness believable W?y' . .

The focus of the current study is to measure th@2HypothesisDiscussion N S
effectiveness of positioning strategies with coneunens. Most of the brands are positioned by highlightirigit
For this purpose, it is necessary to explain theceptual features and creating confusion for consumers [20].
framework of the present research. The concepataizof Consumers are more concerned with the brand benefit
positioning effectiveness is a composition of iretated rather than brand features [25]. Practically, biésedf a

three dimensions. These dimensions are as follows: brand are more significant and relevant than thmegikde
1. Differentiation (dissimilarity and uniqueness) aspects e.g., physical features [26]. The natuigeogfits of
2. Favorability a brand is more inclined towards a problem solution
3. Credibility comparison of brand features. There is a serionsara of

On the basis of above dimensions, the conceptug®nsumers with the feature strategy. Co_mpanie_fnausing
definition of positioning effectiveness is “the et to which More on the brand features with the increasinguieeqy
a branded product is perceived docupy a differentiated @nd give less importance to the benefits of a brahith is
(dissimilar and unique), favorable, and crediblesjtion in  More significant, vital and essential to the conetst{27].
the minds of (target) customerRifferentiation is explained NOW, brands are introduced by companies with sinad
with the help of further two sub-dimensions i.e.undistinguishable features. Intensity of brandsmisre in
dissimilarity and uniqueness. So, practically gosing Number in the present market with similar and
effectiveness is measured by the four dimensions Hpdistinguishable features [3]. It may consider ifiicdlt
dissimilarity b) uniqueness c) favorability andafpdibility. ~ tsk to position a brand via feature positionimgtsigy even
Furthermore, each stated dimension has its ownkbpea Without caring the competitors [28]. Product class
called element. Measurement items are given in Agixe PoOSitioning by applying feature positioning strate a
A. Consumer perception is measured by applyingrbeel d_|ﬁ|§:ult task where performance is supposed tddnem_uch
of positioning effectiveness and the model is based similar [29., 30]. Consumers feel mental burden gedtired
multidimensional constructs. This conceptualizatisna Dy observing bombardment of product features [31]a
cornerstone for instrument that is used in thieaesh [20]. technological era, it is more difficult to differéate the

Study model is presented herein figure 2. product by using feature positioning because teseted
Figure 2 Study model to measuring the effectiveness ofdran feature may not live longer i.e., every competituave
positioning strategieSour ce: Fuchs (2008) advance technology [32]. Feature positioning is mutre
Favorabilty effective because the nature of features is inugaite., easy
to copy [33]. Generally, consumers perceive thetufea
positioning strategy as a “me-too” class [34]. Hueeement
— among consumers is there regarding concrete featwer
RSl intangible benefits that the physical featuresmaoee similar
q Positioning [35]. The reason of dominance of benefit positignin
g Effectiveness strategy over feature positioning strategy is it@ader
Uniqueness nature and expresses additional information [36awEord
[37] and Wind [15] have explained that benefit fioging is
more effective than feature positioning. In théhtiof above
discussion, the hypothesis is postulated as:
Credibility H: Benefit positioning is more effective than feature

Differentiation is further divided in two sub-dimsans that positioning.

are dissimilarity and uniqueness. Dissimilarity keips the 4- RESEARCH METHODOLOGY _
consumer’s perception, which is a set of associatdescriptive research is used for this study becafsits
expectations with focal brand that do not existémpeting hature. Lavrakas [38] explained the descriptivesaesh in
brands. Consumers’ expectation for a brand is basethe its own style. He highlighted that the descriptresearch is
cognitive set of association (i.e., features bashjch is highly organized method in which data is colledbydusing
representative within the product categories [THere is a any data collection technique. The structured dqursaire
clear line between the dissimilarity and uniquenelise IS used to collect the data for this study becatiss a
main difference is attribute base. Dissimilaritydegsses the Suggested tool in a descriptive research. Deseeipiesign
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supported the non-experimental design of investgat
Study is based on non-contrived setting with figtiddy and
it negated the experimental design. It is a pratttudy of
measuring the positioning strategy in a naturairenment.
The real life advertisements of real brands and liéga
scenarios are the part of this study, so it isactmal study
[39]. The “individual” is selected for the unit @halysis.
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investigate the relative effectiveness. Practjcalhalysis of
covariance (ANCOVAs) applied by taking all four
dimensions one by one with the pair “benefit vatdiee”
positioning strategy by considering age and monitidpme
as a covariates. Socio-demographic variables amy ve
important elements in observing the consumers’ yx@mt
with respect to positioning concepts [18, 43-4d@jeTsocio-

Fuchs and Diamantopoulos [22] have selected consumeemographic data that addressed in this study ge a

while measuring the brand positioning as a uniamdlysis.
Fuchs [39] has explained that the data collection the
positioning dimensions i.e., favorability, diffetetion
(dissimilarity and uniqueness) and credibility iasbd on
cross-sectional context whereas data is collectedtiie
positioning dimension sustainability in the longiioal

gender, marital status, education, monthly incomma a
occupation.

Findings and interpretation are based on the aisalys
procedure explained above. Further, statistics wérye
dimension is captured in a table and author intspeach
table separately.

context. Hence, current study is cross-sectional loecause Table5.1 -
it is grounded on the F (favorability), D (dissiarity) U  Statistical Results for H w.r.t Favorability
(uniqueness) and C (credibility). It is very imgot to Position M ean Std. Coefficient of
define the target population carefully becausedviged the Strategy Deviation Variation (CV) %
basis for the sample [38]. The target populatiothef study Feature  2.56 121 97 47.27
is educated consumers of cell phone in Pakistadingsin Direct 275 1.18 97 42.91
Punjab province. Sample size of 100 consumerskenta  Benefit
through the purposive sampling technique. Purposiy 'Qgggfi:tt 320 143 97 44.69
sampling allowed authors to select a smart sanmgieal(

- . . . . Total 2.86 1.30 291
one) from the bigger unit of population [40]. Primalata is — — —

L2 Favorability F-value = 6.455 p-value =.0020<
collected by visiting the cell phone consumers tigio - —r—— —_——

The questionnaire is adopted from the Fadtady Covariates  Age & b 1233& p=.268a

survey. Monthly bF = 794 &7l = 374> o

[39]. The questionnaire is constituted of four disiens

Income

(i.e., Dissimilarity, Uniqueness, Favorability
Credibility). Three dimensions (Dissimilarity, Unigness

and Favorability) composed of four items wherea

credibility dimension composed of five items. Thatat
number of measuring items are seventeen and aserjssl
in appendix A. Advertising is a main source to fiosithe
brand in the mind of a consumer [6, 41]. Crawfddd][has
analyzed the contents of magazines’ advertisemnit
advertisement class). He found that 74% positionirig
products delivered through the print advertisemehtghs
and Diamantopoulos [22] study is also a witnessusifig
print advertisement to measure the positioningo#iffeness.
The data collection process for this study is netety based
on gquestionnaire but two print advertisements {gelato
taken positioning strategies) are worked and linkét the
guestionnaire at the back end. The print advergésgmare
showed to the purposive sampling of 100 consumérs
different demographics. The order effect is minieizby
rotating the advertisements randomly [42]. It medamat
self-administration is required during data coli@ct So,
self-administrated questionnaire has been useldisnstudy.
Actually, the effectiveness of positioning straggiis
needed to evaluate. For this purpose, two pri
advertisements of different models are utilized.

5. RESULTS & INTERPRETATION

5.1 Analysis Procedure
The statistical technique that applied on the dsda is

aNdTable 5.1 opens the door of discussion for the thesmis by

considering the favorability dimension of positiogi
gffectiveness. The Table (5.1) values predict thsct and
indirect benefit positioning strategy is more effee in
comparison of feature positioning strategy. It ddowt be
ignored that the discussion is going on by takimg t
positioning dimension one by one. So, the supiyiaf
direct and indirect benefit positioning over theatfee is
with respect to the favorability dimension. Statiatly, the
numeric value (mean) of direct benefit positionstgategy
is 2.75 and the numerical value (mean) of indifeenefit
positioning strategy is 3.20 and it is higher thha mean
value of feature positioning strategy that is 2.Hénce, on
the basis of discussion above and numerical vatud@sble
5.1, it is concluded that benefit positioning stpes
outperform the feature positioning strategy in teoh
%vorability. Here, the conclusion is obvious thia results
are consistent with the hypothesis (H).

Further, it is necessary to explain the signifieao€ results
presented in Table 5.1. No doubt, the Table valeesal
that direct and indirect benefit strategies leackrothe
feature positioning strategy with respect to theofability.
%oreover, the difference of means among the pasitm
strategies with respect to favorability in Tablel 5is
significant because p-values(F = 6.455 & p = .002 %)
Age and monthly income are the covariates in theeot
study and here producing insignificant effects ositioning

analysis of covariance (ANCOVAs). The ANCOVAs teseffectiveness dimension that is favorability. Thedence of

applied on the four dimensions of positioning efifeaness
with the pair of positioning strategy. The desingair of
positioning strategy is “benefit vs. feature” timtequired to

insignificance of these covariates is there in amfoof
statistical tests (repeated measures ANCOVA
favorability). The p-value of both age and montingome is
greater than alpha i.e., p-valuesn and their respective F

on



Sci.Int.(Lahore),26(1),353-361,2014 SN51013-5316; CODEN: SINTE 357

values are given her&'fF = 1.233 &% = .268> o; ™F =  against indirect benefit positioning strategy is5886. This
794 &%= 374 q). value in the CV column is lower than the other tvadues
Last column of Table 5.1 is presenting the valuds di.e., feature and direct benefit). In the lighttbése values
“coefficient of variation” CV. The percentage valoé CV in the Table, author concludes that indirect benefi
against direct benefit positioning strategy is 4249 This positioning provides more consistent performance as
value in the CV column is lower than the other tvadues compared to the feature and direct benefit posiimpn
(i.e., feature and indirect benefit). In the ligifitthese values strategies.

in the Table, author concludes that direct benefgitioning Table5.3

provides more consistent performance as comparetieto Statistical Results for H w.r.t Uniqueness

feature and indirect benefit positioning strategies Position Std. N Coefficient of
Table5.2 Strategy Deviation Variation (CV) %
Statistical Results for H w.r.t Dissimilarity Feature 4.26 1.52 97 35.68
Postion Std. Coefficient of Direct 3.95 1.47 97 37.22
Strategy Deviation Variation (CV) % Benefit
Direct ~ 452 155 97 34.29 Benefit
Benefit Total  3.84 1.53 291
Indirect 5.32 1.36 97 2556 Uniqueness F-value = 10.069 p-value = .000. <
Benefit Covariates Age & UL = 009 &Y% = .925> ¢
Total 4.91 1.48 291 Monthly UibE = 3.373 &UlEp =.067>a
Dissimilarity F-value = 7.401 p-value = .00&< Income
Covariates  Age & DT = 669 &°%p = 414~ q Table 5.3 opens the door of discussion for the thgsis by
Monthly DloE = 1.175 &P1p = 279> ¢ considering the uniqueness dimension of positioning
Income effectiveness. The Table (5.3) values predict fleatture

Table 5.2 opens the door of discussion for the thesis by Positioning strategy is more effective in compamisd direct
considering the dissimilarity dimension of posifign and indirect benefit positioning strategy. It stbulot be
effectiveness. The Table (5.2) values predict thefrect ignored that the discussion is going on by takihg t
benefit positioning strategy is more effective mparison Positioning dimension one by one. So, the supiyiaf
of feature positioning strategy. It should not edred that feature positioning strategy over the direct andirect
the discussion is going on by taking the positigninbenefit positioning is with respect to the uniquene
dimension one by one. So, the Superiority of xclibenefit dimension. Statistically, the numeric value (meah}iirect
positioning over the feature is with respect to th&enefit positioning strategy is 3.95 and the nuozgrvalue
dissimilarity dimension. Statistically, the numeri@mlue (mean) of indirect benefit positioning strateg)di82 and is
(mean) of indirect benefit positioning strategysi82 and it lower than the mean value of feature positioningtsgy
is higher than the mean value of feature positigrittategy that is 4.26. Hence, on the basis of discussiorvetzmd
that is 4.88. Hence, on the basis of discussiorvatamd Nhumerical values in a Table 5.3, it is concludeat fieature
numerical values in a Table 5.2, it is concludeat thenefit Positioning strategy outperforms the benefit positig
positioning strategy outperforms the feature positig Strategies in term of uniqueness. Here, the coiwius
strategy in term of dissim”arity_ Here, the corsitin is obvious that the results are not consistent witle th
obvious that the results are consistent with thpoltyesis hypothesis (H).

(H). Further, it is necessary to explain the signifiean€ result
Further, it is necessary to explain the signifi@né result presented in Table 5.3. No doubt, the Table vateesal
presented in Table 5.2. No doubt, the Table vahessal that feature positioning strategy leads over theadiand
that indirect benefit strategy leads over the femtu indirect benefit strategies with respect to thequeness.
positioning strategy with respect to the dissiniijar Moreover, the difference of means among the positp
Moreover, the difference of means among the pasitp  Strategies with respect to uniqueness in Table i5.3
strategies with respect to dissimilarity in Table2 5s  significant because p-valueo<(F = 10.069 & p = .000 <
significant because p-valueo(F = 7.401 & p = .001 «). a).

Age and monthly income are the covariates in theecn Age and monthly income are the covariates in theect
study and here producing insignificant effects ositioning  Study and here producing insignificant effects on
effectiveness dimension that is dissimilarity. Tévddence Positioning effectiveness dimension that is unigssn The
of insignificance of these covariates is there ifoam of evidence of insignificance of these covariateh&d in a
statistical tests (repeated measures ANCOVA ofform of statistical tests (repeated measures ANCQA
dissimilarity). The p-value of both age and montiigome  uniqueness). The p-value of both age and montfugrire
is greater than alpha i.e., p-values and their respective F is greater than alpha i.e., p-values and their respective
values are given her8%F = .669 &% = 414> o; ®F =  F values are given her€'{F = .009 &"*% = .925> o; “’F
1.175 & = .279> ). =3.373 &"% = .067> ).

Last column of Table 5.2 is presenting the valuds d-ast column of Table 5.3 is presenting the valués o

“coefficient of variation” CV. The percentage valogé Cv  “coefficient of variation” CV. The percentage valoé CV
against feature positioning strategy is 35.68%s Mailue in
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the CV column is lower than the other two values. (idirect
and indirect benefit). In the light of these valireghe Table,
author concludes that feature benefit positionimgvigles
more consistent performance as compared to thetdirel
indirect benefit positioning strategies.

Table5.4
Statistical Results for H w.r.t Credibility
Position M ean Std. Coefficient of
Strategy Deviation Variation (CV) %
Feature 2.94 1.16 97 39.46
Direct 3.01 1.10 97 36.54
Benefit
Indirect  3.39 1.36 97 40.11
Benefit
Total 3.12 1.23 291
Credibility F-value = 3.774 p-value = .0240<
Covariates Age & CLE = 420 &' = 518> a
Monthly ClE = 026 &M = 872>«
Income

Table 5.4 opens the door of discussion for the thgsis by
considering the credibility dimension of positiogin
effectiveness. The Table (5.4) values predict thict and
indirect benefit positioning strategy is more effee in
comparison of feature positioning strategy. It ddowt be

ignored that the discussion is going on by takimg t

positioning dimension one by one. So, the supiyiaf
direct and indirect benefit positioning over theatfee is
with respect to the credibility dimension. Statatly, the
numeric value (mean) of direct benefit positionstgategy
is 3.01 and the numerical value (mean) of indifeenefit
positioning strategy is 3.39 and it is higher thha mean
value of feature positioning strategy that is 2.9énce, on
the basis of discussion above and numerical vainea
Table 5.4, it is concluded that benefit positionsttategies
outperform the feature positioning strategy in teoh
credibility. Here, the conclusion is obvious thhe tresults
are consistent with the hypothesis (H).

Further, it is necessary to explain the signifieao€ result
presented in Table 5.4. No doubt, the Table vategsal
that direct and indirect benefit strategies leadrothe
feature positioning strategy with respect to theddrility.
Moreover, the difference of means among the pasitmp
strategies with respect to credibility in Table 5igl
significant because p-valueo(F = 3.774 & p = .024 %)
Age and monthly income are the covariates in threeot
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compared to the feature and indirect benefit pmsitig
strategies.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

6.1 Discussion

There are four layers to support the hypothesis &#ch
layer contains one positioning dimension. If majorof
dimensions are in favor of hypothesis then oveiall
harmonizes with our expectations. Table 5.1 clearly
indicates that direct and indirect benefit positign
strategies out preform feature strategy. Further vialue of
coefficient of variation is consistent with the expation.
The coefficient of variation against the direct éftnshows
lower value among the three positioning stratedies.,
feature, direct and indirect). So, inference cao &le drawn
that benefit positioning strategies give consistent
performance in comparison of feature positioningiteny.
Favorability dimension of positioning effectivenessgports
hypothesis that benefit positioning strategy isesiqy to
feature.

Corollary 1: Eventually, it is stated on the basis of facts and
figures in Table 5.1 and subsequent discussion libaéfit
positioning strategy is superior, outperform, effes,
consistent and leads to position the brand in eebatay at
least in the market of cellular category with regpéo
favorability dimension of positioning effectiveness
comparison of feature positioning.

The second layer of hypothesis (H) belongs to #woisd
dimension of positioning effectiveness that is idiglarity.
Table 5.2 clearly specifies that indirect benefisitioning
strategy outperforms the feature positioning. THeerknce
of means among the positioning strategies is atgoficant.
The significance reflects in p-value. The coeffitieof
variation against the indirect benefit shows thedp value
among the three positioning strategies (i.e., featdirect
and indirect). So, inference can also be drawn biesiefit
positioning strategies give consistent performanice
comparison of feature positioning strategy. Diskinty
dimension of positioning effectiveness supportsdigpsis
that benefit positioning strategy is superior tatfee.
Corollary 2: Finally, it is stated on the basis of facts and
figures in Table 5.2 and subsequent discussion libaéfit
positioning strategy is superior, outperform, effes,
consistent and leads to position the brand in tebatay at
least in the market of cellular category with regpéo

in

study and here producing insignificant effects ondissimilarity dimension of positioning effectiveness in

positioning effectiveness dimension that is crditjbiThe
evidence of insignificance of these covariatedhéesd in a
form of statistical tests (repeated measures ANCQA
credibility). The p-value of both age and monthigame is
greater than alpha i.e., p-values: and their respective F
values are given her&%F = .420 &' = 518> ; “*F =
026 & = .872> ).

Last column of Table 5.4 is presenting the valués
“coefficient of variation” CV. The percentage valoeCV
against direct benefit positioning strategy is 36t This
value in the CV column is lower than the other twedues
(i.e., feature and indirect benefit). In the light these
values in the Table, author concludes that diremtefit
positioning provides more consistent performance

comparison of feature positioning.

The third layer of hypothesis (H) is described bysidering
the third dimension of positioning effectivenesstths
uniqueness. The outputs in Table 5.3 are revertieeaftudy
expectation and do not fulfill the requirements Hf The
uniqueness dimension is not consistent, supporéne
congruent with hypothesis. The results in Table &r8
Oobvious and predict that feature positioning styate
outperforms the benefit positioning strategies. The
difference between the benefit and feature positpn
strategy is also significant in term of uniquendsg in
revers of hypothesis ideology. The p-value reflettie

results are significant. The coefficient of vamati against
as
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the feature positioning shows the lower value amtg
three positioning strategies (i.e., feature, diead indirect).
So, inference can also be drawn that feature pogil

strategy gives consistent performance in compariebn
benefit positioning strategy. Uniqueness dimensioh
positioning effectiveness does not support hypashdsat

benefit positioning strategies are superior touieat
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Here, the conclusion is obvious that the resuktscansistent
with the hypothesis (H) that the benefit positianstrategy
outperforms the feature positioning in term of faahility,
dissimilarity and credibility. Hence, the study bsss,
finding, interpretation, description and discussi@re
inclined towards the acceptance of H in favor of Ho

6.3 Limitations and Associated Opportunities for Future

Corollary 3: Eventually, it is stated on the basis of facts angegeqrch

figures in Table 5.3 and subsequent discussionfdztire
positioning strategy is superior, outperform, effes,
consistent and leads to position the brand in tebatay at
least in the market of cellular category with regpéo
unigueness dimension of positioning effectiveness
comparison of benefit positioning.

The fourth layer of hypothesis (H) describes byirtgkthe
fourth dimension in to account of positioning effeeness
that is credibility. The outputs in Table 5.4 moypesallel to
the study expectation and fulfill the requiremera$
hypothesis. The credibility dimension
supportive and congruent with hypothesis. The tesil
Table 5.4 are obvious and predict that benefit tioygng
strategy outperforms the feature positioning styiae The
difference of means among the positioning strategiealso

in

is consistent

Following are the limitations of the present studpd
associated future directions:

1. Asitis mentioned in the methodology section th&ure

of study is non-contrived and does not fulfill ttréteria

of experiment. The natural environment is giverthte
study and that's why cross-sectional or one-shtitrie
horizon for study. Real advertisements of existiagds
are incorporated in the study. The actual and icialss
positioning strategies are used in print advertessnso,
internal validity issue is resolved. The future déts
may be conducted by considering the experimental
design rather non-contrived. However, the internal
validity may offset with external validity [47].

L S . 2. The current study is limited regarding the limiteal of
significant. The significance of result reflectsprvalue. The ositioning strateagies. The solution is verv simated
coefficient of variation against the direct posiiing shows Ewa resolg\]/e this %Sué by takin /considerir{ tm?mgj
the lower values among the three positioning sgiate(i.e., Y L y taxingicor g fhe
feature, direct and indirect). So, inference cao &le drawn existing positioning strategies while  conductinge th

’ ) o . ) . research in future.
that benefit positioning strategies give consistent

performance in comparison of feature positioningitepy.
Credibility dimension of positioning effectivenesapports
the mechanism
strategy is superior to feature.

Corollary 4: Ultimately, it is stated on the basis of facts and

figures in Table 5.4 and subsequent discussion libaéfit
positioning strategy is superior, outperform, effes,
consistent and leads to position the brand in tebatay at
least in the market of cellular category with regpé&o
credibility dimension of positioning effectiveness
comparison of feature positioning.

in

6.2 Conclusion

As projected in hypothesis, the corollaries 1 &rd flly in
favor of hypothesis; the direct benefit positionistjategy
yields significantly greater value against the
effectiveness dimensions (i.e., favorability aneldébility) as
compared to feature positioning. Similarly, indirdenefit
positioning strategy also attains significantly heg value
against the two effectiveness dimensions (i.e.prahility

and credibility) as compared to feature positioning

Corollary 2 also endorse the results in corollary& 14;
indirect benefit positioning achieves the much dreticore
against the dissimilarity dimension of
effectiveness in comparison of feature positioniddter
combining the results of corollary 1, 2 & 4 it &ted that
direct benefit and indirect benefit positioning sigis
received much higher and significant score agdhesthree
dimensions of positioning effectiveness (i.e., fability,
dissimilarity and credibility) in comparison of fteae
positioning.

in hypothesis that benefit positignin

two

positioning

Appendix A: Measuresfor Variables
Measurement ltems

Compared to competing strategies, this (Dissimilarity)

strategy is:

1. Identical/Distinct

2. Similar/Dissimilar

3. Does not set itself apart /Sets

itself apart

4. Same/Different
What is your opinion regarding the (Favorability)
strategy?

1. Good/Bad

2. Like/Dislike

3. Positive/Negative

4. Appealing/Not appealing
Compared to competing strategies, this (Uniqueness)
strategy is:

1. Unique/Not unique

2. Extraordinary/Ordinary
3. Atypical/Typical

4. Special/Standard

The differences between this strategy andCredibility)
competing one is:

Believable/Not believable
Plausible/Implausible

Convincing/Not convincing
Trustworthy/Untrustworthy
Realistic/Unrealistic

Sour ce: Adopted from Fuchs (2008).
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