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Executive Summary 
Client 

Bud Light is one of the leading beer brands in the United States, operating as a subsidiary 
of Anheuser-Busch (the North American branch of Anheuser-Busch InBev). In addition, Bud 
Light operates an online business (BudLight.com) that sells apparel, accessories and tailgating 
equipment (Bud Light, 2016). 
 
Issue Statement 

In April 2015, Bud Light was involved in a messaging issue on one of its beer cans 
during its “Up For Whatever” campaign. The said message, which stated “the perfect beer for 
removing ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night,” led to immediate online backlash for 
promoting the controversial topic of rape culture (Hughes, 2015). While the “Up For Whatever” 
campaign was designed to inspire consumers to be brave and take risks, this message caused 
several segments of the public to rethink their commitment to the beer brand. 
 
Key Findings 

Bud Light’s biggest strength is that it is the leading beer brand in the U.S. and its creator, 
Anheuser-Busch InBev, has a global presence and is the leading beer brand in the world. This 
means the company has control over pricing throughout the alcohol industry and sets the 
standard for other brands to follow. Anheuser-Busch uses its Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) efforts to contribute to its strong advertising and marketing initiatives. Additionally, the 
company offers a wide array of products and its beers are low-calorie in comparison to other 
brands (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). 

The company’s biggest weaknesses surround its lack of female executives. This has led 
to a reportedly sexist work culture and major messaging fails – as in the “removing ‘no’ from 
your vocabulary” issue. Additionally, the company promotes CSR programs that are meant to 
help its customers in valuable ways, but little impact is actually achieved other than contributing 
to the brand’s image. 

With weaknesses come opportunities. Bud Light has the chance to restructure its 
organization, beginning at the executive level and flowing down throughout the entire company. 
Additionally, following several major messaging fails, Bud Light must pay attention to all of its 
content to ensure it refrains from promoting further offensive messages. Utilizing its social 
media accounts wisely could assist in this effort. All together, these efforts can lead to strong 
public relations, advertising and branding efforts that will continue to elevate the status of Bud 
Light. 

While there are many opportunities, there are also several threats to Bud Light. For 
instance, public spending slowdowns could impact the company as a whole, as it has done in the 
past. Additionally, other beer companies such as Coors Light are constantly making efforts to 
compete with Bud Light and dominate the alcohol industry in ways that Bud Light has already. 
Lastly, governmental regulations and various groups (i.e. Mothers Against Drunk Driving 
(MADD)) can harm the industry as a whole. 
 
Primary Research Findings  

This study aimed to find out the awareness level of Bud Light’s messaging issue among 
JMU students. A survey was sent out to all JMU juniors and seniors via bulk email. A total of 
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283 responses were collected, however due to a filtering question that determined if respondents 
were aware of Bud Light’s campaign, only 56 responses were used in the study. The results 
showed that there were slightly more female respondents (n= 29, 51.8 %) and a majority of 
respondents were Caucasian. (n= 47, 83.9%) 

The results of this study suggest a variety of significant discoveries. The most significant 
discoveries were (1) the more severe someone perceived the message, the angrier they were 
towards Bud Light, (2) the angrier someone is about the message, the less likely they are to 
support Bud Light, and (3) people who are already loyal to Bud Light are more likely to purchase 
Bud Light.  

With these findings, Bud Light can create a campaign target at women, as women 
perceived the messaging issue as the most severe, and therefore, were the angriest at Bud Light. 
The campaign must focus on repairing Bud Light’s reputation and relationship among female 
customers, ideally leading to a stronger intent to purchase from females in the future. 
Additionally, Bud Light must take extra efforts to ensure its customers and the public are aware 
of its messages and responses to messaging issues. Increasing general and message-response 
awareness will influence how severe customers find an issue to be, therefore, influencing 
customers’ level of anger at Bud Light. This transparency can be accomplished by releasing 
information as soon as its collected and responding in a sincere and timely manner when issues 
arise. The best ways to do this would be through Bud Light’s social media channels and its 
website.   
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Part I: Background Research  
Introduction 
Client & Issue  

Bud Light, a subsidiary of No. 1 brewer, Anheuser-Busch, is known as an all-American 
beer brand. The company prides itself on being the official beer of the National Football League, 
National Basketball Association, Ultimate Fighting Championship, South by Southwest and the 
Super Bowl. The beer was introduced in 1982 and is now the No. 1 beer in the United States 
(Bud Light, 2016). The company has rolled out several advertising campaigns since its 
conception, but its latest campaign has caused controversy (Hughes, 2015). 

In April 2015, Bud Light experienced negative backlash after the message “removing the 
word ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night” appeared on some of its beer cans. This message 
sparked outrage from media and consumers, who claimed the company was promoting rape 
culture. The message was a part of Bud Light’s “Up For Whatever” campaign. 
 
Situation Analysis 
Situation analysis  

This is not the first time that Bud Light’s “Up For Whatever” campaign has sparked 
controversy. In March of 2015, the company tweeted a photo of a group of women dressed in 
green for St. Patrick’s Day, and claimed that it was alright to pinch people who were not “up for 
whatever.” People were quick to react, claiming the tweet had undertones of sexual assault 
(Geier, 2015). Bud Light responded by simply deleting the tweet. Although this incident made 
national news, it did not draw nearly as much criticism as Bud Light’s most recent scandal. 
Consumers were quick to point out the message “removing the word ‘no’ from your vocabulary 
for the night” seemed to be suggesting that rape is acceptable. Outrage quickly ensued across 
various social media platforms. Consumers were baffled that the message actually made it onto 
cans. Several media outlets picked up the story as well, criticizing Bud Light for once again 
promoting offensive alcohol-related behaviors just a month after their St. Patrick’s Day scandal. 
In response, Alexander Lambrecht, vice president of Bud Light, released the following statement 
on Bud Light’s website: 

“The Bud Light Up for Whatever campaign, now in its second year, has inspired millions 
of consumers to engage with our brand in a positive and light-hearted way. In this spirit, 
we created more than 140 different scroll messages intended to encourage brand 
engagement. It’s clear that this particular message missed the mark, and we regret it. We 
would never condone disrespectful or irresponsible behavior. As a result, we have 
immediately ceased production of this message on all bottles” (Bud Light, 2015). 

Bud Light stopped producing beers with that tagline, however the company neglected to 
pull them from store shelves so the cans remained available even once they were deemed 
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offensive. Bud Light’s “Up for Whatever” campaign is still active, and has not yet encountered 
any more problems.  

Focus of the project 
The focus of the project is take a closer look at Bud Light’s message, why it offended people and 

how effective the company was in rebuilding its image. Bud Light can conduct primary research to assess 
the impacts of the messaging issue by looking at the perceptions the public has of the brand, any changes 
in customer purchasing habits, male awareness and evaluation of the issue, the impacts of a more female-
inclusive culture on company success and valuable communication channels to use in future messaging 
issues. 

 
Organization Analysis – Internal Factors 
Structure 

Carlos Brito, chief executive officer of Anheuser-Busch InBev, joined the company in 1989. Prior 
to being appointed chief executive officer, Brito held roles in Sales, Finance Operations and was the zone 
president of North America. Currently, the zone president of North America is João Castro Neves. Neves, 
who joined Anheuser-Busch in 1996, is responsible for all operations in the United States and Canada. 
Prior to becoming zone president of North America, Neves held positions in various departments such as 
Treasury, Mergers and Acquisitions, Business Development and more. Immediately before becoming the 
zone president of North America, he was the zone president in Latin America North (Anheuser-Busch 
InBev, 2016). 
 
Mission, Vision and Values  

Anheuser-Busch’s mission is to be the world’s beer company, enrich and entertain a global 
audience, and deliver superior returns to their shareholders. The company’s vision is: “Through all of our 
products, services and relationships, we will add to life’s enjoyment.” The company’s mission and vision 
are in line with the organization’s values, which include: quality in everything it does; exceeding 
customer expectations; trust, respect and integrity in all of its relationships; continuous improvement, 
innovation and embracing change; teamwork and open, honest communication; each employee’s 
responsibility for contributing to the company’s success; creating a safe, productive and rewarding work 
environment; building a high-performing, diverse workforce; promoting the responsible consumption of 
its products; preserving and protecting the environment and supporting communities where it does 
business (Man On A Mission, 2005). 
 
History 

Anheuser-Busch InBev, the producer of Bud Light, is a leading global brewer, owning more than 
200 beer brands. The company is one of the world’s top-5 consumer products companies and holds the 
No. 1 or No. 2 market position in 19 countries, generating revenues over $43.6 billion in 2015. The 
multinational corporation has three global flagship beers: Budweiser, Stella Artois and Beck’s. 
Specifically, Anheuser-Busch, the U.S. arm of Anheuser-Busch InBev, has brewed beer for over 160 
years. Anheuser-Busch is best known for its American-style lagers, Bud Light and Budweiser. The 
company holds 46.4 percent share of the U.S. beer market. In the U.S., the company operates 16 local 
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breweries, 17 distributorships and 23 agricultural and packaging facilities, amounting to more than a 
$15.9 billion investment. Its flagship brewery is in St. Louis, Mo. and is one of Anheuser-Busch’s largest 
and most technologically capable breweries. In 2011, Anheuser-Busch generated revenues of $15.3 
billion (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). 
 
Performance 

While Anheuser-Busch InBev has hundreds of types of beer products, and Anheuser-Busch has 
dozens, the Bud Light family specifically is made up of three beers: Bud Light, Bud Light Platinum and 
Bud Light Lime. Within the Bud Light family, the original Bud Light is the top selling beer brand in the 
U.S. (Anheuser-Busch, 2016) and has helped the company withstand economic troubles in the recent past. 
For instance, Bud Light stock prices slowed down in 2011 due to a reduction in consumer spending 
during the economic downturn, but the stocks quickly recovered and have remained steady at around 
$126 for the past few years. (Investor Place, 2016). 

Although Bud Light sells well in the U.S., many users dislike the overall taste of the beer. In a 
survey conducted by Rate Beer (2016), Bud Light scored a low rating of one out of five (one is the worst, 
five is the best) for taste. Similarly, Beer Advocate (2016) users rated the beer 64/100 (poor), and said 
that the only reason they purchased Bud Light was for a quick and cheap buzz, and never the flavor. 
Although the flavor of Bud Light isn’t a major selling-point with beer drinkers, many women drink the 
beer solely because it is lower-calorie than alternative beer options. Many consumers also like the Bud 
Light Platinum beer can design, which has become a major staple in Bud Light’s advertising images and 
videos (Sheets, 2012). 
 
Internal Impediments  

A major internal impediment for Bud Light is the makeup of the organization’s executive 
structure. Out of the 11 executives leading the Bud Light brand, only one of them is a woman. Further up 
the chain, at Anheuser-Busch InBev, there is only one woman in the executive team of 17. (Covert, 2015) 
(Anheuser-Busch InBev, 2016) This issue is not just one of numbers; in 2014 Anheuser-Busch faced a 
lawsuit from one of its own former executives, Francine Katz. Katz claimed while in her position she was 
excluded many times based on her gender. She also claimed that she was paid millions less than her male 
coworkers (Covert, 2015).  

Many people attribute Bud Light’s messaging issue to the lack of female representatives and 
equality, making it apparent that the organization is out of touch with current consumer sentiments and 
events. There was an apparent lack of research that went into Bud Light’s messaging and this seems to be 
a theme throughout several of the organization’s campaigns – highlighting another area for growth the 
organization should cash in on (Buszpan, 2015).  
 
Niche  

A major niche for Anheuser-Busch, the creator of Bud Light, is that it has been the leading U.S. 
brewer since 1957 and is the biggest beer brand in the world (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). Additionally, Bud 
Light is the official beer of the National Football League, National Basketball Association, Ultimate 
Fighting Championship, South by Southwest and the Super Bowl. These sponsorships have helped 
contribute to Bud Light’s “All-American” image (Bud Light, 2016).  
 



 8 

Ethical Base 
Anheuser-Busch makes efforts to support its communities and the environment through CSR 

programs. Within its CSR commitment to its communities, Anheuser-Busch has committed $1 billion in 
creating community-based programs and national advertising campaigns to prevent drunk driving and 
underage drinking. Additionally, the company participates in annual charitable outreach opportunities, 
and has donated over 72 million bottles of water to communities impacted by natural disasters since 1988. 
As a part of its CSR commitment to the environment, Anheuser-Busch has implemented many programs 
to reduce its impact including: having a 99.8% recycling rate in factories, using alternative energy sources 
to power breweries, reducing overall water use, etc. Overall, Anheuser-Busch has invested over $1.4 
billion in CSR programs since 1982 to support the environment, communities, and the alcohol industry’s 
responsibility (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). 

Although Anheuser-Busch and Bud Light have made large strides in CSR efforts, there is little to 
no research related to the outcomes and impacts of these campaigns. Overall in the alcohol industry, 
companies use CSR efforts to frame issues, guide policy, control legislation, shift blame and advertise 
various efforts – all in hopes of meeting the bottom line goal of making money (Yoon & Lam, 2013). Bud 
Light’s promotion of its CSR efforts may have played a role in keeping its messaging issue just an issue, 
and not a full-blown crisis.  
 
Communication Audit 

All of Bud Light’s online content is, in theory, targeted at an audience that is 21 and older. This is 
made apparent on all of its social media sites which deny access to anyone under 21 or ask page-visitors 
to confirm their age before being granted access to the content. While the content on Bud Light’s 
Facebook and YouTube pages is completely blocked from viewers who are not 21, the company’s Twitter 
and Instagram pages are not. The company requests that when a user follows its Twitter or Instagram site, 
they are confirming they are at least 21 and will not share the content without anyone under 21. Although 
the company includes “MSG FOR 21+” on all of its Instagram posts, by not having this account private, 
Bud Light is running the risk of anyone (even people under 21) accessing and viewing the content (see 
Appendix A for further social media statistics).  

The messages produced on these channels unanimously surround the idea that Bud Light beer 
goes along with any sporting event, party or beach outing. Most recently, Bud Light tailored many of its 
messages to surround the start of professional football season, highlighting how all of the football teams 
have their own team cans (the company requests users use #MyTeamCan when posting photos of their 
teams’ beer). These messages change seasonally and are ever-evolving, always revolving around Bud 
Light.  

Bud Light has had issues with several of its online messages in the past. Specifically, the recent 
messaging issue on Bud Light’s can (the removing “no” from your vocabulary message) cause major 
online backlash. Bud Light responded to the online backlash and communicated with the public using its 
Twitter account and the Bud Light website. On Twitter, Bud Light’s only female executive, Lisa Weller, 
responded to several news outlets stating, “It’s clear that this message missed the mark, and we regret it. 
We would never condone disrespectful or irresponsible behavior.” An almost verbatim response was also 
posted on the Bud Light website (Monllos, 2015). There is room for the company to develop and 
strengthen its responses to online issues.  
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Organization Analysis – External Factors 
Supporters 

Bud Light’s main supporters are young Hispanic and Caucasian males between the ages 
of 25 and 34 (InfoScout, 2016). Additionally, its supporters include Bud Light and Anheuser-
Busch employees. Anyone who likes to drink Bud Light can also be considered a supporter. 
 
Competitors 

While Bud Light’s competitors include other beer brands such as Coors Light, Natural 
Light and Miller Lite, none of these competitors significantly challenge Bud Light’s position as 
the number one selling beer brand in the world (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). Heineken, another beer 
brand, ran a similar campaign using the phrase “Spark My Party” to also incite fun and carefree 
attitudes towards beer. Heineken’s campaign, however, did not cause any backlash (McQuarrie, 
2014). 
 
Opponents 

Organizations that oppose drinking such as MADD, Students Against Destructive 
Decisions and Teens Against Drunk Driving can be considered Bud Light opponents. (Quit 
Alcohol, 2014). These organizations regularly run campaigns directly against beer companies, 
and their value are in direct contradiction to the alcohol industry as a whole. 
 
External Impediments  

Though Bud Light is one of the leading beer companies in the United States, it still 
experiences some external impediments. While it makes sense that the alcohol industry promotes 
drinking for its own profit, Bud Light took it to the next level. The message Bud Light sent out 
directly contradicts the recent national movement for safer alcohol practices, specifically on 
college campuses where a large portion of Bud Light’s consumers live. Roughly 50% of sexual 
assaults among college students are fueled by alcohol, and Bud Light’s message seems to 
promotes these types of actions (Yoon & Lam, 2013). While the messaging issue was not 
covered on a relatively large scale, the media outlets that did pick up the story were very critical. 
There was no evidence of Bud Light’s competitors taking advantage of the company’s 
messaging issue. 
 
Public Environment  
Reputation  

Generally, Anheuser-Busch has a CSR that is positively viewed. As previously stated, it 
makes efforts to support its communities and environment through various CSR programs. These 
programs are created with the intention to enhance brand sponsorships, and each consumer with 
impactful messages at the point of purchase and at a variety of beer-drinking occasions, 
including sports games, concerts and other events (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). Anheuser-Busch 
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InBev was rated by consumers on a website called InherSight, related to questions in regards to 
its female representation (ratings had to do with female representation in top leadership, equal 
opportunities for men and women, and management opportunities for women). Each rating was 
out of five, five being positive and one being negative. For female representation, Bud Light was 
rated a 1.3. For equal opportunities for men and women, it was rated a 2.3. And lastly, for 
management opportunities for women, the company was rated a 1.9 (InherSight, 2016). These 
ratings align with the previously-stated lawsuit that the company faced in 2015 from Francine 
Katz (Covert, 2015). From this, it’s evident that the company is viewed negatively in terms of 
equality between men and women. In terms of the actual product itself, it’s rated the number one 
beer in United States. Therefore, the product is positively perceived by the public.  
 
Visibility  

Anheuser-Busch’s success over the past 150 years can be attributed to its ingenuity and 
innovation in advertising and marketing (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). The company is well known 
from the large amount of television commercials that it airs. The company has been airing 
commercials during the super bowl since 1986, an event in which the target audience, males 
between the ages of 25-34 most likely watch. This has helped the company create a strong 
company branding which has increased visibility. Additionally, Anheuser-Busch is a company 
with various subsidiaries, Bud Light, being a main one. Anheuser-Busch is the U.S. arm of 
Anheuser-Busch InBev and operates 16 local breweries, 17 distributorships and 23 agricultural 
and packaging facilities across the United States (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). Bud Light, 
specifically, is nationally known and ranked as the No. 1 beer in the United States. It’s sold in/at 
bars, grocery stores, sport stadiums, and more nationwide. In regards to visibility of Bud Light’s 
messaging issue, the numbers are high. This issue sparked from a post on Reddit, a social media, 
social news aggregation, web content rating, and discussion website. The post itself is an angry 
consumer commenting on the controversy that the can has created. The post has close to 4,000 
ratings, 83% of them that are up-voted (Reddit, 2015). Various news outlets including The New 
York Times, FOX News and Adweek to name a few, have published articles discussing the 
issue. These new outlets with high circulation counts have helped make the messaging issue 
well-known.  
 
Media Environment 

Various articles were written in response to the issue that interpret it as a generally 
negative problem. Most discuss the ignorance of the company and its use of the label, “The 
perfect beer for removing the word ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night.” According to an 
article from The New York Times, the public had strong negative reactions to the “Up For 
Whatever” campaign. “As a woman, as a mother of a girl and a boy, I find this message very 
disturbing and dangerous,” someone using the name Danielle Sawada posted on Bud Light’s 
Facebook page. “I have been a Bud Light drinker for quite a while, but until this campaign ends, 
you do not have my dollars” (Strom, 2015). There was also backlash on social media; 
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specifically, Twitter. Even Representative Nita Lowey, a Democratic congresswoman from New 
York, scolded the company in a tweet. In summary, the media discusses the controversy that the 
company has created and the negative backlash that it has received. The company, on the other 
hand, believes that despite the label, it has “inspired millions of consumers to engage with our 
brand in a positive and light-hearted way” (Hughes, 2015).  
 
Important references 

o Contingency plan 
o General communications plan 
o Media List 
o Media Guide 

 

Analyzing the Publics 
Customers  

Bud Light has a variety of customers. According to infoscout.co, the target market for Bud Light 
is primarily adult men between the ages of 25 and 34. Research has also found that Hispanics and 
Caucasians are the two ethnicities that purchase Bud Light the most. Additionally, the average customers 
do not have kids, and make roughly somewhere between $20K-$80K (InfoScout, 2016). Another market 
of customers is potential customers. This includes those who are not regular consumers of Bud Light such 
as non-beer drinkers, those loyal to other beer companies, and women with negative attitudes towards the 
company.  
 
Producers 

Anheuser-Busch operates 12 breweries throughout the United States. These include, but are not 
limited to locations such as Los Angeles, CA, St. Louis, MO, and Williamsburg, VA, to name a few. In 
order to create the beer, quality ingredients are necessary. Busch Agricultural Resources, Inc. produces 
materials such as malt, barley and hops for Anheuser-Busch. Ingredients are from hops farms in locations 
ranging from Idaho to Germany (Anheuser-Busch, 2016). 
 
Limiters 

The main limiters in regards to Bud Light would be its competitors. One of its main competitors 
is Coors Light, another popular beer company that caters to the same target audience. It is similar in 
appearance, taste, texture and finish (Hughey, 2009). Other limiters include craft beer companies such as 
Dogfish Head and Stone Brewing Company to name a couple. These craft beer companies are also 
targeting younger audiences and are potentially taking customers away. Another limiter for Bud Light is 
smaller, locally owned craft beer companies. A good, local example of this type of craft brewery is Pale 
Fire Brewing Co.   
 
Enablers  

While Bud Light does have limiters, it also has its fair share of enablers. Two major enablers are 
the National Hockey League and the Major League Baseball. Both of these leagues have sponsorship 
deals with Bud Light and sell its products at major league sporting events. It also is an official beer 
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partner of the NFL, UFC, and the NBA. Selling Bud Light at each event makes the product readily 
available and helps to drive in more consumers (Richter, 2013). This presents itself as a mutually 
beneficial partnership between Bud Light and the major leagues. Another enabler is bars and restaurants 
across the country that sell Bud Light either in bottles or on tap. These establishments are providing the 
beer and making it accessible to all. Lastly, other enablers include grocery stores, gas stations and other 
super stores such as Target and Walmart that sell Bud Light.  
 
Opinion Leaders  

The main opinion leaders for Bud Light are celebrity endorsers because they have the 
most influence on the key publics. Two examples of celebrity endorsers for Bud Light are Seth 
Rogen and Amy Schumer. During the Super Bowl in 2016, Bud Light ran a commercial starring 
the two actors/comedians for its new campaign, “The Bud Light Party.” According to data from 
The Marketing Arm, Schumer and Rogen have high awareness among consumers of Bud Light. 
In fact, three-quarters of consumers known Rogen, and two-thirds know Schumer (Tadena, 
2016). In addition to Rogen and Schumer, other celebrities have the ability to sway public 
opinion. The company has also signed a wide variety of celebrities to Endorsement Deals, 
including a recent signing with country star Lee Brice, American rapper Pitbull, singer Nicki 
Minaj and UFC Fighter Matt the Terror Serra (Athlete Promotions, 2016).  
 
Summary of Findings: SWOT Analysis  
Strengths -Leading beer brand in the U.S. and world – pricing leadership 

-Little competition from other beer brands 
-Strong CSR programs 
-TV commercials and other advertising 
-Low calorie beers  
-Wide array of products  
-Good global presence/distribution  

Weaknesses -Few women executives (leading to reportedly sexist work culture), messaging 
fails 
-Online and public messaging issues 
-CSR programs have limited valuable impact on customers’ lives 

Opportunities -Restructure organization (beginning at the executive level) to include more 
women 
-Actively monitor all products produced to ensure they are not promoting a 
sexist or offensive message 
-Continue to utilize social media accounts 
-Powerful advertising strategies  

Threats -Public spending slowdowns (hurt stock prices in the past and could hurt prices 
again) 
-Other beer companies such as Coors Light  
-Government policies and regulations against drinking (i.e. MADD)  
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Key Target Publics 
The target publics for Bud Light include: young men (usually Hispanic or Caucasian) 

between ages 25 and 34 because they are the heaviest drinkers, sports fans, and entire critical 
states where beer is consumed at a high rate (including New Hampshire, North Dakota, Montana, 
South Dakota, etc.) (Berman, 2016). 
 
Conclusion and Suggestions for Future Primary Research 

Upon completion of secondary research, it is evident that Bud Light’s biggest problem is 
its limited efforts geared toward women. Therefore, major concerns for Bud Light are its 
potential loss of profits and a damaged image. While the issue itself isn’t positive, the situation 
presents various opportunities. The first is to begin image reparation plan by conducting surveys, 
focus groups and polls. This offers an opportunity to reach out to more women and change their 
negative attitudes toward the company. This would ultimately drive in more female customers. 
Another opportunity is for the company to implement a new campaign around safe drinking 
habits that would create positive attitudes towards Bud Light. The opportunity that’s worthiest of 
primary research would be the former; beginning image reparation to change negative attitudes 
that women have toward the company. The current research is helpful in resolving current issues 
in many ways. To further understand how to improve its relationship with the public, and more 
specifically, women, Bud Light must assess the attitudes of the public towards it products. 
Second, now that the threats of the company are known, the company can prepare a contingency 
plan for future issues that may arise. Lastly, since the demographics of target customers are 
known, the company can use the information to target messages toward them. In addition, this 
offers an opportunity for the company to craft messages for potential publics in order to gain new 
customers. 

While the secondary research uncovered important information, there is still the need for 
further exploration of the outcomes and impacts of the issue. One of the main aspects that are 
still unclear is public perception. Further research should find how college students perceive the 
company after the incident. Do they still consume the product despite negative perceptions? 
Another aspect in need of clarification is the level of awareness for males, specifically, about this 
issue. And if they do know about it, are they still consuming the product? Another aspect in need 
of further research is the impact of including more females internally throughout all levels of 
Bud Light (executive level and general staff). Lastly, future research should find a change in 
profits of the company after the issue, if any. Was there a decrease in profits? This will help 
measure the current success of the company.  
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Part II: Primary Research  
Introduction 

Based on the included survey, this research intended to gather information about the attitudes, 
perceptions and opinions of Bud Light’s messaging issue that was a part of its “Up For Whatever” 
campaign. The main concepts addressed in the subsequent research are the following: level of awareness 
of the messaging issue, attitudes post-messaging issue, brand loyalty before and after, perception of 
severity of the crisis, anger, and intent to purchase. The survey was conducted through bulk email sent out 
to every student of James Madison University over the age of 21. This method was chosen due to the 
specific age qualifications of respondents as well as accessibility. The purpose of the study was to 
examine the target public’s perceptions of Bud Light as a whole and post-messaging issue, as well as the 
adverse effects the issue had on purchasing behaviors, customer loyalty, and overall attitudes toward the 
company. Survey findings could provide the client with essential information and useful insight on how 
the customers currently feel about the company in response to the messaging issue.  
 

Research questions  
 
Awareness of messaging issue 
 
Based on research from our background analysis, there was a significant amount of news reports and 
social media conversations surrounding Bud Light’s messaging issue in 2015. Although there was buzz 
about the messaging issue, there was a varied level of awareness of the incident among college students. 
Awareness can be defined as, “an understanding of the activities of others, which provides a context for 
your own activity” (Dourish & Bellotti, 1992). This information allows individuals to manage how much 
they’ll contribute to an organization. Thus, it is important to understand the level of awareness among 
college students, one of Bud Light’s largest publics, to determine their intentions and future behaviors, in 
addition to which campaign strategies will be most effective in resolving the issue. Based on the varied 
level of awareness, the follow research question was developed:  
 

RQ1: What is the level of awareness of Bud Light’s messaging issue among JMU students? 
 

Changes in attitudes post-messaging issue 
 
Based on research, changes in customer attitudes following an issue or crisis are dependant on the 
perceived vividness of the situation (Siomkos, Rao & Narayanan, 2001). Many customers will not be 
influenced positively or negatively in their attitudes towards a company if the issue or crisis has a low 
level of vividness. The changes in Bud Light’s customers’ attitudes following the company’s messaging 
issue is one of the focal points of this study. To examine how attitudes towards Bud Light changed (or 
didn’t change) following the messaging-issue, the following research question is suggested: 
 

RQ2: How have JMU student’s attitudes changed about Bud Light post-messaging issue? 
 

Current Brand Loyalty 
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Prior research findings indicate that Bud Light is the top selling beer brand in the U.S. (Anheuser-Busch, 
2016). The survey asked respondents the extent to which they would be willing to pay a higher price for 
Bud Light over other brands as well as their overall loyalty to the company. Brand loyalty was the main 
concept of the question. Brand loyalty is defined as, “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a 
preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same brand-
set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching 
behavior” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001). This hypothesis aims to reveal levels of loyalty before the 
messaging issue occurred. The intention is to compare this with feels of loyalty post-messaging issue as a 
way to see the messaging issue’s effects. Thus, the following research question was created:  
 

RQ3: What is JMU students’ current brand loyalty toward Bud Light? 
 

Perceived severity  
 
The importance of perceived severity lies in its influence on public evaluations of the company and the 
worth of Bud Light’s messaging issue as a whole. Some researchers measure severity with questions 
about maximum legal penalties, assuming that a particular issue requires a specific punishment (Grasmick 
& Bryjack, 1980). The Bud Light messaging issue doesn’t necessarily have a specific punishment (as it 
was not a legal issue), thus, a different definition of severity was used to evaluate the situation. Perceived 
severity, in this case, refers to the degree people deem a particular incident, and outcome, as serious. 
According to research, valences on events “affect the way a person construes or defines a situation so that 
some objects, activities, and potential outcomes seen as attractive, or positively valent, whereas others are 
seen as aversive, or negatively valent” (Feather, 1996). Based on this definition, the following research 
question is derived:  
 

RQ4: What is the current perception of the severity of the messaging issue among JMU students? 
 

Awareness of response 
 
Based on research from our background analysis, there was significant reporting about Bud Light’s 
response to the messaging incident. As stated previously,  awareness can be defined as, “an understanding 
of the activities of others, which provides a context for your own activity” (Dourish & Bellotti, 1992). 
This information allows individuals to manage how much they’ll contribute to an organization. Thus, it is 
important to understand the level of awareness among college students, one of Bud Light’s largest 
publics, to determine their intentions and future behaviors, in addition to which campaign strategies will 
be most effective in resolving the issue. Based on the this, the follow research question was developed:  
 

RQ5: Are people aware of Bud Light’s messaging issue response? 
 

Awareness and purchasing behaviors 
 
According to news reports on Bud Light’s messaging issue, Bud Light didn’t handle its response as 
effectively as it should’ve. Many claim that Bud Light minimized the situation and perpetuated rape 
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culture (Okyle, 2015). Despite the criticism, Bud Light’s assessment of its sales did not show a decrease 
in customer purchasing behaviors. This leads the following research question: 
 

RQ6: If people were aware of the crisis responses, did they continue to buy Bud Light? 
 

Research Hypotheses 
 
Perception of severity of the issue 
 
The messaging issue was first revealed on a thread on Reddit with individuals up in arms with the 
message. Upon research, it was discovered that out of 11 leading executives of the Bud Light brand, only 
one of them was a woman (Covert, 2015). This suggests that men were likely the ones who created and 
approved the message, therefore they don’t see as much of an issue with it. This then led us to the 
following hypothesis: 
 

H1: Female students will perceive the issue as more severe than male students. 
 

Brand Loyalty and Issue Perception 
 
Research indicates that customers who are loyal to Bud Light are less likely to consider this a serious 
issue. Researchers argue that there is a link between purchase loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. They state 
that brand trust can lead to a more favorable perception of the company as a whole. (Chaudhuri & 
Holbrook, 2001) According to cognitive dissonance theory, when someone’s thoughts and actions don’t 
line up, they will change either their attitudes or behavior to match up with the other. Therefore, it makes 
sense for an individual who actively purchases Bud Light to maintain their positive attitude toward the 
company throughout the messaging issue. This resulted in the following hypothesis:  
 

H2: There is a negative relationship between brand loyalty and perception of severity of Bud 
Light’s messaging issue. 
 

Perception of Severity and Level of Anger 
 
Background research indicated that this issue angered a lot of people. Outrage was shown across various 
social media platforms, but mainly Twitter.  Customers who perceived this as a serious issue were posting 
angry or hostile messages towards the company. (Murray, 2015) The greater the perceived severity, the 
more likely people were going to have strong emotions, and in the case of Bud Light that emotion was 
anger. Depending on how serious people perceived this issue, they had varying views on the matter. 
Based on the this, the following hypothesis was derived:  
      

H3: There is a positive relationship between perception of severity and anger. 
         

Brand Loyalty and Anger 
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Background research showed that many people were angered by Bud Light’s messaging issue according 
to their social media posts. (Murray, 2015) While there was no evidence on social media of this affecting 
brand loyalty,  according to cognitive dissonance theory, when someone’s thoughts and actions are not 
lining up they will change either their thoughts or actions to match up with the other. So it makes sense 
that if someone actively purchases Bud Light that they’re opinion of them would remain favorable 
throughout the messaging issue. Based on this, the following hypothesis has been derived: 
 

H4: There is a negative relationship between brand loyalty and anger. 
        
Intent to Purchase and Anger 
 
Research indicates that anger can have a direct impact on someone’s intent to purchase. The angrier 
someone is about Bud Light’s messaging issue, the less likely they are to buy the company’s beer. 
Researchers have found that when a customer has a positive opinion of a company, they are more likely 
to want to try their products. In Bud Light’s case, this issue was not gaining them any favorable opinions, 
so it makes sense that some people might lose their intent to purchase. (Baldinger & Rubinson) As seen 
on social media after the issue, many of the customers were angered by the message promoted on the 
cans, and felt that Bud Light did not deserve their support after the issue. This has led to the development 
of the following hypothesis: 
  
 H5: There is a negative relationship between anger and intent to purchase. 
 
Brand Loyalty and Intent to Purchase 
 
Research indicates that there is are relationship between brand loyalty and purchase loyalty. It also 
suggests that if someone has a positive view of the company before an issue, they are more likely to 
continue supporting that company. (Baldinger & Rubinson) Based on this knowledge, the following 
hypothesis was derived:  

         
 H6: There is a positive relationship between brand loyalty and intent to purchase. 
 

Methods section 
 
Sampling method 

The population targeted was JMU undergraduate students over the age of 21. The population was 
reached though a JMU Bulk Email, where participants could click the link to the questionnaire on 
Qualtrics. This was a convenience sampling method, and researchers planned to get between 100-300 
participants.  
 
Data collection 

An online self-administered survey methodology was employed to collect the data. A total of 
10,000 participants were contacted to participate. A bulk email was sent to students who were over 21 
asking for their participation in the survey. Among the contacted students, 283 completed the survey. 
Respondents with incomplete survey answers were excluded (227 responses). Respondents were asked to 
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answer questions regarding their attitudes, awareness, loyalty, anger, intent to purchase, and perception of 
severity regarding Bud Light and its “Up For Whatever” campaign messaging issue. The survey took 15 
min to complete on average.  

 
Measurement 
Awareness  

One of the main variables measured was awareness. The variable was measured to determine 
customers’ awareness of the messaging issue and Bud Light’s response to it. For this variable, researchers 
had three questions. The first question included the following items: How well are you aware of Bud 
Light’s “Up For Whatever” campaign? The second question included: Are you aware of Bud Light’s 
message on several of its beer cans: “The perfect beer for removing ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the 
night?” The third question included: Are you aware of how Bud Light responded to this message? 
Answers for each of these questions, on 5-point semantic differential scales, ranged from completely 
unaware to completely aware. Reliability: .72.  
 
Attitude Towards Bud Light 

Another variable this research measure was attitude. It was measured to determine customers’ 
pre- and post-messaging issue attitudes toward Bud Light. For these variables, respondents selected their 
responses on three five-point semantic differential scale with answers ranging from unfavorable to 
favorable, bad to good, and unpleasant and pleasant. The reliability pre-messaging issue: .95, and the 
reliability post-messaging issue:.92.  
 
Loyalty 

Another variable this research measured was loyalty. This variable was used to determine 
customers’ loyalty prior to Bud Light’s messaging issue and post-messaging issue. For this variable, the 
researchers used a likert scale with three statements with five point scales. The first statement included: I 
am committed to Bud Light. The second statement included: I would be willing to pay a higher price for 
Bud Light over other brands. The third statement included: I will be loyal to Bud Light. Reliability: .91.  
 
Severity of incident 

The next variable that this research measured was severity of the incident. It was measured to 
determine how severe respondents thought the messaging issue was. It was also implemented for the 
purpose of finding out if females perceived the incident as more severe than males. For this variable, 
researchers used a likert scale with three statements with five point scales. The first statement included: 
This message was a critical incident. The second statement included: This message was a serious incident. 
The third message included: This message was a severe incident. Reliability: .93.  
 
Anger 

Anger was another variable important to this research study. The variable was measured with the 
intent of finding out how angry people were about this messaging issue. It was also used to see if it had 
any impact on intent to purchase or brand loyalty. For this variable researchers used a five point likert 
scale along with three statement. The first statement was: This message offended me. The second 
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statement was: This message annoyed me. The third statement was: This message made me angry. 
Reliability: .93.  
 
Intent to purchase  

The final variable measured was intent to purchase. This was measured to see if it had any 
connection to brand loyalty an anger. It was also important to find out the purchasing habits of Bud 
Light’s consumers, and if this incident would have any effect on that. To accomplish this, a five point 
Likert scale was used with three questions. The first question was: How likely is it that you would buy 
Bud Light next time you bring beer home without considering any special use for it? The second question 
was: How likely is it that you would buy Bud Light for yourself? The third question was: How likely is it 
that you would buy Bud Light for important guests? Respondents answers were based on the likert scale, 
which ranged from very likely to very unlikely. Reliability: .87.  
 
Implications of survey 

This survey served a range of purposes. First, the survey findings provided the client with 
essential information and useful insight on how the customers currently feel about the company in 
response to the messaging issue. These findings can help Bud Light address potential public relation 
issues that may spark in the future and enable the company to develop strategies and tactics based on 
valid and reliable research. It  also provided the company with information that may result in other PR 
strategies. For example, the results showed that females were offended by the messaging issue, therefore, 
Bud Light can create public relations efforts to cater to females. Lastly, this  allowed Bud Light to 
measure how well its communication has restored its image, sales and relationship with stakeholders, 
which will ultimately help improve future campaigns. 
 
Results 
Demographic Information of Respondents  

A total of 56 respondents participated in the online questionnaire. The average age of 
participants was 21.8 (SD= 1.8), ranging from 21 years old to 31 years old. There were more 
female participants (n= 29, 51.8%) than male participants (n=23, 41.1%). In terms of ethnicity 
and race, most participants were Caucasian (n=47, 83.9%). 2 participants fell under other (3.6%), 
1 participant was African American (1.8%), 1 participant was Asian (1.8%), and 1 participant 
was Hispanic (1.8%).  
 
Test of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The goal of research question one was to determine the level of awareness of Bud Light’s 
messaging issue among JMU students. The awareness levels were tested on a 5 point likert scale, 
1 being not aware and 5 being completely aware. Among the 56 students out of the total 283 
surveyed, the average response was 3.83 with a standard deviation of .87. This shows that JMU 
students have a medium to high awareness level of Bud Light’s messaging issue.  

The second research question explores the change in attitude of Bud Light post-
messaging issue. The average response of attitudes before the messaging issue was 2.34 (SD= 
.67) while the average response of attitudes post-messaging issue was 2.1 (SD= .71). This shows 
that JMU students’ attitudes toward Bud Light shifted negatively post-messaging issue.  
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The third research question explores JMU student’s current brand loyalty toward Bud 
Light. . Brand loyalty was tested using a five-point Likert scale, one being the least loyal and five 
being the most loyal. The average response of brand loyalty was 2.79 (SD=1.18). The results 
show that JMU students currently view Bud Light more negatively than positively.  

The fourth research question explores the current perception of severity of Bud Light’s 
messaging issue among JMU students. The average response to questions regarding current 
perception of severity was 2.94 (SD = 1.1). Current perception of severity was tested on a five-
point Likert scale, one being perceived as not severe at all  and five being perceived as very 
severe. This shows that the current level of perception of severity among JMU students was low 
to neutral.  

The goal of research question five was to determine if JMU students were aware of Bud 
Light’s messaging issue response. The awareness levels were tested on a 5 point likert scale, 1 
being not aware and 5 being completely aware. Among the 56 students out of the total 283 
surveyed, the average response was 3.14 with a standard deviation of 1.15. This shows that  JMU 
students have a medium awareness of the messaging issue response.  

Research question six aimed to find out if people would continue to buy Bud Light even 
if they were aware of the messaging issue. A regression test showed that there was a positive 
relationship between awareness and intent to purchase, (𝛃 = .09) however the results were not 
statistically significant. Therefore, RQ6 was not supported.  

H1 proposes that female JMU students will perceive the Bud Light messaging issue as 
more severe than male JMU students. An ANOVA test was performed to test the first 
hypothesis. Significant effects of female perception of severity of Bud Light’s messaging issue 
(F(1,51) =8.85, p <.005).Thus, H1 was supported.  

H2 is for examining  the effects of perception of severity on brand loyalty. A regression 
test was conducted on the relationship between perceived severity of Bud Light’s messaging 
issue and brand loyalty. The test showed a significant negative relationship between brand 
loyalty and the perception of severity of Bud Light’s messaging issue (𝛃= -.34, p<.05). Thus, H2 
was supported. 

H3 proposes that there is a positive relationship between perception of severity of Bud 
Light’s messaging and anger. A regression test was performed to test the third hypothesis. 
Significant positive effects between perception of severity and anger (𝛃 = .78, p <.001). The 
third hypothesis was supported.  

H4 is for examining the effects of anger on brand loyalty. A regression test was 
conducted on the relationship between brand loyalty and anger. The test showed a significant 
negative relationship between anger toward Bud Light’s messaging issue and brand loyalty (𝛃= -
.39, p<.005). Thus, H4 was supported. 

H5 proposes that there is a negative relationship between anger at the message and intent 
to purchase Bud Light. A regression test was conducted for the fifth hypothesis. Significant 
negative effects of anger at the message and intent to purchase were found (𝛃= -.48, p <.001). 
The fifth hypothesis was supported.  

H6 is for examining the effects of brand loyalty on intent to purchase. A regression test 
was conducted on the relationships between brand loyalty and intent to purchase. The test 
showed significantly positive effects of brand loyalty on intent to purchase (𝛃 = .85, p<.001). 
Thus, H6 was supported. 
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Conclusion 
This study was based on Bud Light’s recent messaging issue in its “Up For Whatever” 

campaign. Bud Light released cans of beer with the controversial message, “the perfect beer for 
removing the word ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night.” This messaging issue led to 
immediate online backlash for promoting the controversial topic of rape culture (Hughes, 2015). 
This not only affected customer’s attitudes toward the company before and after the messaging 
issue, but it also affected customer’s intent to purchase. The purpose of our study was to provide 
Bud Light with insight regarding the level of awareness of the issue as well as the severity of 
perceptions. In addition, we found if there was a change in attitudes before and after the 
messaging issue. This information is imperative for Bud Light because it will have a reflection 
on the company’s sales. Therefore, these findings can be used by Bud Light to come up with a 
CSR plan as well as insight for future campaign do’s and don’ts.  

Our research shows that out of 56 respondents, the majority of them were female (n= 29, 
51.8%), and the most common ethnicity was Caucasian  (n=47, 83.9%). 6 variables were tested 
between 6 research questions and 6 hypotheses including: (H1) Female students will perceive the 
issue as more severe than male students, (H2) there is a negative relationship between brand 
loyalty and perception of severity of Bud Light’s messaging issue, (H3) there is a positive 
relationship between perception of severity and anger, (H4) there is a negative relationship 
between brand loyalty and anger, (H5) there is a negative relationship between anger and intent 
to purchase, (H6) there is a positive relationship between brand loyalty and intent to purchase, 
(RQ1) what is the level of awareness of Bud Light’s messaging issue among JMU students? 
(RQ2) how have JMU student’s attitudes changed about Bud Light post-messaging issue? (RQ3) 
what are JMU students’ current brand loyalty toward Bud Light? (RQ4) what is the current 
perception of the severity of the messaging issue among JMU students? (RQ5) are people aware 
of Bud Light’s messaging issue response? (RQ6) if people were aware of the crisis responses, 
did they continue to buy Bud Light?  

From our study, the research reported the following information regarding JMU students 
over the age of 21: (1) JMU students have a medium to high awareness level of Bud Light’s 
messaging issue, (2) JMU students’ attitudes toward Bud Light shifted negatively post-
messaging issue, (3) JMU students currently view Bud Light more negatively than positively 
after the messaging issue, (4) the current level of perception of severity among JMU students 
was low to neutral, (5) JMU students have a medium awareness of the messaging issue response, 
(6) JMU students will continue to buy Bud Light even though they are aware of the messaging 
issue, which delineates that Bud Light may not need to target its CSR toward college students as 
much. (7) Female JMU students perceived the Bud Light messaging issue as more severe than 
male JMU students, which means that Bud Light should direct its CSR efforts toward women. 
(8) There is a negative relationship between brand loyalty and perception of severity of Bud 
Light’s messaging issue, (9) there is a positive relationship between perception of severity of 
Bud Light’s messaging and anger, (10) there is a negative relationship between brand loyalty and 
anger, (11) there is a negative relationship between anger at the message and intent to purchase 
Bud Light, which demonstrates that the angrier customers are at the message, the less likely they 
are to purchase Bud Light. (12) There is a positive relationship between brand loyalty and intent 
to purchase.  

There are some limitations to this research. This study chose one topic, a messaging 
issue, to represent gather information about the attitudes, perceptions and opinions of Bud 
Light’s messaging issue that was a part of its “Up For Whatever” campaign. The sample was 
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limited to JMU college students. There was a filtering question at the beginning of the 
questionnaire that caused 227 respondents (out of a total of 283) to be filtered out of the 
questionnaire before completing the main questions. This caused the sample number to be 
extremely low - 56 respondents. This also led researchers to include several outlier-responses in 
efforts to maintain the highest-possible sample size. Future questionnaires should consider if a 
filter-question is necessary or valuable. Additionally, the questionnaire used has limited validity 
as the researchers created the questions in the questionnaire. The questions have face validity as 
they were revised by an expert in the field. Topics other than the message should be examined 
with a broader range of consumers. For advancing the generalization of study findings, research 
using a survey method to test customers’ reaction toward real companies and their messaging 
issues will be necessary.  

Despite the drawbacks, this study has important theoretical and practical implications. 
The results of this study suggest a variety of significant discoveries. The most significant 
discoveries were (1) the more severe someone perceived the message, the angrier they were 
towards Bud Light, (2) the angrier someone is about the message, the less likely they are to 
support Bud Light, and (3) people who are already loyal to Bud Light are more likely to purchase 
Bud Light.  

According to the research, the greater the perceived severity of the issue, the angrier 
people got. The researchers were expecting this outcome, and the data received from the survey 
confirmed their suspicions. So, if someone didn’t think the message was that big of a deal, they 
were also less likely to get upset.  This shows that when a company has some sort of issue, it will 
only affect them negatively if their consumers perceive it as severe.  

Another very significant finding was that people who angry about the message were less 
likely to support Bud Light. Researches also expected this result. This finding makes sense 
according to cognitive dissonance theory, which states that people want to make their actions and 
thoughts line up, in order to avoid emotional distress. So by not buying Bud Light if they were 
angry about the message, people were making their actions match up with their conscience.  

Research also found a significant relationship between brand loyalty and intent to 
purchase. Researchers also expected this result. If someone is loyal to specific brand, it makes 
sense that their intent to purchase would be extremely high. This could suggest that customers 
who specifically purchase Bud Light instead of other beers are more likely to continue 
supporting Bud Light through an issue.  

Overall, the research shows that unless people perceive the issue as severe, the company 
will not receive negative backlash. This is based on the following findings in the survey: (1) the 
more severe someone perceived the message, the angrier they were towards Bud Light, (2) the 
angrier someone is about the message, the less likely they are to support Bud Light, and (3) 
people who are already loyal to Bud Light are more likely to purchase Bud Light. All of the 
findings in the study supported what the researchers were expecting to find.  

As for practical implications, business managers will find these study findings useful in 
that it needs to make sure all customers are always aware of how Bud Light responds to issues. 
This will ensure they have an accurate perception of how severe the messaging issue was, 
therefore, influencing customers’ level of anger. Bud Light managers should focus on being 
transparent in all steps along the way, whether there is an issue or not. This transparency will 
also increase general awareness of what Bud Light is up to.  

Additionally, research showed that females viewed Bud Light’s messaging issue as more 
severe. The higher the perception of severity, the angrier customers were with Bud Light. In turn, 
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the angrier a customer was with Bud Light’s messaging, the less likely they were to buy the 
product. With this information, managers should create messaging targeted at females to repair 
its relationship and reputation with customers, ideally leading to a stronger intent to purchase. 
This should be specific messaging that emphasizes the value Bud Light places on its female 
customers. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A 

Bud Light and Anheuser-Busch Social Media Statistics (as of 9/18/16) 
 
 
 Followers Following Posts 

Twitter (Bud Light) 159,000 128 16,000 

Facebook (Bud Light) 44,975 N/A N/A 

Instagram (Bud Light) 145,000 11 242 

Twitter (Anheuser-Busch) 32,900 181 2,009 
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Final Questionnaire  
 
URL: http://jmu.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_6Mdp5pUBbof6G3z 
 
Bud Light - Final Questionnaire 
1.   How well are you aware of Bud Light’s “Up For Whatever” Campaign? 
Completely Unaware |------------|------------|------------|------------|------------| Completely Aware  
 
Are you aware of the Bud Light message on several of its beer cans: “The perfect beer for 
removing ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night?”  
Completely Unaware |------------|------------|------------|------------|------------| Completely Aware 
 
Are you aware of how Bud Light responded to this message? 
Completely Unaware |------------|------------|------------|------------|------------| Completely Aware 
 
*If anyone answers that they are completely unaware, they will be dropped out of the 
questionnaire* 
2.  Before this incident, to me Bud Light was: 
Unfavorable (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Favorable 
Bad (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Good 
Unpleasant (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Pleasant 
 
3.   Please respond to how much you agree with the following statements. Please check the 
following questions, on a scale from 1-5: 
I intend to keep purchasing Bud Light. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
I am committed to Bud Light. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
I would be willing to pay a higher price for Bud Light over other brands. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
I will be loyal to Bud Light. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
  
4.  After this incident, to me Bud Light is: 
Unfavorable (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Favorable 
Bad (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Good 
Unpleasant (1)----(2)----(3)----(4)----(5) Pleasant 
 
5.   Please respond to how much you agree with the following statements. Please check the 
following questions, on a scale from 1-5:  
Bud Light message on several of its beer cans: “The perfect beer for removing ‘no’ from your 
vocabulary for the night.”  
This message was a critical incident. 
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1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
This message was a serious incident. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
This message was a severe incident. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
6.   Please respond to how much you agree with the following statements. Please check the 
following questions, on a scale from 1-5:  
Bud Light message on several of its beer cans: “The perfect beer for removing ‘no’ from your 
vocabulary for the night.”  
This message offended me. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
This message annoyed me. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
This message made me angry. 
1.   Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 
 
7.   Let us assume that you have four beer options to choose from, and there would be no 
practical obstacles to buying (like money or availability). 
 How likely is it that you would buy Bud Light next time you bring beer home without 
considering any special use for it? 
1.   Very Unlikely (2) Unlikely (3) Neutral (4) Likely (5) Very Likely 
  
How likely is it that you would buy Bud Light for yourself? 
1.   Very Unlikely (2) Unlikely (3) Neutral (4) Likely (5) Very Likely 
  
How likely is it that you would buy Bud Light for important guests? 
1.   Very Unlikely (2) Unlikely (3) Neutral (4) Likely (5) Very Likely 
  
8.   Your sex: Male ______ Female ______ 
  
9.   Age: ________ 
 
10.  Ethnicity: 
a. Caucasian 
b. African American 
c.  Asian 
d. Hispanic 
e. Other 
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IRB Form & Informed Consent 
	

James	Madison	University	
Human	Research	Review	Request	

 FOR IRB USE ONLY:  
Exempt:  Protocol Number:  1st Review: 

     

 Reviewer: 

                    

 
Expedited:  IRB: 

               

 2nd Review: 

     

 Reviewer: 

                    

 
Full Board:   Received: 

          

 3rd Review: 

     

  
 

Project Title:  Bud Light Questionnaire 

Project Dates: From:  11/11/16

  

 To:  11/10/17 
(Not to exceed 1 year minus 1 day) MM/DD/YY MM/DD/YY    

 

Responsible 
Researcher(s): PeytonJohnson, Alison Gips, Meggie Roche 

E-mail Address: Johns2pn@dukes.jmu.edu, gipsar@dukes.jmu.edu, 
rochemj@dukes.jmu.edu   

Telephone: 703-946-3339, 914-522-1773, 540-604-4357 
Department:  School of Communications Studies 
Address (MSC):  2106 

Please Select:   Faculty  Undergraduate Students 
 Administrator/Staff Member  

(if Applicable):    Johns2pn@dukes.jmu.edu 

Research Advisor: Yeonsoo Kim  
E-mail Address: Kim28yx@jmu.edu  
Telephone: 540-568-2396  
Department:  School of Communications Studies   Undergraduate Student 
Address (MSC): 2106  Graduate Student 
 

Minimum # of 
Participants:  100 
Maximum # of 
Participants:  300 
 

Funding:  External Funding:  Yes:  No:  If yes, Sponsor: 

     

 
 Internal Funding:  Yes:  No:   If yes, Sponsor: 

     

 
 Independently: Yes:  No:    
Incentives: Will monetary incentives be offered? Yes:  No:   
 If yes: How much per recipient? 

     

 In what form? 

     

 
Must follow JMU Financial 
Policy:  http://www.jmu.edu/financemanual/procedures/4205.shtml#.394IRBApprovedResearchSubjects 
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Institutional Biosafety 
Committee 
Review/Approval: 

Use	of	recombinant	DNA	and	synthetic	nucleic	acid	molecule	
research:			

	Yes			 	No		
If	“Yes,”	approval	received:		 	Yes			 	No		 	Pending	
IBC	Protocol	Number(s):	

					

	
Biosafety	Level(s):	

					

 
 

Will research be 
conducted outside of the 
United States?  

	Yes			 	No		
If	“Yes,”	please	complete	and	submit	the	International	Research	
Form	along	with	this	review	application:	
http://www.jmu.edu/researchintegrity/irb/forms/irbinternationalresearch.docx.	

 

Certain vulnerable 
populations are afforded 
additional protections 
under the federal 
regulations. Do human 
participants who are 
involved in the proposed 
study include any of the 
following special 
populations? 

	Minors				
	Pregnant	women	(Do	not	check	unless	you	are	specifically	

recruiting)	
	Prisoners				
	Fetuses	
	My	research	does	not	involve	any	of	these	populations	

Some populations may be 
vulnerable to coercion or 
undue influence. Does 
your research involve any 
of the following 
populations? 

	Elderly	
	Diminished	capacity/Impaired	decision-making	ability	
	Economically	disadvantaged	
	Other	protected	or	potentially	vulnerable	population	(e.g.	

homeless,	HIV-positive	participants,	terminally	or	seriously	ill,	etc.)		
	My	research	does	not	involve	any	of	these	populations	

Investigator:  Please respond to the questions below.  The IRB will utilize your responses to evaluate your 
protocol submission. 
  
  1.  YES  NO Does the James Madison University Institutional Review Board define the project as 

research?  
The James Madison University IRB defines "research" as a "systematic investigation designed to develop or contribute to generalizable 
knowledge.”  All research involving human participants conducted by James Madison University faculty and staff and students is subject to 
IRB review.   
 

 2.  YES  NO Are the human participants in your study living individuals? 
“Individuals whose physiologic or behavioral characteristics and responses are the object of study in a research project. Under the federal 
regulations, human subjects are defined as: living individual(s) about whom an investigator conducting research obtains:  
(1) data through intervention or interaction with the individual; or (2) identifiable private information.”    

 
3.  YES  NO Will you obtain data through intervention or interaction with these individuals?  

“Intervention” includes both physical procedures by which data are gathered (e.g., measurement of heart rate or venipuncture) and 
manipulations of the participant or the participant's environment that are performed for research purposes.  “Interaction” includes 
communication or interpersonal contact between the investigator and participant (e.g., surveying or interviewing). 

 
  4.  YES  NO Will you obtain identifiable private information about these individuals?  
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"Private information" includes information about behavior that occurs in a context in which an individual can reasonably expect that no 
observation or recording is taking place, or information provided for specific purposes which the individual can reasonably expect will not be 
made public (e.g., a medical record or student record).  "Identifiable" means that the identity of the participant may be ascertained by the 
investigator or associated with the information (e.g., by name, code number, pattern of answers, etc.). 
        

  5.  YES  NO  Does the study present more than minimal risk to the participants?  

"Minimal risk" means that the risks of harm or discomfort anticipated in the proposed research are not greater, considering probability and 
magnitude, than those ordinarily encountered in daily life or during performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests.  
Note that the concept of risk goes beyond physical risk and includes psychological, emotional, or behavioral risk as well as risks to 
employability, economic well being, social standing, and risks of civil and criminal liability.   

 

CERTIFICATIONS: 

For James Madison University to obtain a Federal Wide Assurance (FWA) with the Office of Human Research Protection (OHRP), U.S. 
Department of Health & Human Services, all research staff working with human participants must sign this form and receive training in 
ethical guidelines and regulations.  "Research staff" is defined as persons who have direct and substantive involvement in proposing, 
performing, reviewing, or reporting research and includes students fulfilling these roles as well as their faculty advisors.  The Office of 
Research Integrity maintains a roster of all researchers who have completed training within the past three years.  
 

Test module at ORI website http://www.jmu.edu/researchintegrity/irb/irbtraining.shtml 

Name of Researcher(s) and Research Advisor Training Completion Date 

Yeonsoo Kim 9/20/14 

Meggie Roche 9/19/16 

Peyton Johnson  4/16/16 

Alison Gips 9/19/16 

For additional training interests, or to access a Spanish version, visit the National Institutes of Health Protecting Human Research Participants 
(PHRP) Course at: http://phrp.nihtraining.com/users/login.php.      
	
By	signing	below,	the	Responsible	Researcher(s),	and	the	Faculty	Advisor	(if	applicable),	certifies	that	he/she	is	familiar	with	the	ethical	
guidelines	and	regulations	regarding	the	protection	of	human	research	participants	from	research	risks.		In	addition,	he/she	agrees	to	abide	by	
all	sponsor	and	university	policies	and	procedures	in	conducting	the	research.		He/she	further	certifies	that	he/she	has	completed	training	
regarding	human	participant	research	ethics	within	the	last	three	years.	

____Peyton	Johnson_________________	 ____11/3/16___	
Principal	Investigator	Signature	 	 	 	 Date	
	

_____Meggie	Roche_____________________	___11/3/16_____	
Principal	Investigator	Signature	 	 	 	 Date	
	

______Alison	Gips______________________	 ____11/3/16_______	
Principal	Investigator	Signature	 	 	 	 Date	
	

______Yeonsoo	Kim___________________	 ____11/3/16______	
Faculty	Advisor	Signature	 	 	 	 Date	

	
Submit	an	electronic	version	(in	a	Word	document)	of	your	ENTIRE	protocol	to	researchintegrity@jmu.edu.		

Provide	a	SIGNED	hard	copy	of	the	Research	Review	Request	Form	to:		
Office	of	Research	Integrity,	MSC	5738,	601	University	Boulevard,	Blue	Ridge	Hall,	Third	Floor,	Room	#	342 	
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Purpose	and	Objectives	
Please	provide	a	lay	summary	of	the	study.	Include	the	purpose,	research	questions,	and	
hypotheses	to	be	evaluated.	(Limit	to	one	page)	

When	crafting	messages	for	campaigns,	a	company	needs	to	keep	its	audience	and	the	impact	a	particular	
message	will	have	on	its	audience	in	mind.	The	company	must	decide	what	is	appropriate	for	its	audience	and	
what	is	not.	Prior	research	has	found	that	there	is	a	positive	relationship	between	negatively-perceived	messages	
from	a	company	and	customer	attitudes.	Thus,	the	purpose	of	the	research	study	is	to	asses	JMU	undergraduate	
students’	opinions	on	the	Bud	Light	messaging	issue.	Some	samples	of	our	research	questions	are:	“What is the 
level of awareness of Bud Light’s messaging issue among JMU students?;” “How have JMU student’s attitudes 
changed about Bud Light post-messaging issue?” Some samples of our hypotheses include: “Female students will 
perceive the issue as more severe than male students;” “There is a positive relationship between perception of 
severity and anger.” 
Procedures/Research	Design/Methodology/Timeframe	

Describe	your	participants.	From	where	and	how	will	potential	participants	be	identified	
(e.g.	class	list,	JMU	bulk	email	request,	etc.)?	
	 Our	participants	will	be	all	JMU	undergraduate	students.	They	will	be	pulled	from	the	
SCOM	research	pool	through	the	SONA	system		and	they	will	be	identified	through	a	JMU	
bulk	email	request.	All	participants	will	be	at	least	18	years	of	age. 
	 	
How	will	subjects	be	recruited	once	they	are	identified	(e.g.,	mail,	phone,	classroom	
presentation)?	Include	copies	of	recruitment	letters,	flyers,	or	advertisements.	
The	data	will	be	collected	using	Qualtrics,	a	secure,	online	survey	system	that	electronically	
administers	surveys	to	participants.	The	researcher	will	let	the	SONA	system	advisor	know	
when	the	study	is	approved	so	he/she	can	post	the	study	link	on	the	SONA	system	and	
through	bulk	email.		Once	students	are	interested	in	the	study	and	click	the	invitation	link,	
the	students	will	be	asked	to	read	the	posted	informed	consent.	When	they	agree	to	
participate	in	the	survey,	they	will	click	to	continue	to	fill	out	the	questionnaire. 
	
Describe	the	design	and	methodology,	including	all	statistics,	IN	DETAIL.		What	exactly	will	
be	done	to	the	subjects?	If	applicable,	please	describe	what	will	happen	if	a	subject	declines	
to	be	audio	or	video-taped.			
When	participants	agree	to	participate	in	the	online	experiment,	they	will	click	to	continue	to	the	online	
questionnaire.	Participants	will	then	be	asked	to	answer	questions	about	attitude,	awareness,	loyalty,	anger,	
severity,	and	intent	to	purchase	regarding	the	company	and	its	messaging	incident,	plus	demographic	
information.	It	will	take	about	15	minutes	to	complete	the	survey.	Data	will	be	analyzed	with	SPSS.	 
	
Emphasize	possible	risks	and	protection	of	subjects.		
There	are	no	known	risks	anticipated	(that	is,	no	risks	beyond	the	risks	associated	with	
everyday	life).	 
	
What	are	the	potential	benefits	to	participation	and	the	research	as	a	whole?	
No	direct	benefits	or	monetary	benefits	are	anticipated.	A	potential	benefit	to	the	area	of	
research	as	a	whole	is	gaining	a	better	understanding	for	communication	practices	at	a	
corporate	level.	 
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Where	will	research	be	conducted?	(Be	specific;	if	research	is	being	conducted	off	of	JMU’s	
campus	a	site	letter	of	permission	will	be	needed)		
This	research	will	be	conducted	online	via	the	Qualtrics	system. 
	
Will	deception	be	used?	If	yes,	provide	the	rationale	for	the	deception.	Also,	please	provide	
an	explanation	of	how	you	plan	to	debrief	the	subjects	regarding	the	deception	at	the	end	
of	the	study.	
	
Deception	will	not	be	used. 
What	is	the	time	frame	of	the	study?	(List	the	dates	you	plan	on	collecting	data.	This	cannot	
be	more	than	a	year,	and	you	cannot	start	conducting	research	until	you	get	IRB	approval)	
11/11/16	-	11/10/17 

	
How	will	data	be	analyzed?		
Data	will	be	analyzed	via	SPSS	running	various	statistical	tests.	Data	will	be	stored	in	a	
locked	file	on	my	computer	for	two	years.	After	two	years,	all	the	data	will	be	destroyed.	 
	
How	will	you	capture	or	create	data?	Physical	(ex:	paper	or	tape	recording)?	Electronic	(ex:	
computer,	mobile	device,	digital	recording)?	
The	data	will	be	created	and	captured	electronically	on	a	computer.	 

	
Do	you	anticipate	transferring	your	data	from	a	physical/analog	format	to	a	digital	format?	
If	so,	how?	(e.g.	paper	that	is	scanned,	data	inputted	into	the	computer	from	paper,	digital	
photos	of	physical/analog	data,	digitizing	audio	or	video	recording?)	
No,	our	data	will	already	be	in	a	digital	format. 
	
How	and	where	will	data	be	secured/stored?	(e.g.	a	single	computer	or	laptop;	across	
multiple	computers;	or	computing	devices	of	JMU	faculty,	staff	or	students;	across	multiple	
computers	both	at	JMU	and	outside	of	JMU?)		If	subjects	are	being	audio	and/or	video-
taped,	file	encryption	is	highly	recommended.	If	signed	consent	forms	will	be	obtained,	
please	describe	how	these	forms	will	be	stored	separately	and	securely	from	study	data.	
Data	will	be	stored	on	a	locked	file	that	requires	a	password	on	Yeonsoo	Kim’s	office	
computer.	Qualtrics	requires	a	password	to	access	the	survey	and	data	as	well.	I	will	be	the	
only	one	with	access	to	the	data.	 

	
Who	will	have	access	to	data?	(e.g.	just	me;	me	and	other	JMU	researchers	(faculty,	staff,	or	
students);	or	me	and	other	non-JMU	researchers?)	
Just	us	(Alison,	Meggie	and	Peyton)	and	our	faculty	research	advisor,	Yeonsoo	Kim.	The	data	
will	remain	in	a	secure,	locked	online	location.	 
	
If	others	will	have	access	to	data,	how	will	data	be	securely	shared?	
Others	will	not	have	access	to	the	data.	Data	will	be	shared	online	between	the	researchers	
and	advisor.	 
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Will	you	keep	data	after	the	project	ends?	(i.e.	yes,	all	data;	yes,	but	only	de-identified	data;	
or	no)	If	data	is	being	destroyed,	when	will	it	be	destroyed,	and	how?	Who	will	destroy	the	
data?	
No,	it	will	be	deleted.	Yeonsoo	Kim	will	delete	the	data.	 
	

Reporting	Procedures	
Who	is	the	audience	to	be	reached	in	the	report	of	the	study?	
The	main	audience	will	be	all	JMU	Undergraduate	Students,	including	those	outside	of	our	
(Peyton,	Meggie,	Alison)	class.	 

	
How	will	you	present	the	results	of	the	research?	(If	submitting	as	exempt,	research	cannot	
be	published	or	publicly	presented	outside	of	the	classroom.	Also,	the	researcher	cannot	
collect	any	identifiable	information	from	the	subjects	to	qualify	as	exempt.)	
We	will	be	presenting	our	results	to	our	class	and	including	them	in	our	campaign	analysis	
report.		  
	
How	will	feedback	be	provided	to	subjects?	
If	subjects	are	interested	in	the	results	of	the	study,	they	are	free	to	email	the	researchers	
and	the	researchers	can	send	a	copy	of	the	paper	to	those	who	are	interested.	

Experience	of	the	Researcher	(and	advisor,	if	student):	
Please	provide	a	paragraph	describing	the	prior	relevant	experience	of	the	researcher,	

advisor	(if	applicable),	and/or	consultants.	 If	you	are	a	student	researcher,	please	state	if	this	
is	your	first	study.		Also,	please	confirm	that	your	research	advisor	will	be	guiding	you	through	
this	study.		
This	is	each	researchers’	(Alison,	Peyton,	Meggie)	first	study,	so	our	research	advisor	will	be	
guiding	us	through	this	study.	Our	research	advisor	has	actively	produced	scholarly	works	(IRB-
approved	research	projects)	since	2007.	Her	scholarly	works	have	been	published	in	top	
communications	journals,	including	the	Journal	of	Public	Relations	Research,	Public	Relations	
Reviews,	Journal	of	Business	Ethics	and	Journalism	Studies.	She	has	also	presented	28	
conference	papers	over	the	past	few	years.	Of	these,	six	earned	best	paper	awards,	including	
best	paper	awards	from	the	International	Communication	Association	and	the	Association	for	
Education	in	Journalism	and	Mass	Communication.	Her	research	interests	include	corporate	
social	responsibility,	reputation	management,	strategic	communications	from	a	public	relations	
perspective,	and	health	promotion	campaigns.		  

Consent to Participate in Research 

Identification of Investigators & Purpose of Study  
You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Meggie Roche, Peyton 
Johnson, and Alison Gips from James Madison University.  The purpose of this study is to asses 
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JMU undergraduate students’ opinions on the Bud Light messaging issue. This study will 
contribute to the researchers’ completion of their classroom project. 

Research Procedures 

Should you decide to participate in this research study, you	will	sign	a	cover	letter. once all your 
questions have been answered to your satisfaction.  This study consists of a survey that will be 
administered to individual participants in Harrisonburg, VA. You will be asked to provide 
answers to a series of questions related to Bud Light’s “Up For Whatever” Campaign.  

Time Required 

Participation in this study should take no longer than 15 minutes. 

Risks 

The investigator does not perceive more than minimal risks from your involvement in this study 
(that is, no risks beyond the risks associated with everyday life). 
 

Benefits 
No direct compensations are anticipated. No monetary compensation will be given on behalf of 
the researcher for participating in this study. No direct benefits are anticipated.  Potential benefits 
from this study include giving insight into how a company’s messaging issue has an effect on a 
customer’s attitudes.    
 
Confidentiality 
Only the main researchers and the research advisor will have access to this information. While 
individual responses are anonymously obtained and recorded online through the Qualtrics 
software, data is kept in the strictest confidence.  No identifiable information will be collected 
from the participant and no identifiable responses will be presented in the final form of this 
study. All data will be stored in a secure location accessible only to the researcher for two years. 
After two years, all information will be destroyed. 
 
Participation & Withdrawal 
Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are free to choose not to participate. Should you 
choose to participate, you can withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. However, 
once your responses have been submitted and anonymously recorded you will not be able to 
withdraw from the study. 
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Questions about the Study 

If you have questions or concerns during the time of your participation in this study, or after its 
completion or you would like to receive a copy of the final aggregate results of this study, please 
contact: 

Peyton Johnson                                      
Student of the School of Communication Studies                                                  
James Madison University                            
johns2pn@dukes.jmu.edu       
 
Alison Gips 
Student of the School of Communication Studies                                                  
James Madison University                            
gipsar@dukes.jmu.edu       
 
Meggie Roche                                    
Student of the School of Communication Studies                                                  
James Madison University                            
rochemj@dukes.jmu.edu       
 
Yeonsoo Kim, Ph.D. 
School of Communication Studies 
James Madison University  
Kim28yx@jmu.edu 
(540) 568-6228 
 
Questions about Your Rights as a Research Subject 
Dr. David Cockley 
Chair, Institutional Review Board 
James Madison University 
(540) 568-2834 
cocklede@jmu.edu 
 
Giving of Consent 
I have read this consent form and I understand what is being requested of me as a participant in 
this study.  I freely consent to participate.  I have been given satisfactory answers to my 
questions.  The investigator provided me with a copy of this form.  I certify that I am at least 18 
years of age. 
  

______________________________________ ______________ 
Name of Researcher (Signed)                                Date  
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Focus Group Proposal 
 
Background  

In April 2015, Bud Light was involved in a messaging issue on one of its beer cans 
during its “Up For Whatever” campaign. The said-message, which stated, “the perfect beer for 
removing ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night,” led to immediate online backlash for 
promoting the controversial topic of rape culture (Hughes, 2015). While the “Up For Whatever” 
campaign was designed to inspire consumers to be brave and take risks, this message caused 
several segments of the public to rethink their commitment to the beer brand.  
 
Objectives 

The objective of this focus group is to determine the level of James Madison University 
(JMU) students’ awareness and attitudes of the Bud Light messaging incident, and the 
communication channels used by Bud Light following the messaging issue. 
 
Methodology 

The research will be conducted through six traditional focus groups. Three of the focus 
groups will be composed of JMU female undergraduate students who consume alcohol that are 
21 years old or older (drinking age). The other three focus groups will be composed of JMU 
male undergraduate students who consume alcohol that are 21 years old or older (drinking age). 
There will be at least 10 students per focus group, meaning we will have a minimum of 60 
participants total. This will give us a good representation of the thoughts about Bud Light’s 
messaging issue among JMU students. The two group segmentations (males vs. females) will 
allow researchers to understand if there are differences between how males view the Bud Light 
messaging issue and how females view the Bud Light messaging issue.  
 
Logistics 

The focus group will take place in the afternoon in mid-November in Madison Union 
room 404. Holding the focus group in a commonly-known location at JMU will make 
participants more comfortable because they will have a certain level of expectation when 
choosing to participate. Participants will be reached through a JMU bulk email and flyers posted 
around campus. As an incentive to participate, students will be offered a JMU dining hall 
voucher worth one punch. The focus group will be staffed by a moderator, audio recorder and 
note taker to keep track of everything that occurs during the sessions and ensure no information 
is missed.  
 
Discussion Guide 
Introductory statement: 

Good afternoon, and welcome to our session. Thank you for taking the time to join our 
discussion of Bud Light’s messaging incident. Our discussion will examine your awareness and 
attitudes of Bud Light’s messaging incident, and the communication channels Bud Light used 
following the incident. My name is Peyton Johnson; I’m a communication studies and Spanish 
student at James Madison University. Assisting me is our note taker.  
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We want to hear how you as college students see Bud Light’s messaging incident. You 
chose to participate through responding to either a JMU bulk email or a flyer posted on campus. 
We will be conducting several other focus groups with JMU students, so it’s important we hear 
from you and other JMU students on your levels of awareness of the Bud Light messaging 
incident.  

Today, we’ll be discussing your levels of awareness of Bud Light’s messaging incident, 
your attitudes towards the incident and the communication channels used by Bud Light 
following the incident. There are no right or wrong answers, just possible differing points of 
view. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it differs from what others have said. 
Keep in mind that we’re just as interested in negative comments as positive comments, and at 
times the negative comments are the most helpful.  

Before we begin, let me suggest some things that will make our discussion more 
productive. Please speak up—only one person should talk at a time. We’re tape recording the 
session because we don’t want to miss any of your comments.  

We’ll be on a first-name basis, and in our later reports there will not be any names 
attached to the comments. You will be asked questions related to Bud Light. This focus group 
should take no longer than two hours. There are no anticipated risks, and you will be rewarded a 
dining hall voucher for your participation. You may be assured of confidentiality. If you do not 
want to participate and/or don’t agree with what has been stated, you may leave now. If you have 
questions about the study, please contact me afterwards.  

My role here is to ask questions and listen. I won’t be participating in the conversation, 
but I want you to feel free to talk to one another. I’ll be asking you about 10 questions, and I’ll 
be moving the discussions from question to question. There is a tendency in these discussions for 
some people to talk a lot and some people not to say much. But it is important for us to hear from 
each of you this afternoon because you have different experiences. So if one of you is saying a 
lot, I may ask you to let others talk. And if you aren’t saying much, I may ask for your opinion. 
Opening: 
We’ve placed name cards to help in remembering names. Let’s begin by finding out more about 
each of you by going around the group. ___________, let’s start with you: tell us something 
about yourself that is not school-related, something that gives us an idea of who you really are.  
Introduction:  
How do you like Bud Light? 
 PROBE: 
 What do you like about Bud Light? 
 What’s your favorite thing about Bud Light? 
Key: 
What do you know about Bud Light campaigns? 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Is there a specific campaign that stands out to you? 
What/why? 

Transition: 
 
Now, I’d like you to think back to the messaging from Bud Light’s 2015 “Up For Whatever” 
campaign. During this campaign, Bud Light released a beer can that had “the perfect beer for 
removing ‘no’ from your vocabulary for the night” labeled on the front. 
Key: 
What do you know about this case? 



 39 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Let me ask you, how did you hear about the message? 
How well are you aware of the message? What, specifically, do you remember?  

Key:  
How did the Bud Light message make you feel when you first saw/heard it? 
 LOOK FOR: 
 Elements that deal with anger 
 Elements that deal with surprise/shock 
 Elements that deal with confusion  

PROBE each participant to focus on how the message initially made them 
Ensure most participants speak  
FOLLOW-UP QUESTION: Those are all valuable feelings and attitudes. Let me ask 
you, why did the message make you feel that way? 

Key: 
How does the Bud Light message make you feel now? 
 LOOK FOR: 
 Elements that show change in feelings 
 Elements that show no change in feelings 

Elements that deal with anger 
 Elements that deal with confusion  
 PROBE each participant to focus on how the message currently makes them feel 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION: Those are also very valuable feelings. Why do you think 
the message currently makes you feel this way? 

Key: 
What are your purchasing habits for Bud Light products? 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Why do/don’t you purchase  Bud Light? When do you 
buy Bud Light the most often? 

Key: 
Did the message impact your attitudes towards Bud Light? 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Why did/didn’t the message impact your attitudes 
towards Bud Light? How did/didn’t it impact your attitudes towards Bud Light? 

Key:  
Are you aware of how Bud Light addressed the message? 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: What channels did Bud Light use? Do you know what 
they said on those channels? Who was the main person speaking on behalf of the 
company?  

Transition:  
Those are all great responses. Let me ask you, why do you think Bud Light chose to use those 
channels? 
Key: 
What are your feelings towards Bud Light’s response to the message? 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Why did you feel that way about the responses? 
Key:  
We would like to know how Bud Light could have avoided a message like this.  

PROBE: 
What would help the company avoid this in the future? 

Key: 
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What could be done to make you feel better about Bud Light? 
 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: Why would this be valuable to you? 
Key: 
What should Bud Light do to appeal to female customers? 
 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: How should they do that? Why? 
Ending:  
Of all things we discussed regarding the Bud Light message, which one is the most important to 
you? 
Summary:  
The note taker will summarize the key points made in our discussion. (Begin with findings, what 
was said, follow that with what was not said.) Is this summary complete? Does it sound OK to 
you? 
Final Question:  
Is there anything that we should have talked about but didn’t? This is one of a serious of groups 
that we are doing. Do you have any advice on how we can improve? 
 
Conclusion 

Bud Light didn’t lose customers from this because it seemed miniscule in the grand 
scheme of things. If Bud Light continues to have messages like this though, it will lose 
customers. People were angry but understand that mistakes happen. The need for this specific 
research project is that people were aware of the message and aware of how Bud Light handled 
the issue. Bud Light must address these issues in the best way possible and avoid future 
messaging problems in order to keep its customers/supporters. 
 
 


