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The Importance of Trade Promotion Versus Advertising

in the Consumer Packaged Goods industry*

Joo Hwan Seo**

This study investigates the effects of marketing expenditures on firm performance in the very active and competitive

consumer packaged goods industry. Even though the marketing expenditures run into billions of dollars annually, the

practices themselves are very debatable. Currently, empirical literature in this field is limited because direct data is not

available to the public. This research advances the literature in important ways. Not only has it used the actual dollar value of

marketing expenditures, but also it has divided the marketing spending into two categories, trade promotions as push strategy

and advertising as pull strategy. This study also employs the quantile regression method, which is suitable in analyzing the

heterogeneity in the consumer packaged goods industry. The results show that marketing expenditures, such as trade

promotions and advertising, are positively related to net sales in the consumer packaged goods industry.

Keywords: Consumer Packaged Goods, Advertising, Trade Promotion, Emerging Issues Task Force(EITF), Quantile

Regression

L. Introduction

Trade promotions, directed to channel partners in
the distribution routes, are an increasingly important
and costly part of a company’s marketing strategy.
They are used to boost channel members for
manufacturers by giving incentives to either keep or
increase distribution partners. This is effective to
increase benefits among channel members (Kasulis et
al. 1999). In spite of the debated debate surrounding
Trade Promotions (TPs), the expenditure for
Consumer Packaged Good (CPG) manufacturers
amounts to about 60% of their total marketing budget
compared to 25% in the 1980s (Gémez and Rao 2009;

* This work was supported by the Dong-A University research fund.

Yuan, Gémez, and Rao, 2013). Currently, the market
power in the CPG industry is fast shifting from
manufacturers to retailers because of database
marketing and Asymmetric information (Bone,
France, & Riley 2006; Sudhir and Rao 2006).
Retailers enjoy the substantial market power and have
become proactive in shaping the trade promotion
environment. There are many different types of trade
promotions such as slotting allowances, scan-back,
bill-backs, free goods, off-invoices, and so on
(Blatteberg and Briesch 2012, Seo 2016).

Trade promotions as sales incentives are initiated
by manufacturers for resellers. Trade Promotions are

an important factor in channel relationship between

** First Author and Corresponding Author, Assistant Professor of Marketing, Dong-A University(joohwans@dau.ac.kr)
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manufacturers and retailers. Even though trade
promotions may increase the wholesale price, trade
promotions are demanded or expected by retailers to
support their own marketing and sales promotions
tactics (Blatteberg and Briesch 2012; Goémez, Rao
and McLaughlin 2007; Nijs et al. 2010; Yuan, Gémez
and Rao 2013). For example, slotting fees are a
prominent and controversial form of trade
promotions. Despite nearly two decades of regulatory
scrutiny, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) is not
able to take a public policy position on slotting fees. It
is to note that there is a dire overall lack of adequate
research on the issues related to trade promotions.
Research into the magnitude and considerations that
go into trade promotions is hampered by the
extraordinary secrecy on the part of both resellers and
manufacturers

cloaking these
arrangements (Achrol 2012; Sudhir and Rao 2006).

negotiated

Advertising, directed to consumers rather than
resellers, is also important for firms in the vital
marketing mix. Current literature has shown that firm
performance can be measured by firm profits, market
share, sales, stock returns, and so on (Currim, Lim
and Kim 2012; Osinga et al. 2011; Sridhar,
Narayanan, and Srinivasan 2014). Even though
controversy rages over the effects of advertising
expenditures on firm performance, it is one of an
essential parts of the marketing mix (Aaker and
Carman 1982; Sethuraman, Tellis, and Briesch 2011;
Tellis 2003). However, the impact of advertising on

firm performance is not always positive and little

consistency can be found. Some empirical studies
found there is no clear evidence regarding the effect
of advertising expenditures on firm performance, but
other studies found that advertising is effective and
has a positive impact on firm performance (Shah and
Akbar 2014; Currim, Lim and Kim 2012; Joshi and
Hanssens 2009; Sethuraman, Tellis, and Briesch
2011). The effect of advertising expenditure directly
impacts on firm performance.

In 2001,
Board(FASB) issued the new accounting regulation,
Emerging Issues Task Forces(EITF) 00-25, EITF

Financial Accounting Standards

00-09 and EITF 00-14D since accounting practices
used to distort sale revenues. As a result of the new
FASB rules, companies are now required to treat trade
promotions as a reduction in sales revenue. FASB
recommended the new rule, EITF 00-25, be
1998. The

resulting restatement of company financial offers an

implemented retroactively back to

opportunity to shed some light on the shadowy world
of trade promotions.

This study seeks to do just that. It draws on
marketing promotion theory about spillover, market
power and efficiency to derive a number of
hypotheses to predict some factors that are expected
to be related to trade promotions and advertising. I
used the security exchange commission (SEC) to
identify companies that reported restating their
financial statements from 2000 to 2001 in compliance
with EITF 00-25. Financial data for all these

companies is drawn from the SEC. In this study, I will

1) The purpose of the EITF is to help the FASB in improving financial reporting through the appropriate identification, conversation, and
solution of financial accounting issues within the FASB Classification (www.fasb.org).
EITF No. 01-09, “Accounting for Consideration Given by a Vendor to a Customer (Including a Reseller of the Vendor’s Products).

EITF No. 00-14, “Accounting for Certain Sales Incentives”

EITF No. 00-25, “Vendor Income Statement Characterization of Consideration Paid to a Reseller of the Vendor’s Products”


http://www.fasb.org
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first discuss the phenomenon and background. Next, I
will provide the research background and make a
research framework in the context of marketing
promotions. Finally, I will conclude the research

method, results, and implications.

II. Research Background

It is the common practice in distribution channels
today for resellers to receive various kinds of sales
incentives in the form of discounts, price reduction,
free goods and special payments. These payments
loom larger and larger in the marketing strategy and
budgets of consumer goods marketers (Achrol 2012;
Blattberg and Briesch 2012; Kauslis et al. 1999;
Yuan, Gémez and Rao 2013). Such trade promotions
grew steadily through the 1980s, and by 1991
accounted for half the total advertising and
promotions budget. Today in food, health, beauty and
cosmetics, and general consumer merchandise
categories, trade promotions are estimated to average
16.9% of gross sales. Also, trade promotion
expenditures in U.S. manufacturers have increased
around an 18% of their gross sales in 2010 compared
with about a 13% in 1998 (Cannondale Associates
2002; Yuan, Goémez and Rao 2013). This coupled
with increasing focus in retailing has given retailers
substantial market power and efficiency in their
exchange  relationships  with  manufacturers.
Currently, retailers have a more powerful position in
shaping the trade promotion environment (Blattberg
and Briesch 2012; Seo 2016). Trade promotions were

offered by manufacturers to retailers as sales

stimulants and as incentives to get better retailer

behind their brand and product (Seo 2016).

Trade promotions are demanded by retailers from
manufacturers and designed to support their own
sales promotion strategies, to help allocate and
manage shelf space, and as contributions to their
bottom lines. They have become such a significant
factor in the economics of distribution that many
retailers manage trade promotions (Blatteberg and
Briesch 2012).

Trade promotions can be divided into several
categories such as scan-back, bill-back, off-invoice,
and slotting allowances and each channel member
preference is different in trade promotions. More
specifically, manufacturers prefer scan-backs to
off-invoices, but retailers usually like to choose
off-invoices compared with scan-back (Seo 2016;
Yuan, Gomez and Rao 2013). For example, a
scan-back is when a manufacturer offers channel
members, retailers, a discount on units sold through
the point-of-sale register during a promotion rather
than on units bought by the retailer (Ailawadi et al.
2010; Seo 2016; Yuan, Gémez and Rao 2013). Also,
slotting fees are a prominent part of the trade
promotions and have generated much controversy and
heated debates. They emerged as one time, relatively
modest, up-front payments charged by retailers to
defray the costs and some of the risk in accepting new
consumer products into distribution (Achrol 2102;
Bloom, Gundlach and Cannon 2000; Blatteberg, and
Briesch 2012; Kauslis et al. 1999; Seo 2016; Sudhir
and Rao 2006). They have rapidly increased in
magnitude and frequency into annual, sometimes
monthly payments required to keep even successful
brands on the shelves. The issues are complicated.

Some firms have the brand power to avoid paying
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slotting fees, but nevertheless, they channel
significant trade promotion money to resellers in the
form of product development arrangements. Even as
regulators struggle to understand the economic role
and consequences of either slotting fees or other trade
promotions, new forms of channel management, such
as category captains, are adding new layers of
complexity to the problem. Thus, there is a whole
family of trade promotion practices out there. Some
of them appear and probably are more benign than
others, but all are potentially troublesome.

Even though some marketers of powerful
consumer brands resist paying slotting fees, they have
long practiced numerous types of trade promotion
programs such as scan-back, off-invoices, free goods
and bill-backs. Additionally, these companies have
put in place generous brand development allowances
for new products and cooperative advertising
programs. Thus, the review and analysis by the
accounting profession discussed below again can be
widely considered as trade promotion programs
(Blatteberg and Briesch 2012; Kauslis et al. 1999; Seo
2016).

Likewise, the accounting profession is focusing
on the special problems that trade promotions create
vis-?-vis financial disclosure. Trade promotions are
alternative ways of discounting the real price paid by
resellers, but if charged to marketing expenses, as was
the common practice, the effect is to inflate the
manufacturer’s sales revenue. Following the highly
publicized accounting scandals in the 1990s
involving artificially inflated sale revenues, the EIFT
of the FASB, instituted new rules, one of which being
EITF Issue No. 00-25, for when trade promotions

should be treated as a reduction in sales revenue

rather than a marketing cost. Basically, the rule
applies two principles to determine whether a
payment by a manufacturer to a reseller is a reduction
in price or a market expense. First, does the supplier
receive an identifiable quid-pro-quo for the payment
other than selling its products, and second, if it does,
can a clear market value be assessed for this service
provided. The rule is elaborated further in the
measurement section. The rule, which was to be
implemented retrospective effect to 1998, resulted in
the restatement of company financials and now
provides a unique opportunity to gain some gross
insight into trade promotion practices. After the
implementation of 00-25 trade promotion spending
moved from the cover of SGA to the cover of sales
revenue and again became invisible to the public
(Bone, France and Riley 2006).

M. Research Framework

3.1 Two Schools of Trade Promotions

The theories that have been advanced to explain
the prevalence of trade promotions, which represent
two schools of the market efficiency and market
power schools (Achrol 2012; Bloom, Gundlach, and
Cannon 2000; Bone, France and Riley 2006; Sudhir
and Rao 2006).

Generally, the efficiency school holds that trade
promotions are useful economic instruments (Achrol
2012; Bone, France, Riley 2006; Chu 1992; Sullivan
1997; Sudhir and Rao 2006). For example, more
specifically it is argued that slotting allowances in

trade promotions help to allocate the costs and risks of
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marketing new products more equitably between
manufacturers and resellers. In a market flooded with
a surplus of new products and facing an acute
shortage of shelf space, slotting fees act as a market
clearing mechanism, allocating scarce space to
potentially stronger products which can afford to pay
the most, and discouraging weaker or riskier products
from the market (Achrol 2012; Bloom, Gundlach, and
Cannon 2000 ; Desai 2000; Kelly 1991; Sullivan
1997). In a market environment in which information
about consumer behavior, market potential, and
related knowledge is highly impacted in favor of
manufacturers, trade promotions act as signaling
devices under asymmetric information telling
resellers which products are likely to deliver superior
performance (Chu 1992; Desai 2000; Kelly 1991).
Also, trade promotions gives manufacturers
bargaining power and manifestation of retail
concentration (Achrol 2012; Chu 1992; Seo 2016).
However, most research about TP is limited to the
data available. It is therefore difficult for researchers
to find or exam TPs in relation to reseller costs, risks,
new product pressure on shelf space and failure rates,
and thus does not appear to support the efficiency
school argument (Bloom, Gundlach, and Cannon
2000; Bone, France and Riley 2006; Rao and Mahi
2002; Sudhir and Rao 2006). In fact, most of the

efficiency theories can be subsumed within a market

power framework. For example, asymmetric
information gives power to the party with
informational advantages. Likewise, control of

market access and shelf spaces are sources of power.
In particular the evidence that slotting fees vary
greatly from

region to region and between

manufacturers suggest strongly that TP are but one

mechanism in the continuing saga of how channel
members use market power to adjust realign and
coordinate channel factions, risks and rewards within
the channel (Bloom, Gundlach, and Cannon 2000;
Chu 1992; Desai 2000; Kelly 1991).

Market power theories follow a number of lines
of argument, one of which is the conventional
argument that trade promotions are exclusionary in
nature and eventually lead to market imbalances and
higher prices. Some point to industry concentration as
the source of power to exclude competitors and
charge higher prices and bargaining power which
causes market imbalances and a redistribution of
profits in favor of the powerful. In contrast in
marketing channels theory, the argument is often
phrased in terms of power shift from manufacturers to
retailers (Achrol 2012; Bloom, Gundlach, and
Cannon 2000; Chu 1992; Desai 2000; Sudhir and
Rao 2006). This shift is driven by consumer shopping
behavior patterns and the growth of large retailer
chains. The argument is that the prevalence of trade
promotions is a reflection of this shift in channel
power.

There is some empirical evidence in the academic
literature that suggests the magnitude of TP fees are
related to the relative power of retailer over
manufacturer (Bone, France and Riley 2006; Rao and
Mahi 2002; Sudhir and Rao 2006). In this research, I
adopt the argument that TPs are essentially a
manifestation of channel power. The shift in channel
power reflects a shifting of value added away from
manufacturing toward marketing and the reseller
firms that are closer to the customer. A more educated
and affluent customer, more convenience-minded and

time poor, better protected from poor products by law
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and with better recourse for dissatisfactory purchase
decisions, is less and less interested in shopping as an
activity and even less inclined to shop around for
preferred brands. When their preferred brand is not
available, shoppers will switch brands rather than
switch stores. Even in the face of price promotions,
there is a relatively small segment of the market that
is likely to cross-shop (Huang, Hui, Inman, Suher
2013; Yim et al. 2014).2)

Customer’s shopping behavior is driven by the
store where they tend to shop for particular categories
of goods not necessarily by brand preferences.
Retailers are playing an increasingly important role in
product screening market definition for the customer.
Trade promotions may have more to do with
reallocating profits to match more closely where the
value is being added in marketing channels for
consumer goods (Achrol 2012; Yim et al. 2014).

The growth of retailer power due to the strategic
high ground they command is further accentuated by
increasing concentration in the retailing industry
(Messinger and Narasimhan 1995). It has made
retailers as powerful as the prominent brand
manufacturers used to be, and as argued by small
business advocates, significantly more powerful than
smaller manufacturers. But concentration and market
power notwithstanding, resellers need strong brands
supported by strong marketing programs to be
successful. Even though it is believed retailers are
unable to negotiate slotting fees from manufacturers
such as Proctor & Gamble, Kellogg and Kraft that
enjoy powerful brand images and strong customer
manufacturers

demand, these typically  offer

alternative inducements and rewards to retailers under
trade promotions. Proctor and Gamble refuses to pay
cash for typical slotting allowances for shelf space,
but it contributes brand development funds, paying
directly for in-store promotions or special price cuts
using different types of trade promotions. Other
manufacturers also consider their promotions and
need to rearrange their promotional mixes such as
advertising and trade promotions (Blatteberg and
Briesch 2012; Seo 2016).

Retailers also claim that they do not so much
demand trade promotions but that manufacturer
willingly pay trade promotions to beat out
competitors from preferred shelf-space and increase
market share (Achrol 2012; Desai, 2000; Sudhir and
Rao 2006). Consequently the effects of market power
on TPs is a complex interplay of the balance of power,
and some shifting of resources among alternative
promotional uses. Retailers probably prefer TPs
because the money is paid up-front and has the least
strings tied to it. Manufacturers can be expected to
prefer other forms of promotion which are tied to
specific  retailer obligations and marketing
quid-pro-quo, but if they have pay TPs, then they
compensate in other areas of the promotional mix
(Kasulis et al. 1999).

The effects of marketing resource allocation are
another important determinant of market power, but
also have a special implication for our independent
variables, i.e., trade promotions, and advertising
expenses. A basic argument is that companies have a

limited supply of resources that can be devoted to

marketing. If through the firm’s strategic choice or the

2) In this paper, I do not consider consumer shopping types either hedonic or utilitarian.
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negotiated terms of exchange, a firm allocates a large
proportion of their budget to trade promotion, then it
will have less available for advertising. Advertising
builds brand power and thus supplier power over
resellers. Conversely, resellers prefer trade promotion
money as it gives them more marketing flexibility and
is directed to their local markets. Powerful resellers
are likely to press for more promotional support even
if it means less brand advertising at the corporate

level.
3.2 Spillover Effect of Advertising

Advertising serves as an informative or
persuasive signal to consumers about the quality of
new products. Consumers and investors develop
brand equity through advertising and may perceive
the brand more favorably because of it (Grullon,
Kanatas, and Weston 2004; Srinivasan, Pauwels,
Silva-Risso, and Hanssens 2009). Manufacturers,
particularly those who have some consumer loyalty,
seek to directly communicate with consumers through
product advertising, and this, in turn, may cause a
spill over effect in the number of consumers. In
general, advertising has a direct effect on firm
performance.

Advertising can promote awareness of a product
vis-a-vis other competitors (Shaffer and Zettelmeyer
2004; Kamakura and Russell 1993), aim to build
consumer’s awareness of either a brand or product
(Srinivasan et al. 2009), and create intangible
market-based assets such as sales growth, and market
share (Joshi and Hanssen 2010; McAlister, Srinivasan

and Kim 2007). Through various marketing activities,

the advertising directly affects consumer preference

not only on the targeted brand or product but also on
other related brands or products due to the spillover
effects that stem from investors’ increased awareness.

Even though the direct effect of advertising on
revenues is uncertain, it generally leads individuals to
have a more favorable view of the brand and more
firm information through spillover effect (Grullon,
Kanatas, and Weston 2004; Joshi and Hanssens
2010).

IV. Research Design

4.1 Data

Prior to the hearings by the Emerging Issues Task
Force (EITF) of the FASB which resulted in its
issuing rule No. 00-25, the conventional accounting
practice was to treat all promotional expenses as a
cost of doing business. Rule 00-25, issued in 2001,
stated that certain kinds of promotional payments
paid by suppliers to retailers are presumed to be a
reduction in the price of goods sold to the retailer,
rather than a marketing expenditure. As such it shall
be treated in the manufacturer’s income statements as
a reduction in revenue. The new rule covers payments
such as trade and consumer promotions. The rule does
not include any consideration paid which is
contingent on the level of purchases and designed as
an incentive to move product. The nature and
meaning of these payments which are covered by
00-25 correspond closely with the concept of trade
promotions. Rule 00-25 went into effect in 2002 and
had a measure of retroactivity. It required that

companies restate their financial statements for the
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years 2001 and 2000. The retrospective restatement
offers a window of opportunity to shed some light on
the hitherto closely guarded nature of trade
promotions.

This study used search procedures and some
sources of company financial disclosures to create
and organize the dataset. First, I used the Security
Exchange Commission (SEC) to search all SEC filing
for all companies that disclosed “EITF 00-25,”

LR N3

“consideration fees,” “trade promotions,” “Slotting
fees,” “Cooperative advertising,” or “buydown” in
their recent 10-K annual reports. Also, I used Yahoo
finance, COMPUTSTAT, and CRSP (center for
research in security price). 1 investigated the
disclosed adjustment of 109 companies for 2-year
TPs. In the majority of cases, the dollar amount of
TPs was not disclosed. It is possible that the value of
TP was immaterial, or that TP was included in other
categories in the financial statement (KPMG 2012).
Financial data for the independent variables such as
sales, TP, and advertising were collected for all the
firms identified as acknowledging rule 00-25

restatements.

4.2 Independent and Dependent Variables

The year of restatement was obtained from some
from SEC filings, Yahoo
COMPUTSTAT, and center for research in security

sources finance,
price (CRSP). The previous year 10-K was searched
to ascertain the pre-restated figure from the
COMPUSTAT data base because it can be convenient
search by SIC. The term of net sales refers to the

dollar value of sales revenue reported by the company
for the year, from SEC filings. Market share mean a
company’s net sales were divided by sales for the
entire SIC code, measured at the three-digit level.
Finally, advertising means a company’s annual
advertising expenditures.

The independent variable is Trade Promotion as
defined by EITF Issue No, 00-25, since this was the
basis of the restatement of company financials that
gave rise to this research opportunity. These
significant gaps can be considered as TP based on
EITF 00-25. TP includes items such as scan-back,
off-invoices, brand

cooperative  advertising,

development or new product introduction
arrangements, favorable in-store positioning, end-cap
placement, or payments for additional shelf space.
The fees may be incurred before the reseller buys any
of the manufacturer’s products, monthly to maintain
shelf space, or periodically as negotiated.

It is important to note that 00-25 requires
retrospective restatement only if the rule results in
more than a marginal change in disclosed sales
revenues. Generally, the convention is that a
significant change is one which results in more than a
5% change in stated sales revenue?). Further, the rule
permits companies to acknowledge that complying
with the rule requires a restatement of their financials,

without having to disclose the dollar amount of the

restatement.

4.3 Regression Method

Recently an increasing number of studies have

3) In general, if the gap is less than a 5% change in the financial statement, the value can be considered as immaterial. In this case,
companies may not report the change or may report it in the some other categories in their financial (KPMG 2012).
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applied the quantile regression method to get
heterogeneous covariate effects, a more flexible
approach for analysis of data compared with the
ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates (Seo et al.
2014; Seo 2016). The OLS method is not suitable for
this study since it provides only central tendencies of
the conditional distribution and this method cannot
explain usefully the variation of the firm performance
(Hao and Naiman 2007; Seo 2016). The performance
in CPG (Consumer Packaged Goods) industry may be
different due to the various marketing spending and
competitiveness within each sub-CPG industry.

I assume that the OLS method is not suitable for
analyzing the effects of TP and advertising on firm
performance. The asymptotic theory of the quantile
regression method as introduced by Koenker and

Bassett (1978) can be written as
v,=xp +e, (1)
Where e, is an independent identical distribution

(iid) variable with 7 th at 0. The 7 th conditional

quantile function can be written as

Q.(r|x) =xp. @

for some parameter vector 5.& R” . The estimates
51 of 3. based on a sample of (z,,7,) and i =1, ...,n
are obtained by solving,

min (v — xB),
Mﬁ;pr Vi~ xB )

p.(u)=ulr—I(u<)), 7€ (0,1) and I( ) is the
indicator for ;<0 and some 7<(0,1) . The
empirical analysis in this paper considers an

explanatory model for TPs, advertising, and

Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI) can be written as
Qe }0)= B(r)+ Bz )x + Bl )x, + Be ) + p(z ))x,, )
Where y; equation denotes the firm performance z;

using net sales and includes all independent and

control variables. 7; means a different quantile levels
from 0 <t < 1. Thus, the model can be written as

Q (¢,

Vi

)= 0,6+ Bt )T+ B¢ JAD, + ¢ JTPAD, + b (¢ JHH, (5

This study analyzes the data at quantile level from
0.05 to 0.95.

V. Empirical Analyzing Results

5.1 Descriptive analysis Data

As shown in Table 1 and Table 2, there are
descriptive statistics on trade promotions and
advertising. These statistics include the dollar
amount, the independent variables, and net sales, the
dependent variable and the dollar value amount in
2000 and 2001, respectively. A descriptive analysis of
109 observations in each year, including independent
and dependent variables is reported. Overall, the
mean trade promotion spending is higher than
advertising fees in the marketing budgets of 2000 and
2001. More specifically, not only the expenditure for
advertising ranges from $1,283 to $3.7 billion in 2000
and from $1,000 to $3.6 billion in 2001, but also trade
promotion spending ranges from $1,000 to $3.6
billion in 2000 and in 2001, respectively.

Overall, this result indicates that the expenditure
of marketing budget in each firm is very different due
to company history, sales strategy, firm size, and so

on. Furthermore, since the Herfindahl-Hirschman
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Index (HHI) is considered as the industry’s
competitive level benchmark, the CPG industry

generally seems to be at a moderately concentrated

level, given its HHI value between 1500 and 2500
(Department of Justice and FTA 2000).

<Table 1> Descriptive Statistics for Variable in 2000

Variables
Variables Net Sales Trad.e Advertising Assets HHI
Promotions
Mean 3,833,148,047 253,537,472 209,088,328 4,281,352,128 1,762
Minimum 91,929 1,000 1,283 270,000 436.61
Mai:mu 50,581,000,000 3,600,000,000  3,793,000,000  79,067,000,000 4975.43
Std.
. 8,278,244,142 676,658,863 209,088,328 10,973,244,113 911.99
Deviation
<Table 2> Descriptive Statistics For Variable in 2001
Variables
Variables Net Sales Trad'e Advertising Assets HHI
Promotions
Mean 4081,424,014 288,242,507 209,927,827 4,748,915,027 1873.65
Minimum 21,378 1,130 1,000 226,000 460.89
Maximum  51,645,000,000 4,600,000,000 3,612,000,000  84,968,000,000 5215.60
SAtd'A 8,708,289,929 796,818,280 525,571,695 11,955,930,097 992.43
Deviation

5.2 Empirical results

This section presents the effects of advertising
and TPs on firm performance as net sales. Figure 1
and Figure 2 show the results of quantile regression in
2000 and in 2001, where net sales are the dependent
variable, and trade promotions(TP), advertising(AD),
the interaction between trade promotion and
advertising as TPAD, and HHI are the explanatory
variables. The X axis represents the quantile of net

sales and the Y axis denotes the estimated coefficient.

I analyzed quantile regression method estimates 7
from 0.05 to 0.95, and the results are shown as bold
lines in the figure. The dotted lines represent the 90
percent confidence levels for the OLS estimated
coefficient. The significance of the coefficients for
the quantile from 0.05 to 0.95 levels and OLS are
reported in Table 3 and in Table 4.

The results of firm performance as net sales
obtained through the quantile regression method
compared with the OLS are interesting because the
quantile regression method provides many values at

the different quantile levels. Therefore, since the
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results of the quantile regression method in this study
are broadly different from the OLS method. Table 3
and Table 4 show that TPs and advertising had a
significant positive effect on net sales in 2000 and in
2001 using the OLS method. In this case, the effect of
advertising on firm performance was higher than TPs
in 2000 and in 2001.

In the case of TPs, overall 61 is positive and
significant except from low to middle quantile levels (
7 from 0.1 to 0.45) and at the 0.95 quantile level in
2000. Also, the coefficients of TPs overall are
positive to net sales in 2001. The effects of TPs in
2000 and 2001 show a very similar pattern, but the
coefficients for TPs in the middle to the upper
quantile levels are more effective to net sales. More
specifically, the coefficient value of TPs is 1.74 at the
5th quantile level compared with 15.81 at the 75th
quantile level in 2000. Also, the coefficient value of
TPs is 2.29 at the 5th quantile level compared with
21.88 at the 95th quantile level in 2001.

Thus, the upper quantile levels of net sales are
strongly associated with TPs even if in 2000 some
upper quantile levels are not significant. All quantile
levels of net sales in 2001 are strongly associated with
TPs when compared with the net sales of 2000. From
these results, TPs seem to be associated with channel
efficiencies in a way that manufacturers that employ
them gain in overall efficiency of their operations.
There is some indication that one can go too far in this
direction and bid up TPs for increasing net sales but
manufacturers may reach a point where profits begin
to diminish.

In the case of advertising, the coefficients of

advertising are positive and of significant value,

10.56 and 11.12 for net sales in 2000 and 2001 by
using the OLS method. Also, the quantile regression
results of advertising are overall significant for net
sales except for the 95th conditional quantile level.
The coefficients are widely different and range from
3.17 at the lower level to 10.83 at the upper quantile
level in 2000. In addition, the coefficients of
advertising in 2001 are very similar to those between
the lower and the upper quantile levels in 2000. For
many firms in the data, the magnitude of spending in
TP payments amplifies with investment in
advertising. This can explain the resource allocation
in the marketing budget.

In the case of interaction between advertising and
trade promotions as TPAD, the coefficient value
using either the OLS or the quantile regression
method is not significant at all in 2000 and 2001.
Furthermore, HHI value, which measures industry
concentration, is not significant by the OLS estimate
and the quantile regression method at all quantile
levels in 2000 and in 2001.

In addition, I do not report the net income as a
dependent value since all independent variables such
as TP, advertising, and TPAD can decrease net
income. From the results, I assume that marketers
allocate the marketing resources such as push and pull
well for their purpose. Some firms choose to increase
their net sales or market share, but others elect to
boost their net income. In this case, it may appear to

be a different marketing strategies.
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<Figure 1> Net Sales and Marketing Expenditures in 2000
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<Table 3> The Result of Firm Performance in 2000

Variables Quantiles Mean(OLS)
0.05 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.95

Intercept 3.65e+06 -5.36e+06 1.19¢+07 -3.31e+07 2.21e+09 -3.77e+08
(0.92) (0.90) (0.78) (0.849) (0.96) (0.6810)

Trade 1.74* 1.836 6.282%* 15.81%** 8.608 6.23%%*
Promotions (0.08) (0.427) (0.04) (0.001) (0.265) (0.000)
Advertising 3.17% 10.54%** 10.55%** 10.83%** 14.63 10.56%**
(0.09) (0.009) (0.000) (0.007) (0.429) (0.000)

HHI 4882 4865 1429 9.51et04 1.52e+05 4991

(0.89) (0.82) (0.96) (0.508) (0.899) (0.2843)

TPAD 0 0 0 0 0 -2.01e-09
(0.32) (0.698) (0.46) (0.162) (0.953) (0.0891)

Note: The significant level is * p<0.1, **p<0.05, and ***p<0.01, respectively.
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<Figure 2> Net Sales and Marketing Expenditures in 2001

<Table 4> The Result of Firm Performance in 2001

Variables Quantiles Mean(OLS)
0.05 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.95
Intercept 1.20e+07  -4.63e+06 -4.42¢+06 -2.23e+07 1.78e+09 3.46e+08
(0.81) (0.90) (0.89) (0.89) (0.49) (0.707)
Trade 2.20%* 2.51 6.355%* 14.58*** 21.88*** 7.73%**
Promotions  (0.02) (0.29) (0.086) (0.0008) (0.007) (0.000)
Advertising 3.20%* 10.72%** 10.08*** 13.64%** 21.40 11.12%**
(0.09) (0.0005) (0.000) (0.0007) (0.271) (0.000)
HHI -18454 2594 5127 4.98e+04 4.82e+04 3380
(0.83) (0.82) (0.84) (0.661) (0.96) (0.9938)
TPAD 0 0 0 0 0 -3.25e-09**
(0.76) (0.469) (0.446) (0.09) (0.108) (0.001)

Note: The significant level is * p<0.1, **p<0.05, and ***p<0.01, respectively.

VI. Conclusion, Implication, and Future
Research

1. Summary of Findings, Conclusions,
Implications

Marketing expenditures such as trade promotions

and advertising spending for consumer packaged

goods are strongly tied to net sales. Trade promotions
can be considered as a push strategy and advertising is
clearly a pull strategy. Even though academic
research has investigated overall —marketing
expenditures and firm performance, it needs to gain
access to more detailed marketing budgets that focus
on push and pull viewpoint since the initial target for
trade promotion and advertising is so different in the
consumer packaged goods industry.

However, it is not currently easy for academia to

collect the specific marketing data set necessary
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because companies do not want to open firm specific
information to the public. Even though my data set is
old, it was possible for me to collect this data set
because of a mega event like the issuance of rule
EITF 00-25 in the accounting field in 2001. Thus, the
Financial Accounting Standard Board asked all
companies in the U.S to treat their sales promotions as
a reduction in wholesale price and then to restate their
final statements for recent years. At that time many
companies ended up with two income statements, one
before the corrections were made and another one for
after, in the same year. So, I have specifically checked
companies in the CPG industry. I collected the dollar
value of trade promotion amount based on EITF
00-25 1issue. Also, for this research, I collected the
dollar amount of advertising expenditures, net sales,
and so on from the companies’income statements.
This study also supports many of the concepts about
the relationship between marketing expenditures and
firm performance with the empirical details provided
by the quantile regression model.

This research shows that marketing expenditures
such as trade promotions and advertising spending are
positively related to manufacturers’net sales at all
quantile levels for only few cases. Furthermore, the
effect of advertising is stronger than that of trade
promotion from the lower to the middle quantile
level. However, trade promotions are more effective
to manufacturers’net sales in from the middle to the
upper quantile levels compared with advertising.
This result indicates that generally each company has
to decide on the proper marketing strategy under their
marketing budget for channel members.

This research has the advantage of dividing the

marketing budget into dollar value of trade

promotions and advertising. Other studies have used
survey questions and aggregated marketing

expenditure and therefore are less precise.

2. Limitations and Directions for Future

Research

This study relied on the data, the dollar value of
TPs, advertising, net sales, and other firm variables,
but they are only for a limited 2-year span and
therefore cannot cover all CPG industry. Furthermore,
since the data is in the form of firm level aggregation.
I could not examine the relationship between brand
level and firm performance. Thus, this data cannot
demonstrate the importance of individual -either
products or brand level effectiveness on firm
performance. If the brand level data becomes
available, it will allow us to produce a more detailed
analysis of the CPG industry. Furthermore, the data
set is more than 10 years old, so more recent data is
needed.

In future research, first, either brand or product
level should be included, even though it is very hard
to collect that data since companies do not open their
firm confidential information to the public (Seo
2016). Second, future studies can examine more
specific trade promotion factors such as slotting
allowances, off-invoices, bill-backs, cooperative
advertising, scan-backs, and so on (Gémez, Maratou
and Just 2007). I will personally endeavor to examine
other promotional mix variables such as event and
experience, direct marketing, personal selling, and
current social media effect in marketing expenditures
on firm performance. In addition, I will try to examine

the marketing effect on firm performance such as net
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profit, stock return, return on the asset and so on.
Third, the current CPG industry in Korea is a very
dynamic market and it is also very different
accounting rules from that of the U.S. If data becomes
available to the public, the CPG industry in Korea
should be further investigated for the relationship
between

marketing  expenditure and  firm

performance.

Received August 05, 2016
1st revision received September 06, 2016

Accepted September 13, 2016

REFERENCES

Aaker, David. A. and James. M. Carman (1982),
“Are You Over Advertising?”’ Journal of
Advertising Research, 22(August/September),
57-70.

Achrol, Ravi S. (2012), “Slotting allowances: a
times series analysis of aggregate effects
over three decades,” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 40(5),
673-694.

Ailawadi, Bradlow, Michaela
Draganska, Nijs, Robert
Rooderkerk, K. Sudhir, Kenneth Wilbur,
and Jie Zhang (2010), “Empirical models

Kusum, Eric

Vincent

of manufacturer-retailer interaction: A
review and agenda for future research,”

Marketing letter, 21, 273-285.

Blattberg, Robert C. and Briesch Richard A.
(2012), “The Oxford Handbook of Pricing
Management: Section24 Sales Promotions,”
Oxford University Press.

Bloom, Paul N., Gregory T. Gundlach, Joseph P.
Cannon (2000), “Slotting Allowances and
Fees: Schools of Thought and the Views of
Practicing Journal  of
Marketing, 64(2), 92-108

Bone, Paula F., Karen Russo France, and Richard
Riley (2006), “A multifirm analysis of
slotting fees,” Journal of Public Policy &
Marketing, 25(2), 224-237.

Cannondale Associates (2002), “Trade Promotion

Managers,”

Spending and Merchandising 2002 Industry
Study,” Evanston, IL.

Chu, Woojin (1992), “Demand signaling and
screening in channels of distribution,”
Marketing Science, 11(4), 327-347.

Currim, Imran S., Jooseop Lim and Joung W. Kim
(2012), “You Get What You Pay For: The
Effect of Top Executives' Compensation on
Adpvertising and R&D Spending Decisions
and Stock Market Return,” Journal of
Marketing, 76(5), 33-48

Desai, Preyas S. (2000), “Multiple messages to

Signaling new product

19(4),

retain retailers:
demand,”
381-389.
Gomez, Miguel. 1., Laoura Maratou, and David R.
Just  (2007), Affecting the

Allocation of Trade Promotions in the US

Marketing  Science,

“Factors

Food Distribution System,” Review of



The Importance of Trade Promotion Versus Advertising in the Consumer Packaged Goods industry | 61

Agricultural Economics, 29(1), 119-140.

—————— , Vithala R. Rao, and Edward W. McLaughlin
(2007), “Empirical Analysis of Budget and
Allocation of Trade Promotions in the U.S
Supermarket Industry,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 44(3), 410-424.

------ , and Vithala R. Rao (2009), “Market power
and trade promotions in US supermarkets,”
British Food Journal, 111(8), 866-877.

Grullon, Gustavo, George Kanatas, and James P.
Weston (2004), “Advertising, Breadth of
Ownership, and Liquidity,” The Review of
Financial Studies, 17(2), 439-461.

Hao, Lingxin, and Daniel Q. Naiman (2007),
Quantile Regression. London: Sage
Publications.

Hui, Sam K. Jeffrey Inman, Yanliu Huang, and
Jacob Suher (2013), “The Effect of In-Store
Travel Distance on Unplanned Spending:
Applications to Mobile Promotion Strategies,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 77(2), 1-16

Joshi, Amit and Dominique M. Hanssens (2009),
“Movie Advertising and the Stock Market
Valuation of Studios: A Case of Great
Expectations?,” Marketing Science, 28(2),
239-250.

Joshi, Amit and Dominique M. Hanssens (2010),
“The direct and indirect effects of
advertising
Journal of Marketing, 74(1), 20-33.

Kamakura, Wagner A. and Gary J. Russell(1993),

“Measuring brand value with scanner data,”

spending on firm value,”

International Journal of Research in

Marketing, 10(1), 9-22.

Kasulis, Jack J., Fred W. Morgan, David E.
Griffith, and James M. Kenderdine (1999),
“Managing Trade Promotions in the

Context of Market Power,” Journal of the

Academy of Marketing Science, 27(3),
320-332.

Kelly, Kenneth(1991), “The Antitrust Analysis of

Grocery Slotting Allowances,” Journal of

Public Policy and Marketing, 10(1),
187-198

KPMG (2012), “Materiality”

Koenker, and Gilbert Bassett Jr, (1978),
“Regression  quantiles,” Econometrica,
46(1), 33-50.

McAlister, Leigh, Raji Srinivasan, and MinChung
Kim (2007), “Advertising, Research and
Development, and Systematic Risk of the
Firm,” Journal of Marketing, 71(1), 35-48.

Messinger, Paul R. and Chakravarthi Narasimhan
(1995), “Has power shifted in the grocery
channel?,” 14(2),

189-223.

Nijs, Vincent, Kanishka Misra, Eric T Anderson,

Marketing  Science,

Karsten Hansen, and Lakshman

(2010), “Channel
Through of Trade Promotions,” Marketing
Science, 29(2), 250-267.

Osinga, Ernst. C., Peter. S. H. Leeflang, Shuba
Srinivasan, and Jaap E. Wieringa (2011),
“Why do firms
advertising with limited sales response? A

Journal  of

Krishnamurthi Pass-

invest 1In consumer

shareholder  perspective,”



62 | gEQT 214 43

Marketing, 75(1), 109-124.

Rao, Akshay R. and Humaira Mabhi (2003), “The
price of launching a new product:
Empirical evidence on factors affecting the
relative magnitude of slotting allowances,”
Marketing Science, 22(2), 246-268.

Shaffer, Greg and Florian Zettelmeyer (2004),
“Advertising in a distribution channel,”
Marketing Science, 23(4), 619-628.

Shah, Zulfigar Ali and Saeed Akbar (2014),
“Value relevance of advertising expenditure:
A review of the literature,” International
Journal of Management Reviews, 10(4),
301-325

Seo, Joo Hwan (2016), “Effectiveness and Role of
Trade Promotions in the CPG Industry,”
Journal of Channel and Retailing, 21(2),
77-93

, Vanessa G. Perry, David Tomczyk
and Geroge T. Solomon (2014), “Who
benefits most? The effects of managerial
assistance on high-versus low-performing
small businesses,”
Research, 67(1), 2745-2852.

Sethuraman, Raj, Gerard J. Tellis, and Richard A.

(2011), “How  Well

Advertising Work? Generalizations from

Journal of Business

Briesch Does

of Brand Advertising
of  Marketing

Meta-Analysis
Elasticities,”  Journal
Research, 48(3), 457-471
Sridhar, Shrihari, Sriram Narayanan and Raji
Srinivasan (2014), “Dynamic Relationships

among R&D, advertising, inventory and

firm performance,” Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 42(3), 277-290
Shuba,

Silva-Risso,and Dominique M. Hanssens

Srinivasan, Koen Pauwels, Jorge
(2009), “Product innovations, advertising
and stock returns,” Journal of Marketing,
73(1), 24-43.

Sudhir, K. and Vithala R. Rao (2006), “Do slotting
allowances enhance efficiency or hinder
competition?,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 43(2), 137-155.

Sullivan, Mary W. (1997), “Slotting allowances
and the market for new products,” Journal
of Law and Economics, 40(2), 461-493.

Tellis, Gerard J. (2003), “Effective advertising:
Understanding when, how, and why
advertising works,” Sage Publications.

US Department of Justice and Federal Trade
Commission (2010), “Horizontal Merger
Guidelines,”Retrieved May. 19, 2016, from
http://www.justice.gov/atr/public/guidelines
/hmg-2010.html

Yuan, Hong, Miguel 1. Gomez, and Vithala R. Rao
(2013), “Trade Promotion Decisions under
Demand Uncertainty: A Market Experiment
Approach,” Management Science, 59(7),
1709-1724.

Yim, Mark Yi-Cheon, Seung-Chul Yoo, Paul L.
Sauer, and Joo Hwan Seo (2014), “Hedonic
Shopping motivation and Co-Shopper
influence on utilitarian grocery shopping in
Superstores,” Journal of the Academy of

Marketing Science, 42(5), 528-544.



The Importance of Trade Promotion Versus Advertising in the Consumer Packaged Goods industry | 63

Sy Tof=Te( F08[7t oiEo OXl= g
- 2H2H HZYAE FHoR -

ABSTRACT

ofy
L
oz
&
=)
1hw
i,
)

3 gatH]go] aHA Alx2Ake] 7]

o
32
&
o)

EN
w2

ol:o oH, m‘m

rlo sk

717 BRe ng 44

_1%__
2~ olth. Au|A] A Z3)A= E}oﬁ)@

L e
w4

2

)

L

R

Jﬂﬂ

)

>

oo

i

rr

M

3,

e

XS

o

i

ofN

N

oz

Jl-'

o &
£ o
o K
o

30
N
o

o I8k &5 ©] HOH Oﬂ?-ﬂ ddxom 11]6&@‘& 01%% 71 d
}ET oHAE Bl et AFAY FES FAHCR FAGHA] @S BT ofY

wolrt. Z12jste], AA7A] o] obe] HiFE A= AA7HA] upA H]
1= AL}, AHo] 2AS B35+ Wi 12] 1 a4 W (analytical method)-S 53+ A7}
T ol dFete 22 vHAI" vl AlEst AAM UFAZH. ol Al=e
7gol ZOOIL%ﬂ ! oPO% 7}—o}°ﬂ on, ol H}%Ei AHA A 2 2] A 94741 M El

o
19
=2

rlr

X oft

ot
L
N
N
-~
1o g
&<
N

o
N
S
r>~1

Hox

AN 32

)

N

ks
FFL
r&

tol
L,
N,
MN
o,
r_>¢
~|
2
O
ﬂJ
I
i=
ol
ol
_&
»
EZi
>.
E
ol
el
32
_m
mz
é
ol
a,
2
)7
=2
m
i)
ol
rulo
A
of
e
oz
H,
=‘F=
oo

, 1Ea s Zhi“ A-8-5 }04 H*qo]'oﬂr/} Ub’ﬂ SRS S BiS7 82 dFo] 34
(Push Strategy) &2, 3F 11 H]-8-2 FEH2F(Pull Strategy) &2 A ESIAIH O™ ThFh AH|AA| 23] A}
= 2Este] 298 ARAS Fote] ntARSZH|Gof gt a5 Z17F] E9]ollA dotE izt
F2o] ZlolA 714e] miEe] A4 FFE= nlAl= 7/'13§ I Q—TO] & glom, 8]'7\]‘3} 3
S B S H]8-0] A= ZH2Fe] ZE9ol

A Az BAHEORAI A F3HE T3] H]-8-0] B ih= Jéfﬂ‘ﬂ%iﬂ}% %Loﬂ A ’b}H—fHoﬂ*ﬂ eSS 1
o2 Uehon], s91ReloIA] S7EeI Fao] wisl o 2 Ao ek,

1o m off mu fob X omm oo Kool KUl
B R o 2,
all
2

T
E»Ei%ﬂm
N

Y

ZFHOf: AH|X| M ZES|AL 20, F7H4F £XIH|E, Emerging Issues Task Force(EITF), 223 &A

*
offt
)
fu)
=
=
o
of,
fn)
o
o
of
%
i)
BN
=
i




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


