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Summary

This is the flagship overview of the FunkyMEDIA Brand Mentions research program. It connects the
large research inventory with a representative validation sample and a smaller Gold Dataset used
for deep analysis. The study does not treat every mention as identical. Instead, it separates explicit
naming from linking, repeated language from more varied language, and shallow references from
mentions that connect a brand with products, problems, use cases, features and results. The main
takeaway is that Brand Mention volume alone does not explain what people actually say about a
brand.

Research chart
Quantitative visual summary based on the evidence layer used on this page.
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Evidence table
Short structured reading aid for the page below.
What this shows Reading
1,779,805 unique discussion URLs Full inventory and scale layer, not a count of Brand
Mentions.
5,000 validation threads / 8,708 posts Representative validation layer used to inspect
structure and chronology.
1,000 Gold threads / 4,447 posts Deep-analysis layer used for taxonomy, repetition and
semantic work.
744 explicit Brand Mentions The explicit mention unit inside Gold Dataset v1.
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Executive Summary

Brand Mentions are often treated as a simple count. This study shows why that can be misleading.

GO

s

A linked brand name, an unlinked company name, a descriptive link pointing to a company website, a
question about a business, a recommendation and a repeated formulaic sentence may all look similar
in a spreadsheet. They are not the same signal.

The FunkyMEDIA research program currently contains 1,779,805 unique discussion URLs . A
deterministic random sample of 5,000 threads produced 8,708 posts and observed a time span of
2016-2026 . A separate 1,000-thread Gold Dataset , containing 4,447 posts , was used for deeper
Brand Mention classification, repetition analysis and semantic relationship extraction.

The central conclusion is simple:

Not All Brand Mentions Are Equal

In the Gold Dataset, brand/entity records were separated into three classes:

* 416 Explicit Brand Mentions - Linked

* 328 Unlinked Brand Mentions

* 378 Linked Entity References

The third class is critical. A link to a brand-owned domain does not automatically mean the user

explicitly named the brand.

The research also identified repeated formulaic language, question and recommendation signals,

different levels of contextual depth and Brand -> Entity relationships connecting brands with products,

problems, services, features, locations, results and use cases.

This report deliberately separates three evidence layers:
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1 Full inventory - corpus scale.
2 Representative structure sample - time span and thread structure.

3 Deep semantic Gold Dataset - Brand Mention taxonomy, repetition and semantic relationships.

The study does not claim that Brand Mentions cause Al recommendations. That remains a separate
experimental question.

1. The Scale of Brand Conversations

The current research inventory contains 1,779,805 unique discussion URLs .

This figure describes the size of the deduplicated research inventory. It does not mean that the dataset
contains 1.77 million Brand Mentions.

That distinction matters because a discussion thread can contain no brands, one brand, multiple
brands, descriptive links, questions, recommendations, comparisons or repeated formulaic content.

A deterministic random sample of 5,000 threads was fetched successfully and produced 8,708 posts .
The observed sample spans 2016-2026 , which supports the editorial framing 10 Years of Brand
Conversations .

A separate Gold Dataset contains 1,000 threads, 4,447 posts and 794 outbound links . This layer is
used for deep Brand Mention classification and semantic analysis.

The multi-layer design is intentional: scale should not be confused with semantic depth.

2. Not All Brand Mentions Are Equal

Raw mention counts are easy to understand, but they erase context.
Compare:
with:
Both contain one Brand Mention. The second statement carries far more semantic information.
The FunkyMEDIA methodology therefore analyzes more than mention volume. It distinguishes:
* whether the brand is explicitly named,
* whether the mention is linked or unlinked,
* whether the user is asking, recommending or comparing,
* whether first-hand experience is present,
* how deep the context is,
* whether language repeats,

* which semantic relationships surround the brand.

The aim is not to complicate counting. It is to measure what the conversation actually says about the
brand.

3. A Link Is Not Always a Brand Mention
The Gold Dataset produced 1,122 brand/entity taxonomy records :
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Taxonomy class Records

Explicit Brand Mention - Linked 416
Unlinked Brand Mention 328
Linked Entity Reference 378

A Linked Entity Reference occurs when a post points to a brand-owned or entity-owned destination, but
the brand name itself is not explicitly visible in the anchor text, body or title.

That class is excluded from the primary Brand Mention count.

Why? Because a descriptive anchor such as “office cleaning in Biatystok” may point to a company
website without ever naming the company.

In the Gold Dataset, 378 of 1,122 taxonomy records - 33.7% - were Linked Entity References rather
than explicit Brand Mentions .

This means that link counts and Brand Mention counts should not be treated as interchangeable.

4. Linked vs Unlinked Brand Mentions
The Gold Dataset contained 416 linked explicit Brand Mentions and 328 unlinked Brand Mentions .

Unlinked mentions are not edge cases. They are a substantial class in the validated Gold Dataset.
A user can create a strong semantic association without adding a link:
* “luse X.”
* “Has anyone tried X?”
* “We chose X instead of Y.”
* “l have used X for years.”

* “X solved this problem for us.”

For research into entity understanding, recommendation language, customer experience and decision
journeys, links are only one part of the picture.

5. The Repetition Problem

Mention counts become harder to interpret when language repeats.

The Gold Dataset contained 744 explicit Brand Mentions . Of those, 63 belonged to exact formulaic
patterns , forming 21 exact formulaic clusters .

That equals 8.5% of explicit Brand Mentions in the Gold Dataset.
The remaining 91.5% were classified as unique-like under the current exact/near-text method.

This does not mean 91.5% were organic. “Unique-like” means only that the current method did not
classify them as exact or near-text repetitions.

The broader point is straightforward: a corpus with 1,000 repeated statements is not equivalent to a
corpus with 1,000 diverse conversations, even if both produce the same raw mention count.

6. Brand Conversations Start Before Recommendation

Brand visibility is often discussed as if a brand appears only when someone recommends it.
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The Gold Dataset suggests a broader decision journey.
The calibration layer identified:

* 248 question / consideration signals

* 179 recommendation signals

* 8 strong first-hand experience signals

* 19 negative / warning signals

* 4 comparison signals

These are calibration results, not full-corpus population estimates.

They do, however, support an important observation: brands often enter conversations as objects of
verification before they become recommendations.

Questions such as “Has anyone used this company?”, “Is this brand worth considering?” or “What do
you think about X?” place a brand inside the decision process before the final choice is made.

Recommendation is only one stage.

7. One Mention vs One Conversation

A standalone sentence and a longer discussion create different semantic environments.
Longer conversations can introduce:

* competing brands,

* alternative products,

* objections,

* prices,

* locations,

* first-hand experience,

* use cases,

* outcomes.

A single mention may create one relation:

Brand -> Product

A richer conversation may create:

Brand -> Product -> Problem -> Feature -> Competitor -> Location -> Result

That distinction is the basis of Brand Mention Complexity.

8. Brand Context Depth

FunkyMEDIA developed the Brand Context Depth (BCD) framework to describe semantic richness.
* BCD O - brand only
* BCD 1 - brand + simple opinion
* BCD 2 - brand + product/service

* BCD 3 - brand + product + feature
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* BCD 4 - brand + need/problem + product + feature

* BCD5 - brand + problem + product + experience + result + related entities

BCD is currently a methodology and calibration framework. It is not yet a finalized full-corpus
distribution.

Its purpose is to distinguish between a bare mention and a high-context statement that carries multiple
relationships.

9. Brand Mention Complexity

Brand Context Depth measures richness of the immediate context.

Brand Mention Complexity focuses on the number and diversity of semantic relationships created
around a mention.

A simple mention may produce:
Brand -> Product
A complex mention may produce:

Brand -> Product Brand -> Problem Brand -> Feature Brand -> Location Brand -> Result Brand ->
Competitor Brand -> Use Case

Two brands can therefore have the same number of mentions but very different semantic footprints.

10. The Brand Context Graph

The Gold Dataset semantic calibration produced:

* 536 semantic relationship records

* 276 unique Brand -> Relation -> Entity pairs

* 139 brands with at least one detected semantic relationship

* 98 extracted entities or relationship terms

The relationship model includes:

* Product
* Service

* Problem
* Feature

* Location
* Result

* Use Case

* Co-mentioned Brand

This creates a different research question.
Instead of asking only:
we can ask:

The current semantic totals are calibration results, not full-corpus population statistics.
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11. The Million-Thread Macro Layer

An offline subset of 1,493,085 unique discussion threads was analyzed using titles, URL paths and
category framing only.

Key findings:
* 1,036,637 threads - 69.43% - are located in review/recommendation-oriented paths or categories.
* 307,749 titles - 20.61% - explicitly contain opinion-oriented wording.
* 308,715 titles - 20.68% - contain recommendation-oriented wording.
* 57,6009 titles - 3.86% - contain a question mark.

* 127,123 titles - 8.51% - contain company/business-oriented wording.

These are structural metadata findings. They are not full-content Brand Mention counts.

Still, they show that the corpus is heavily concentrated around company evaluation, opinions,
recommendations and repeated discussion framing.

12. Repetition at Million-Thread Scale

The repetition problem appears at the title level as well.

In the offline macro subset:
* 39,203 exact repeated-title groups were identified.
* 39,866 normalized repeated-title groups remained after normalizing case, punctuation and spacing.

* 168,663 threads - 11.30% - belonged to normalized repeated-title groups.

This does not prove repeated post content.

It does show that structural repetition exists at scale and should be separated from informational
diversity.

13. What This Means for Al Search

The current dataset measures human online discussion patterns. It does not establish a causal
relationship between Brand Mentions and Al recommendations.

What the study does establish is a measurable layer of brand context.

Brands appear alongside products, services, problems, features, competitors, locations, outcomes and
use cases.

That makes Brand Mentions relevant to Al Search research because these relationships resemble the
entity-context structures used in information retrieval and knowledge representation.

The next research stage must test questions such as:

* Do brands with richer contextual footprints appear differently in Al answers?

* Are unlinked Brand Mentions associated with Al visibility?

* Does semantic territory in human discussion overlap with semantic territory in Al recommendations?

* Does Brand Context Depth correlate with model inclusion?

Those are hypotheses for separate experiments.
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14. What This Study Does Not Prove

This report does not prove that:

* Brand Mentions cause rankings.

* Brand Mentions cause Al recommendations.

* Unlinked mentions are more valuable than links.

* Linked mentions are more valuable than unlinked mentions.
* Unique-like text is organic.

* All 1.77 million discussion URLs contain Brand Mentions.

* All discussions represent independent users.

* Co-mentioned brands are necessarily competitors.

* High Brand Context Depth guarantees Al visibility.

These boundaries are part of the methodology, not a weakness.

15. Methodology

The research uses three evidence layers.

Layer 1 - Full Inventory

1,779,805 unique discussion URLs

Purpose: corpus scale and inventory structure.
Layer 2 - Representative Validation
5,000 randomly sampled threads / 8,708 posts
Purpose: time range, thread structure and technical validation.
Observed: 2016-2026

Layer 3 - Gold Dataset

1,000 threads / 4,447 posts

Purpose: deep classification and semantic analysis.
The Gold Dataset supports:
* Explicit Brand Mention - Linked
* Unlinked Brand Mention
* Linked Entity Reference
* formulaic language classification
* Brand Context Depth
* Brand Mention Complexity

* semantic relationship extraction

The source corpus is Polish-language.

Results should not automatically be generalized to all languages, markets or online communities.
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16. Main Conclusion

The easiest Brand Mention metric is a count.

The study suggests that it is also one of the least informative metrics when used alone.
A useful Brand Mention analysis should distinguish:

* whether the brand is explicitly named,

* whether it is linked,

* whether language repeats,

* whether the user is asking or recommending,

* whether the author claims experience,

* how much context surrounds the brand,

* what entities are connected to it,

* where the mention appears inside the conversation.

That leads to the central conclusion:

Not All Brand Mentions Are Equal

The next generation of brand visibility measurement should move from counting mentions toward
understanding the structure of the context around them.
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