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Abstract 

This research addresses an urgent contemporary problem within advertising and brand 

management in the new era of social networks - how do companies act on social 

networking platforms and how is this perceived by consumers? Being successful on 

Facebook is, seemingly, not as straight forward as many might think, and the misuse 

deriving from misperceptions can create negative brand impacts. This research aims to shed 

light on the yet under researched topic of firm-created Social Media advertising and its 

effects on the consumer mindset. This has lead to three overarching research questions, 

which provides a strong theoretical and practical contribution to the status quo: 

 

RQ1:  What is the influence of the gap between motivational factors to “Like” 

a brand’s Facebook page and the subsequent firm-created Facebook 

advertising on perceived advertising value? 

 

RQ2:  What is the influence of perceived advertising value on consumer 

brand-related activities? 

 

RQ3:  What is the influence of (1) perceived advertising value and (2) 

consumer brand-related activities on brand equity? 

 

A quantitative research approach was adopted using a self-administered survey among 101 

European Facebook users between 18 and 35. The framework of this research comes from 

four elements of theory; Uses and Gratifications (U&G) theory to identify the underlying 

motivational factors to engage with a brand on Facebook, advertising value by Ducoffe 

(1995), to measure how the brand’s advertising is perceived, consumer brand-related 

activities (COBRA) by Muntinga, et al. (2011) to classify the level of consumer 

involvement with the brand on Facebook, and the brand value chain by Keller & Lehmann 

(2003), which is closely related to consumer-based brand equity as developed by Aaker 

(1991) and Keller (1993). 

 

The main conclusions of this research include that the gap between initial motivations to 

start a brand-relationship on Facebook and the subsequent activities performed by the firm 

is smaller for those in a currently active brand-relationship while it is considerable larger 

for those who have decided to exit the relationship. Moreover, while not statistically 

confirmed a clear tendency was identified that the perceived advertising value of a brand on 

Facebook is attributable to the extent of this gap. In the same vein, the decision to continue 

or exit a brand-relationship on Facebook is attributable by the level of perceived advertising 

value. The type and level of interaction with a brand is influenced by the perceived 

advertising value, however, can be influenced by targeting specific motivations to interact. 

Both the perceived advertising value and the level/type of interaction with a brand were 

found to influence the consumer mindset. Especially the form (entertaining, enjoyable) in 

which advertising is dispersed on Facebook proves to be important. 

 
Keywords: Facebook, Fanpages, consumer motivations, firm-created advertising, perceived advertising value, 

consumer brand-related activities, brand equity, brand perceptions, brand image, brand attitude, consumer 

behaviour,  marketing, brand management 
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1 Chapter 1: Introduction 

The introductory chapter will provide the reader with a background to this thesis. It will 

motivate our choice of subject in means of a discussion concerning Facebook, Social 

Networking Sites (SNSs) and Social Media (SM) and the challenges companies are facing 

in the attempt to build brand-relationships with consumers on these media platforms. 

Furthermore, the purpose of the research and the research questions will be introduced. 

The chapter will be concluded with delimitations to the thesis, important definitions & 

abbreviations, and the thesis deposition.   

1.1 Background 
“Facebook´s commercial potential was always present, from the minute founder Mark 

Zuckerberg took the service away from its North American college-campus roots and 

allowed non-students to create profiles in 2006” (Yan, 2011, p. 689). 

 

1.1.1 Background Social Media 

Mark Zuckerberg founded Facebook in 2004 (Facebook, 2013) with the intention to build a 

platform that connects friends and contacts (Yan, 2011, p. 689). Twenty-four hours after 

the initial launch, Facebook could record 1200 Harvard students creating a profile (Phillips, 

2007). From there on the number of registered students soared up steadily throughout 

universities in the USA. In the end of 2005, a worldwide dissemination started rolling 

(Phillips, 2007) and by 2006, Facebook allowed registrations beyond educational 

institutions, which opened the doors for organizations to tap into the universe of social 

networking (Waters et al., 2009, p. 102). The latest figures (December, 2012) report over 

one billion monthly active users on Facebook (Facebook, 2013). To put that in perspective, 

this number is slightly less than the Chinese population with 1.3 billion people. 

 

Facebook is the most visited social networking site (SNS), followed by (ranked according 

to most visited SNSs from high to low) Blogger, Twitter, Wordpress, LinkedIn, Pinterest, 

Google+, Tumblr, MySpace and Wikia (Nielsen, 2012). SNSs are part of Social Media 

(SM), which encompasses, amongst others, forums, blogs, micro-blogs, chat rooms, e-mail, 

instant messaging, virtual worlds, social bookmarking, podcasts, websites and wikis 

(McGriff, 2012, p. 52; Mangold & Faulds, 2009, p. 358). According to Kaplan & Haenlein 

(2010, p. 61) SM can be described as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on 

the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and 

exchange of User Generated Content”. User Generated Content (UGC) in turn, is “media 

content created or produced by the general public rather than by paid professionals and 

primarily distributed on the Internet” (Daugherty et al., 2008, p. 1). Importantly, UGC 

concerns every “ordinary consumer” (Daugherty et al., 2008, p. 1) or common fellow, 

willing to freely and voluntarily contribute to media-based content, thereby being able to 

potentially exert influence on other “netizens” (citizens of the web).  Daugherty et al. 

(2008, p. 2) refer to this as a shift away from a conventional publisher-centric media model 

toward a user-centric model. Social Media provides the perfect conditions for UGC to 

flourish and to subsequently spread throughout the Web by providing content that will 

incrementally attract “netizens” with common interests. The SNSs, more specifically, 
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create intimate rooms for people to connect with friends, family and like-minded people, 

thereby tempting the users to give vent to one’s feelings, emotions and opinions, as well as 

to exchange information and share experiences (Lin & Lu, 2011, p. 566). An unequivocal 

part of SM is electronic word-of-mouth (eWoM), which refers to the engagement in 

activities, such as sharing and exchanging information and experiences concerning products 

and services with other consumers. (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 38). The attraction of 

eWoM is to easily access product information from other consumers that is unbiased, to 

provide one’s own advice related to consumption (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 38) as 

well as to simply and collectively share passion and interest about a certain good or service.  

 

1.1.2 Social Media Actors: Companies and Consumers 

All of the aforementioned substantiate that “Social Media was made for people” (Fournier 

& Avery, 2011, p. 194) in order to connect, discover and interact, thereby fostering the 

strength of relationships to each other. Facebook´s mission to “make the world more open 

and connected […], to stay connected with friends and family, to discover what’s going on 

in the world, and share and express what matters to them” (Facebook, 2013) highlights the 

underlying purport of the platform. However, from a brand management perspective one 

can describe the emergence of SM as a shift in control whereby “brand marketers no longer 

controlled the reach of their messages, consumers did” (Fournier & Avery, 2011, p. 194). 

This phenomenon has alerted businesses to get involved in order to retrieve control and 

thereby attempting to rebalance what has been turned completely upside down. This depicts 

a long held delusion by managers assuming that the traditional, offline one-way 

communication lend control to them although it is only the firm-created messages that are 

under control, however, the way consumers perceive and process the messages are not. 

Hence, “the truth is that corporate marketing never had control of the brand. The ownership 

of the brand and its reputation has always belonged to the consumer”. (Booth & Matic, 

2011, p. 185) Similarly, Merz et al. (2009, p. 328) regard brand value in terms of the 

collectively perceived value-in-use of the stakeholders. Customers perceive a brand to have 

value-in-use when “customers form dyadic relationships with brands that enrich their lives 

[...]” (Merz et al., 2009, p. 330), thus, it is the customer that ultimately lends value to a 

brand.  

 

Nevertheless, bit-by-bit, companies intruded the consumer-dominated universe of SM, 

experiencing the necessitation to regain control of the brand conversations (Booth & Matic, 

2011, p. 184). This attempted intervention has challenged the majority of businesses since 

SM requires strategies, which have to recognize the power of involvement and interaction 

on the part of the consumers. Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 32) state that “even for customer-

focused organizations, the introduction of social media presents one of the most disruptive 

forces facing businesses today” and therefore argue that companies need to acquire a new 

strategy, namely social Customer Relationship Management (social CRM). This new 

approach moves away from traditional CRM to the management of customer relationships 

“as a means for extracting the greatest value from customers over the lifetime of the 

relationship” (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 30). Lusch et al. (2010, p. 19) have captured this 

value creation process within the service-dominant logic (S-D logic), which shifts away 

from the connotation of service as “intangible units of outcome” to a new meaning of 

service “doing something for and with another”, hence, co-create. The S-D logic argues that 
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it is only the customer that can declare value and is a required participant to co-create value 

(Lusch et al., 2010, p. 21). Thus, the customer is an indispensable part in making value 

creation possible in the first place. According to the S-D logic, value creation happens in a 

value network, which is defined as a “spontaneously sensing and responding spatial and 

temporal structure of largely loosely coupled value proposing social and economic actors 

interacting through institutions and technology” (Lusch et al., 2010, p. 20). The value 

network within the concept of S-D logic refers to the disciplines of supply chain 

management and marketing, however, it is likewise applicable to consumers´ social 

network and the inherent relationships with brands on SNSs such as Facebook, since the 

network encompasses reciprocal relationships inhering value creation processes around the 

brands. Merz et al. (2009, p. 328) refer to this as the logic of brand and branding. It 

incorporates a shift from the brand as a firm-provided property of goods, to brands as a 

collaborative, co-creating activity of value by firms and all of their stakeholders. Merz et al. 

(2009, p. 328) argue that the S-D logic as a firm philosophy builds around the brand value 

co-creation and it will therefore benefit marketers in the building of strong brand 

relationships with the stakeholders. Consequently, the value of a brand cannot be firm-

created, on the contrary, it is co-created by the means of the customer. 

 

SM has turned the control of the relationship to the consumers, who are now the ones 

“driving the conversation” (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 30). Companies need to be aware of 

the fact that they invaded consumers´ playground as “uninvited crashers of the Web 2.0 

party” (Fournier & Avery, 2011, p. 193). Therefore they need to play (i.e. market) 

according to the rules (i.e. consumers´ desires), starting by understanding the underlying 

motives of consumers that drives them to seek for a brand on SM, and what spurs them to 

engage with that brand. Since SM incorporates the notion of interaction, involvement and 

engagement, deriving from the original intention of SM, companies naturally transfer this 

notion into their SM strategies and take consumers´ willingness to engage for granted. 

According to Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 31) businesses have a considerable misconception 

of their notion about what consumers desire in their interaction with companies on SNSs, 

such as Facebook. Consequently, the misuse of SNSs can bring along devastating 

aftermaths such that the feeling of belonging might be shattered, consumers potentially 

abandon the brand ultimately leading to the degradation of the motivations once driving the 

interaction (Yan, 2011, p. 694). Naturally, this will erase the potential value of SM for 

organizations and “it becomes just another brand, undifferentiated” (Yan, 2011, p. 694), 

which possibly unleashes a negative effect on brand equity likewise (Yan, 2011, p. 694). 

 

Why Facebook? 
According to the IBM Institute for Business Value analysis (2011) companies use SNSs 

more than any other SM platform (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p.32) and with reference to 

Nielsen’s Social Media Report 2012 (Nielsen, 2012) Facebook is number one in the 

ranking of the top SNSs. “Each day, Facebook processes 2.7 billion “Likes”, 300 million 

photo uploads, 2.5 billion status updates and check-ins, and countless other bits of data, and 

uses that mass of transactions to guesstimate which adds to serve up” (Vance, 2012) what 

makes this platform attractive for companies and users alike. With one billion users 

Facebook is not only the largest social network worldwide (New York Times, 2012) it has 

also “created the world’s largest, most efficient data-crunching machine” (Vance, 2012) 
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which further underpins the attractiveness for marketers in reaching a vast number of 

consumers in a highly targeted manner. None the least, a recent study showed, that brands 

which use Facebook to their advantage have a considerable payoff. Each consumer that 

“Likes” a brand page is worth $174.17 to the brand — a 28 percent increase since 2010 

(Smith, 2013). These reasons underline what has always been obvious: the commercial 

potential of Facebook (Yan, 2011, p. 689) and therefore companies’ interest in being part of 

the brand conversations by insinuating themselves into the consumers´ networks. 

 

Historically, Facebook has laid the foundation for commercial purposes on SNSs and by 

introducing the “Like” functionality for brand pages in 2010, Facebook has rolled out the 

inducement for marketers to closer examine and “unlock the meaning of “Like”” 

(ExactTarget, 2011). Before April 2010, Facebook users could connect with a brand by 

becoming a “Fan”, however, this term carries “a certain implication of affinity, brand 

loyalty…maybe even a hint of devotion” (ExactTarget, 2011, p. 3), whereby “Like” 

incorporates increased ambiguity, making it challenging to interpret and translate it into a 

tangible value for a company. Naylor et al. (2012, p. 105) further confirm the challenge 

companies nowadays are facing by claiming that the number of “Likes” does not 

“necessarily translate into meaningful outcomes”. The reasons for the replacement are 

grounded in the decreased inhibition level for consumers to make use of the button, since 

the “Like” “was viewed as a less significant endorsement” (ExactTrarget, 2011, p. 3). Even 

though the terminology “Fan” and hence “Fanpage” have been officially eliminated since 

2010, we believe those terms have been commonly adopted, thus became idioms of the SM 

language. This could be likewise ascertained by our extensive research within this field 

wherein it reflected common practice. We will therefore apply these terminologies in this 

study at hand in order to describe a Facebook user that “Liked” a brand page as a “Fan”, 

and “Fanpage” to refer to a page that a Facebook user has “Liked”. 

 

Although Facebook depicts the main area of investigation for this study at hand, most of 

the theoretical and academic concepts primarily emphasize the broader concept of SM or 

SNSs. This is justifiable since the development of strategies that target “netizens” (citizens 

of the net) need to be all-encompassing, making the customer brand-experience seamless 

across all relevant channels. Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 36) emphasize that the social 

presence on various SM platforms should not be seen as an isolated standalone program, 

but needs to be integrated with each other and the overall marketing strategy to be effective. 

We agree on the aforementioned and will therefore refer in this study to SM and SNSs 

when applicable and to Facebook when circumscribed.   

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

As more and more branding activities moved online, marketers had to realize that “brands 

are not always welcome in social media”, being regarded as the “uninvited crashers of the 

Web 2.0 party”. (Fournier & Avery, 2011, p. 193) 

 

1.2.1 The Misperception of Companies  

The introductory statement to this section seems to be a natural consequence since the 

original intention of Facebook, and more broadly of SNSs, was to connect with friends and 
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families, not with companies. Hence companies are facing “challenges in the management 

of brand image and reputation” (McGriff, 2012, p. 49) in the attempt to enter and steer the 

brand conversations via SNSs. Companies need to recognize their loss of control and start 

to be responsive to what consumers really desire in the confrontation with their brand on 

SM by monitoring what is being said (Booth & Matic, 2011, p. 185). Park et al. (2010, p. 4) 

contends that “the more attached a person is to a brand, the more likely he/she is to move 

from an egocentric to a more reciprocal brand relationship that involves sharing resources 

with the brand”, thus, companies have to establish a connection with the consumers and 

thereby encourage the feeling of belongingness (Yan, 2011, p. 690) in order to motivate 

interactivity. 

 

This is easier said than done, since the means by which this sense of belonging is being 

created are blurry. Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 31) assert that consumers “willingness to 

engage with companies should not be assumed or taken for granted”, in the contrary, the 

investigation of 1056 consumers using SNSs and 351 business executives involved in SM 

programs revealed that more than half of the consumers do not even consider engaging with 

businesses on social sites (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 39). Furthermore Baird & Parasnis 

(2011) discovered a significant perceptual gap between the consumers’ underlying 

motivations to enter a brand-relationship with a company on SNSs and the companies’ 

assessment of those drivers. Whereas the consumer ranking indicated, that the two major 

reasons to engage with a company on SNSs is motivated by “discounts” and “purchase”, 

the business ranking revealed that to “learn about new products” and to receive “general 

information” were thought to be most important by businesses (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 

34). This misperception will, for better or worse, result in the companies´ implementation 

of untargeted communication strategies since the message a company mediates via SNSs 

will defeat the purpose. The message then is at risk of either being avoided, or worse, 

cognitively processed in a negative way. For example, consumers can get annoyed by miss-

targeted communication attempts, which ultimately can have a devastating effect on 

recipients’ perception of the brand. According to Lang (2000, p. 51) people are constantly 

selecting information from their environment, both consciously and unconsciously, and it is 

important to define which messages are most likely to be processed. With reference to Lang 

(2000, p. 52) those messages contain information fitting the goals and needs of the recipient 

and information that is “novel, unexpected, or representative of change in the 

environment”. Goodstein’s research on advertising processing has found that the intensity 

of processing is influenced by the fit an ad has with a certain category in memory 

(Goodstein, 1993, p. 87). Other research on advertising processing states that “the more 

deeply a relevant ad is comprehended, particularly if in a positive light, the more credible 

the ad will be perceived and the more it will be liked” (Mick, 1992, p. 414). Hence, it can 

be assumed that the better the message fits to the recipients’ cognitive relevance, the more 

likely it will be processed and positively evaluated. Moreover, advertising that is in line 

with what consumers want is also a part of ethical advertising. Hence the best foundation of 

advertising is built on the mutual interests of buyers and sellers (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 32). 

 

1.2.2 Firm-Created Messages 

Understanding how consumers process messages depicts an important first step for 

companies in the aspiration towards a functioning reciprocal relationship with consumers 
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on SNSs.  Mick (1992) investigates four comprehension levels in advertising messages and 

the subsequent outcome meanings. The first two levels (message-based levels of meanings) 

are mediated meanings dependent on the “actual brand information expressed in the ad” 

(Mick, 1992, p. 413), which are said to be typically positive. Those levels can be 

transferred to Bruhn’s et al. (2012, p. 775) more recent research on “firm-created social 

media communication” and its effects on brand equity creation. Firm-created SM 

communication is generated by and under control of the sender, respectively, the company, 

and said to “always transport positive brand-based communication content […] [and 

therefore] will positively influence brand awareness, functional, and hedonic brand image”, 

which are part of the brand equity dimensions: loyalty, perceived quality, associations and 

awareness (Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1997). However, we believe that firm-created SM 

advertising, or according to Mick (1992, p. 413) “the brand information expressed in the 

ad”, can yet have a negative effect on attitude formation in case the message does not fit the 

recipients’ goals and needs (Lang, 2000). The other two levels (receiver-based levels of 

meanings) created by Mick (1992, p. 413) are described as assigned meanings to the 

advertising by the recipient according to his/her knowledge and belief structures. This can 

be translated into Bruhn et al.´s (2012, p. 771) user-generated SM communication, which 

can be said to be the reflection of the recipient’s knowledge and belief structures 

communicated throughout the web. Mick (1992, p. 414) argues that the meanings assigned 

to the advertising in the latter two levels will either be positive or negative and, so will the 

“overall attitude towards the brand”. Bruhn et al. (2012) likewise believe that user-

generated SM communication can have a positive or negative effect on the aforementioned 

constructs of brand equity. To put that in the context of SNSs and more specifically of 

Facebook, we claim that, if the underlying motivations that drive users to “Like” a brand 

page on Facebook strongly differ from the subsequent firm-created SM communication the 

users will be exposed to (perceptual gap: Baird & Parasnis, 2011), the attitude towards a 

brand can be shattered. Keller (1998, p. 299) described the relationship between a brand 

and a consumer as following: it “can be viewed as a type of "bond" or "pact". Consumers 

offer their trust [i.e. “Like” the brand page on Facebook] […] with the implicit 

understanding that the brand will "behave" in certain ways [i.e. firm-created SM 

advertising]” (Keller, 1998, p. 299). Although this statement is 15 years old it is still 

applicable and even transferrable to SNSs. 

 

Lin & Lu (2012, p. 566) state that fan pages can provide a channel for posting themed 

content, information, and activities; therefore, individuals who share interests and ideas are 

attracted to interact on these pages. This interaction, Lin & Lu (2012, p. 566) argue, is a 

powerful mean to transmit brand value. However, we believe that Fanpages can be equally 

powerful in unsettling brand value by the operator’s misuse of the platform. We therefore 

emphasize the necessity to analyze the underlying motivations driving users to “Like” a 

Fanpage in the first place since we believe it might give an indication on the desired 

manner of subsequent communication exposure. We further suppose that it is of utmost 

importance to analyse the underlying motivations driving people to engage in brand-related 

SM activities (Muntinga et al., 2011), and more importantly, what drives them to exit a 

brand-relationship. Therefore, we deem that the aforementioned misperceptions of 

companies (Baird & Parasnis, 2011) in terms of the underlying motivational factors driving 

Facebook users to “Like” a brand page and the subsequent motivation to interact with 
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brand-related activities on the Fanpage, can have a potential effect on brand equity, and 

more specifically on brand attitude and brand image. Booth & Matic (2011, p. 184) 

substantiate and state that SM has lead to “consumers […] impacting brand equity as never 

before”, which expressly underlines the necessity for this investigation at hand.  

 

1.3 Knowledge Gap 

SM and its effect on brand equity depicts a fairly unexplored area of research, however, 

few researchers have recognized the importance of putting those issues into perspective and 

highlight the connectedness (Booth & Matic, 2011; Fournier & Avery, 2011; Yan, 2011, p. 

693; Bruhn et al., 2012; Kim & Ko, 2012; McGriff, 2012). Interestingly, most research 

focuses on the user-generated SM communication/content (Muntinga et al., 2011; Bruhn et 

al., 2012; Christodoulides et al., 2012) or electronic word-of-mouth aspects of SM and 

SNSs and investigated the potential impact on consumers´ perceptions of the brand 

(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Chu & Kim, 2011; Kim & Ko, 2012; McGriff, 2012). 

Nevertheless, we believe that the positive/negative talk about brands generated by the 

consumers does not depict the sole factor impacting brand perceptions; rather it is the result 

of use/misuse of SM communication. We further disagree with the assumption (Mick, 

1992; Bruhn et al., 2012) that advertising, traditional media or firm-created SM 

communication will “always transport positive brand-based communication content” 

(Bruhn et al., 2012, p. 775) and rather conclude that marketers have good intentions in 

conveying a positive brand message, however, this does not condition a positive cognitive 

process of the message by the recipient. Hence, we argue that firm-created SM 

communication can have a negative impact on brand attitude and image when companies 

misperceive the manner and nature of their relationship with consumers. We will refer to 

the customers´ assigned value on firm-created communication as perceived advertising 

value, which is defined as “an overall representation of the worth of advertising to 

consumers” (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 22). According to this worth, consumers will behave in a 

certain way. We agree with Ehrenberg´s (1974, p. 27) early statement that advertising 

works “through people’s attitudes as an intermediary stage to changing their behaviour” 

and believe that this behaviour can be transferred to SNSs and be described as the level of 

brand-related activities. Consequently, we believe that the perceived advertising value will 

have an effect on consumers´ brand-related activities. Moreover, based on the foregoing 

detection of knowledge gaps, these brand-related activities, as well as the level of perceived 

advertising itself, potentially affect brand attitude and brand image.  

 

Research about the misperceptions is very sparsely (Baird & Parasnis, 2011; ExactTarget, 

2011), however a lot of researchers have dealt with the understanding of what drives 

netizens to actively engage in media activities (Teo et al., 1999; Ruggiero, 2000; Bagozzi & 

Dholakia, 2002; Hennig-Thurau, 2004; Sun et al. 2008; Calder et al., 2009; Shao, 2009; 

Cheung & Lee, 2010; LaRose & Eastin, 2010; Baird & Parasnis, 2011; ExactTarget, 2011; 

Kim et al., 2011; Muntinga et al., 2011; Chu & Kim, 2011; Men & Tsai, 2013), which 

provides an important foundation to build upon in the attempt to deeper analyze the effect 

on mistreated consumer motivation. The initial literature review has revealed that the uses 

and gratifications (U&G) theory has often been used by researchers in order to investigate 

the motivations driving people to use media (Katz et al., 1973; McQuail, 2010; Ball-

Rokeach, 1998) and it has proved to be useful explaining the usage of new media, such as 
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SM and SNSs (Ruggiero, 2000 in computer-mediated communication; Sun et al., 2008 in 

internet usage; Shao, 2009 in user-generated media; Calder et al., 2009 in online 

engagement; Muntinga et al., 2009 in brand-related SM use; LaRose & Eastin, 2010 in 

media attendance; Smock et al., 2011 in SNSs; Taylor et al., 2011 in SNSs; Men & Tsai, 

2013 in SNSs). Muntinga et al. (2011) for instance, have extended the four-category 

classification of media usage motivators by McQuail (1983) into: entertainment, integration 

and social interaction, personal identity, information, and remuneration and further 

classified three types of media consumption, namely “Consuming, Contributing and 

Creating” (Muntinga et al., 2011, p. 26). Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 32) have also 

attempted to classify users of SM by grouping them according to their SM engagement 

levels and asked their respondents (total 1056 consumers) whether they typically “just read, 

occasionally interact or almost always engage”. Hereby, Baird & Parasnis (2011, p, 32) 

devised three groups, namely: the “Engaged Authors” (“nearly always respond to others´ 

comments or author their own posts”), the “Casual Participants” (“occasionally will 

respond or post their own content”) and the “Silent Observers” (“sits quietly on the 

sidelines”). We believe that the classifications made by Muntinga et al. (2011) and Baird & 

Parasnis (2011) should be further developed by adding two other groupings that describe 

those kind of Fans that decided to exit the brand conversations partially, by “Hiding” the 

content, or even completely, by “Unliking” the Fanpage. These added groups are of utmost 

importance since the avoidance or exit of brand conversations through either “Hiding” or 

“Unliking” bears an additional effort on behalf of the consumer, therefore implying a 

certain level of rejection of the brand, which might further implicates negative effects on 

brand attitude and image. ExactTarget (2011a, p. 10) refers to this as the “social break-up” 

and according to its findings, 55% of Facebook users that have once “Liked” a page have 

later “Hidden” any company information provided via the Fanpage. We therefore aim to 

investigate not only the effect on brand attitude and image of the existing Fanbase but also 

of those that decided to avoid brand content and decided to exit the brand-relationship. 

Finally, while advertising that fits the consumers´ desires and expectations is believed to 

positively reflect the brand, it is also one of the nuances of ethical advertising. The current 

research will provide a better understanding of the consumer in the light of brand-

relationships on SNSs, providing ground for increased ethical advertising on this new 

media platform. 

 

In summary, previous research provides a solid springboard to dive deeper into the 

complexities of consumer behaviour in the context of Facebook brand pages and the 

inherent relationship between consumer and company. The knowledge gap will be covered 

by examining the connection between initial motivations to enter a relationship with a 

brand on Facebook and firm-created communication in the light of its impact on consumers 

perceived advertising value (Research Question 1) thereby unveiling the misperceptions as 

well as its potential effects. Subsequently, these potential effects might further impact the 

level of consumers´ activities surrounding the brand on Facebook (Research Question 2). In 

the final step, it will be investigated to what extent the misperception of the relationship and 

interaction between consumer (Fan) and company (brand/Fanpage), consolidated in the 

perceived advertising value, and brand-related activities affect consumer mindset, hence 

brand equity (Research Question 3). 
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1.4 Research Purpose & Research Questions 

Based on the previous problem discussion and outline of current research gaps, the purpose 

of this research is to investigate whether the gap between the initial motivations to start a 

Facebook brand-relationship (“Like” brand Fanpage) and the subsequent firm-created 

advertising has an impact on the perceived value of the advertising. Leading to the 

following research question: 

 

RQ1: What is the influence of the gap between motivational factors to “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page and the subsequent firm-created Facebook advertising on perceived 

advertising value? 

 

To fully investigate the effects of the gap and the value assigned to the advertising by the 

brand in relation to this gap, we will further evaluate whether the consequential level of 

perceived advertising value is attributable to advertising avoidance (“Hiding”) or 

relationship exit (“Unliking”).  

 

Moreover, due to the importance of interaction in relationship building it is investigated to 

what extent perceived advertising value influences which type (and level) of consumer 

brand-related activities with the brand’s Facebook page. Leading to the following research 

question: 

 

RQ2: What is the influence of perceived advertising value on consumers´ brand-related 

activities? 

 

With regard to the investigation of consumer brand-related activities, we will also examine 

whether the initial motivations to engage with a brand are in line with motivations to 

interact with a brand. Moreover, whether these motivations to interact relate to a level and 

type of consumer brand-related activities.   

 

Finally, we aim to identify whether the firm’s misperception of the nature of the 

relationship, which is consolidated in the level of perceived advertising value, as well as the 

level of consumer brand-related activities affect the brand perceptions held by the 

consumer, hence brand equity. Leading to the final research question: 

 

RQ3: What is the influence of (1) perceived advertising value and (2) consumer brand-

related activities on brand equity? 

 

1.5 Intended Contribution 

Theoretical: Our research will seize on existing theories that will help us to develop and 

adapt the prescribed theoretical contributions in the light of a fairly new area, namely SNSs 

and more specifically Facebook. The U&G theory is commonly used to reflect on 

consumers´ media usage and has been sparsely adopted to explain consumers social 

networking behaviour (Sun et al., 2008; Shao, 2009; Calder et al., 2009; Muntinga et al., 

2009; LaRose & Eastin, 2010; Smock et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2011; Men & Tsai, 2013), 

however, it has not been used to examine the effects on brand attitude and brand image. 
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Hence, this research will contribute by attempting to unveil new insights on consumers’ 

media usage and consumers´ underlying motivations with respect to the impact of firm-

created advertising on brand perceptions. We will therefore enrich the applicability of U&G 

theory by broadening to and diving into a fairly unexplored field of SNSs. Moreover, our 

research will pick upon and extend the consumer online brand-related activities (COBRA) 

typology (Muntinga et al., 2011), developed and derived from the U&G theory and used to 

explain the underlying motivations of consumers brand-related activities in the context of 

SM. Our research will build upon and extend on the typologies by subdividing the 

contributing levels further to make it fit the interactivity levels inhering Facebook. 

Moreover we will make additional distinctions between current Fans, avoiders (“Hide”) and 

former fans (“Unlike”). Both modifications will lend more farsightednesses to the 

typologies, hence extending its applicability. Furthermore, we aim to unveil misperceptions 

between consumers’ desires and companies’ actual efforts leading to perceived advertising 

value (Ducoffe, 1995). By utilizing perceived advertising value in the context of firm-

created advertising on Facebook, we will further extend its adaptability beyond the context 

of traditional advertising. As it can be seen, we will not only build on existing theories, we 

will partly extend on them, to make them fit the complexities and dimensions inhering 

Facebook.  

 

Practical: Facebook will, due to its invincible user base, top ranking position among SNSs, 

and tremendous attraction of companies and users alike, serve as a blueprint for any other 

SNS in our quantitative investigation. Based on the background and problematization, it 

can be seen that Facebook, and more broadly SNSs, depict a contemporary phenomenon 

that challenges countless businesses in its shift away from traditional marketing thinking. 

Brand managers need to adapt their strategies in the face the consumer dominated world of 

SM, which incorporates interactivity and involvement, in contrast to traditional marketing 

initiatives. Our research is of utmost importance, since it aims to investigate consumer 

behaviour in the context of brand-related activities on the SNS Facebook. The knowledge 

gained through our research will help companies to attain a deeper understanding on what 

kind of communication and form of relationship consumers really desire and more 

importantly, what they reject. This will ultimately enhance the quality and the effectiveness 

of companies´ SM strategies, thereby enhancing the worth of spending on SM advertising 

as well as fostering the protection of a brand's value. Certainly, the value of a brand is 

assigned by the consumers’ collective perception of a brand and has never belonged to the 

company. However, firm-created SM communication should at least attempt to prompt 

positive brand perceptions by adjusting messages according to consumers´ needs and goals. 

These needs and goals are manifested in the underlying motives of consumers driving them 

to seek for and to interact with a brand. This knowledge will help companies to get the most 

out of their presence and spending on SM. Moreover, this research will not only investigate 

the current brand-related activities generated by consumers on Facebook, but will further 

analyze the consequences of the misuse of SM strategies by investigating what drives 

consumers to unsubscribe from firm-created content on Facebook or even to exit the brand-

relationship for good. This reflection of consequences might alert businesses to strive for 

better education in the field of SM leading to more cautiousness toward arbitrary SM 

communication or even to the recognition of superfluous SM presence.   
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1.6 Delimitations 

As set out in the research gap, we have limited the research to firm-created advertising, and 

therefore do not consider UGC in its purest form. Due to the extent of recent research on 

UGC and eWOM and the under researched effects of the firm’s attempts to successfully use 

SM or SNS, it was decided to fully focus on firm-created content and not include UGC. 

Therefore, UGC in terms of independently created and distributed content by a consumer is 

excluded, while consumer content created in respect to firm-created content (i.e. by means 

of “Commenting” on brand content) is included. Moreover, the current research focuses on 

Facebook as a SNS platform. Although it is argued that the current research is generalizable 

to other SNS with similar functions and features inherent Facebook, it was decided to focus 

solely on one platform in order to avoid confusions with definitions and use of different 

SNS functions. Concerning the use of theories, while many different theories could be used 

in the face of this research, the focus is on those considered most valuable and fitting to the 

conceptual model. The generalizability of this study is slightly compromised by the 

convenience sampling technique used, however, it provides a strong model for future 

research. 

 

1.7 Definitions and Abbreviations 

The following section will provide the reader with an overview on important concept 

definitions and abbreviations, which will emerge regularly throughout the thesis.  

 

1.7.1 Definitions 

Perceived 
Advertising 
Value 

Ducoffe 
(1996, p. 1) 

“A subjective evaluation of the relative worth or utility of 

advertising to consumers.” 

Brand Kotler 
(1991, p. 442) 

“A name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or combination of 

them which is intended to identify the goods and services of 

one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from 

those of competitors.” 

Brand Attitude Keller & 

Lehmann 

(2003, p. 28) 

“The overall evaluation of a brand; to which level it generates 

satisfaction, and how the brand’s quality is perceived.” 

Brand Image Keller 
(1993, p. 3) 

“Perceptions about a brand as reflected by the brand 

associations held in consumer memory.” 

Consumer-
Based Brand 
Equity 

Keller 
(1993, p. 2) 

“[...] the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer 

response to the marketing of the brand” and “customer-based 

brand equity occurs when the consumer is familiar with the 

brand and holds some favorable, strong, and unique brand 

associations in memory.” 
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eWOM Hennig-

Thurau et al. 

(2004, p. 38) 

“The Internet enables customers to share their opinions on, 

and experiences with, goods and services with a multitude of 

other consumers; that is, to engage in electronic word-of-

mouth (eWOM) communication.“ 

G-D logic Lusch et al. 
(2007, p. 6) 

“Views the units of output as the central components of 

exchange.” 

S-D logic Vargo & 

Lusch (2004a, 

p. 6) 

“Value is defined by and cocreated with the consumer rather 

than embedded in output […] [and means] collaborating with 

and learning from customers and being adaptive to their 

individual and dynamic needs.” 

SM Kaplan & 

Haenlein 
(2010, p. 61) 

“A group of Internet-based applications that build on the 

ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that 

allow the creation and exchange of User Generated Content.“ 

SNSs Boyd & 

Ellison (2008, 

p. 211) 

“Web-based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a 

public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, (2) 

articulate a list of other users with whom they share a 

connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connections 

and those made by others within the system.” 

U&G McQuail 
(2010, p. 410) 

“The nature of the underlying audience demands […] [,]  [t]he 

motivations expressed for choice of media content and the 

ways in which this content is interpreted and evaluated by the 

audience  […] .“  

UGC Daugherty et 

al. (2008, p. 

1) 

“Media content created or produced by the general public 

rather than by paid professionals and primarily distributed on 

the Internet.“ 

 

1.7.2 Abbreviations 

(e)WOM (Electronic) Word-of-Mouth GS Gratifications Sought 

B2B Business-to-Business RM Relationship Marketing 

B2C Business-to-Consumer S-D logic Service-Dominant Logic 

COBRA Consumer Online Brand-Related Activities SCT Social Cognitive Theory 

CoRM Community Relationship Management SM Social Media 

CRM Customer Relationship Management SNA 
Social Networking 

Advertising 

FBu(s) Facebook User(s) SNS(s) Social Networking Site(s) 

G-D logic Goods-Centred Dominant Logic U&G Uses and Gratifications 

GO Gratifications Obtained UGC User Generated Content 
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1.8 Thesis Disposition 

The chapters that follow will build up to the concluding chapter which provides answers to 

the posed research questions and aims to close the identified research gaps. The next 

chapter, Chapter 2: Scientific Method, will discuss the scientific method used in this 

research and how these choices impact the work that follows. Chapter 3: Theoretical 

Framework will provide a detailed discussion of various background and primary theories 

in this research and will conclude with the presentation of the conceptual model. Chapter 

4: Practical Method will discuss the methods used to find answers to the research 

questions. The following chapter, Chapter 5: Empirical Results and Analysis, will build 

on chapter 3 and 4 as it will present the results to the hypotheses presented in the 

conceptual model in chapter 3, using the methods as discussed in chapter 4. Chapter 6: 

Discussion will bring together the theories from chapter 3 and the results from chapter 5 in 

an in-depth discussion. The last chapter, Chapter 7: Conclusions, as indicated, will 

provide the answers to the research questions as well as the main contributions of the study, 

limitations and future research, and societal implications of the current research.  

 

2 Chapter 2: Scientific Method 

This chapter starts with a discussion of our personal theoretical and practical background 

and the effects of these pre-understandings on the current research. Continuing, the 

chapter will provide a description and discussion concerning the scientific approach 

adopted in this research, followed by the choice of theories and source criticism.  

 

2.1 Authors Background and its Effects 

It is important to reflect on the authors’ backgrounds as it gives an indication about their 

subjective knowledge and points at precautions in order to conduct a sound study. Both of 

us studied a two-year master in Marketing at Umeå University with electives in specialized 

marketing and management. Prior the master our backgrounds differ highly. One of us has 

her origins in Germany and studied Media Management in Munich, after which she worked 

as a consultant in a Social Media agency for a period of six months. The other is Dutch and 

studied International Business and Management in Arnhem, the Netherlands in which she 

had two internships of five months where SM did not remain unnoticed. Both have had a 

Facebook account for over five years and are highly comfortable in its usage, both for 

personal networks as well as its opportunities to engage with brands. 

 

Our academic, professional and personal backgrounds provide an important pre-

understanding of marketing, consumer behaviour and SM, which helps in assessing and 

critically evaluating theories and assumptions, develop argumentation and conclusions. 

Especially our academic background could also have an unintentional and subconscious 

subjective effect on our evaluation of which theories to include or how we view them. 

Although it could have been the case that we would have focused on theories we were 

already familiar with, the majority of the main theories used are new to us. This gives an 

indication of our intent to let logic guide our process without building on our established 

knowledge of theory, and hence, improve our learning. Our professional and personal 
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background could subconsciously guide us into a certain direction, making assumptions 

based on our previous knowledge of SM. Although this preconception has helped in the 

development of the first understanding of our problem and it may have guided our 

development of hypotheses, this knowledge has always been backed up with theory, both 

confirming as well as criticising. 

 

Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 33) propose that objectivism is an ontological stand where the 

social world is made up out of external factors that are outside our intellect, and which we 

cannot influence. Although our academic, professional, and personal understanding and 

experience could unconsciously affect our thesis we aim to be objective throughout the 

course of research. The theories used, our assumptions, and arguments will therefore be 

critically reflected upon in order to uphold the quality of this thesis.    

 

2.2 Research Philosophy 

Saunders et al. (2009, p. 107) state that research philosophy is related to the development of 

knowledge and the nature of that knowledge. The research philosophy adopted includes 

assumptions about how one views the world and underpins the research strategy and choice 

of methods and is preceded or guided by the research questions that are aimed to be 

answered (Saunders et al. (2009, p. 108). The research philosophy consists of three sub-

disciplines, ontology, epistemology, and methodology (Sobh & Perry, 2006, p. 1194), and 

has two main opposite stances (naturalism and constructivism). Epistemology is “the theory 

of knowledge” (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 39) and is grounded in assumptions about the 

basic character of being, which is discussed in ontological theory. Ontology is “the theory 

of being or what reality fundamentally is” (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 39). The final sub-

discipline, the methodology, depicts the techniques used for theory building (Sobh & Perry, 

2006, p. 1194) and can be inductive or deductive in nature. In short it can be said that “a 

paradigm is an overall conceptual framework within which a researcher may work”, 

“ontology is “reality”, epistemology is the relationship between that reality and the 

researcher, and methodology is the techniques used by the researcher to discover that 

reality” (Sobh & Perry, 2006, p. 1194). Philosophical considerations in social science and 

their implications have been discussed critically by researchers over time, important 

however, is that a methodology is to be used and argued for so that defensible conclusions 

can be drawn from the empirics (6 & Bellamy, 2011, pp. 2, 49). While the theoretical 

methodology will be discussed in the following section, the remainder of this section will 

provide a discussion on the ontological and epistemological stances and their implications 

on this research. 

 

The philosophical sub-discipline of social ontology relates to assumptions about the 

researcher’s standpoint of the nature of social reality; questioning whether reality is 

objective and external to the individual, or subjective and cognitively created by the 

individual (Long, et al., 2000, p. 190).  This leads to the two stances of ontology: 

objectivism and subjectivism. Epistemology is the philosophical sub-discipline concerned 

with the assumptions about the researcher’s standpoint on what is regarded as acceptable 

knowledge in a particular discipline (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 16); is it objective and 

accessible to all (in theory), or subjective and guided by individual experience (Long, et al., 

2000, p. 190)? This leads to two main opposite positions on epistemology: positivism and 
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interpretivism. The opposing positions on ontology and epistemology relate to two main 

opposing philosophical theories. The naturalism stance includes objectivism and positivism 

in its view on theory and knowledge, and has its roots in natural sciences. The opposing 

stance is the constructionism, which includes the positions of subjectivism and 

interpretivism on ontology and epistemology respectively, and is build around meaning 

creation and social interaction. 

 

The objective position on ontology implies that social phenomena are external and cannot 

be influenced by the researcher (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 22). This is related to the 

epistemological theory of positivism, proposing that it is possible to gain hard, secure, and 

objective knowledge about the external reality (Carson et al., 2001, p. 4). This paradigm is 

mostly connected to deductive research where quantitative data is mostly used to test 

theories with use of hypotheses (Deshpande, 1983, p. 102). The subjectivist ontology 

assumes that social phenomena are created from the perceptions and consequent actions of 

social actors, and are in constant revision (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 23). Subjectivism is 

related to the epistemological view of interpretivism assuming that the researchers hold 

their own subjective meanings concerning the social phenomena and focus is on the details 

of the situation by gaining knowledge through processes or experiences (Saunders et al. 

(2009, p. 119). This philosophical paradigm is said to be strongly connected to an inductive 

and qualitative methodological approach (Deshpande, 1983, p. 103).   

 

The position on research philosophy also influences axiology; how we as researchers regard 

the role of values in research (Saunders et al. (2009, p. 119). A positivist philosophy 

assumes that the world is external and objective, therefore the respective axiology position 

for this ontological stance believes that observers are independent and science is value-free 

(Carson et al., 2001, p. 5). Objectivity of the researchers is therefore highly important while 

taking a positivist orientation to the research. A constructivist stance on research 

philosophy implies that the social world is shaped subjectively, is socially constructed and 

may change (Saunders et al. (2009, p. 119). The researcher needs to interpret, understand, 

and construct what he sees. This leads to value laden research where the researcher is part 

of the unit of investigation and cannot be separated; hence the role of the researcher is 

highly subjective (Carson et al., 2001, p. 6). 

 

This research aims to investigate how firm-created advertising and consumer-brand 

interaction on a SM platform affects brand perceptions. The research initially took form 

through understanding the process/experience of a consumer with a brand on this SM 

platform, indicating a strong match with a constructivist position. This, as well as the fact 

that consumers´ perceptions and attitudes formed about a brand on an online platform 

created for the use of social interaction would make a constructivist stance a logical choice 

for this research. It would, however, also imply that our own interpretations and perceptions 

would get mixed with those investigated, leading to doubtful reliability of the conclusions. 

The focus of our research is on the influences between certain consumer-brand interactions 

and brand equity, meaning that we believe that there are causes/influencers to how 

individuals form attitudes towards a brand. This is strongly in line with positivism. The last 

two points indicate a suitable fit with a positivist philosophy. The philosophical stance of 

positivism was considered most suitable based on the fit with the research purpose and 
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research questions. The existence of suitable theories that either have not yet been tested in 

relation to SM, or not in combination with other theories provide a solid framework to test 

relationships between the theories. By testing these theories in relation to each other, and 

thus developing theoretical knowledge, we will be able to explain the effects of how firm-

created advertising and consumer-brand interaction on a SM platform affects brand 

perceptions. Moreover, it is believed to be the most suitable methodology due to the fact 

that we desired to investigate the attitudes and perceptions of the consumer without bias of 

our own interpretation. The choice for a positivist philosophy to our research will have 

ethical consequences alike. Positivism, based on natural sciences, believes that social 

science can generate non-normative (non-tainted) so ‘positive’ knowledge about the social 

world. It is argued that particular causes guide human actions and that these can be studied 

in a (relatively) value-free way. This is opposed to the constructivist view where human 

beings themselves are the cause. (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 34) Thus, the positivism 

approach is reflected in our research focus, aiming to detect how particular motivations and 

events influence attitudes, opposed to the values and culture that might taint these attitudes. 

 

2.3 Research Approach 

Any research project will involve the use of theories. The ways in which theories are 

constructed, however, provides indications on the nature of the design of the research. 

Theory that has been developed and determined prior to the empirical investigation, hence 

is “subjected to a rigorous test” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124), relates to the actual test of 

theories, called deduction. Deductive research is designed to test hypotheses that derived 

during the construction of theories guided by the research question(s). The deduction of 

hypothesis from a theory and the subsequent testing of these hypotheses by the means of 

numerical data and statistical analyses refer to quantitative research (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2009, p. 23).  In contrast, induction emphasizes the building of theories (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 126) deriving from the analysis of data and is mostly associated with qualitative 

research. It is not necessarily given that the analysis of data will inevitably result in the 

production of new theory; more importantly is that theory was produced inductively with 

the aim to explore a field (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 83). Consequently, the correlation 

between theory and analysis can be either deductive or inductive. With regard to the 

aforementioned philosophical considerations, deduction relates to positivism and induction 

to interpretivism, due to the view on the nature of reality. As a result, the primary decision 

to pursue an either deductive or inductive approach rests upon the research questions which 

in turn guide the research philosophy. 

 

According to Saunders et al. (2009) induction stresses the examination of “meanings 

humans attach to events” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 127) and the necessity to gain a better 

understanding of the inhering nature of the problems. The structure of inductive methods is 

associated with way more flexibility, which allows changes in the research emphasis during 

progress. In contrast, deduction rigorously follows scientific principles that are reflected in 

the highly structured methodology in order to enable replication, which is prior to ascertain 

reliability. (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 125) With reference to the three research questions of 

this study at hand and the inhering theoretically informed concepts that have been taken and 

build upon throughout the theoretical framework (chapter 3 on page 24), the construction of 

hypotheses (section 3.8 on page 55), and therefore “empirically recordable objects” (David 
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& Sutton, 2009, p. 13) was made possible. This movement from ideas into the ambit of 

empirical measurement is called operationalization (David & Sutton, 2009, p. 13) and lays 

the foundation of deduction. Operationalising concepts delineates an important 

characteristic of the deductive research approach since it aims to break down complex and 

broad concepts into single and narrowed elements or “researchable entities” (Bryman & 

Bell, 2007, p. 11) that allow quantitative measurement of facts (Saunders at al., 2009, p. 

125) to explain causal relationships between variables. The subsequent empirics will allow 

us to either verify or falsify the stated hypotheses, respectively the inhering relationships. 

Hence, we build upon and conduct a deductive approach to research since we will test 

theories rather than building them. However, it should be noted that our research does not 

aim to find the only causes of the tested relationships; they will merely provide a deeper 

understanding of how SM, like traditional media, can influence brand perceptions.  

 

2.4 Research Design 

The purpose of any research design is first and foremost to provide a framework for the 

collection as well as analysis of data (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 204). The research 

questions have laid the foundation for the progress of the research and will serve as an 

anchor throughout each stage of the research process. The manner of answering these 

research questions will be affected by the inhering research philosophies and the research 

approach. Moreover the research questions will determine the research design, the overall 

plan for the research. (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 136; David & Sutton, 2011, p. 12). The 

interrogatives (what, why, where, when who and how) of a research question will provide 

further indication on the classification of the research purpose, which are, according to 

Saunders et al. (2009, p. 139): exploratory, descriptive and explanatory. Exploratory studies 

aim to probe the causes of things, such as a phenomenon, with the goal to get a deeper 

understanding of its nature and inhering problems. Such studies are typically inductive 

since they seek “to build accounts of what is going on from the data collected” (David & 

Sutton, 2009, p. 84). Descriptive studies “capture the what, where, when and who of a 

situation” describing the characteristics of persons, events or situations (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 140). Importantly, studies that are very descriptive in nature might run into danger 

of lacking the highly evaluative analysis of data resulting in explanations rather than 

descriptions. Therefore, according to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 140), such studies usually 

contain both elements, known as descripto-explanatory. Explanatory studies require 

“descriptive mapping of situations” (David & Sutton, 2009, p. 11) as groundwork to further 

examine the occurrence of relationships concerning the phenomenon described, and more 

specifically to seek for causal coherences. Since we are testing hypothesis as opposed to 

exploring a field to build a theory, our study can be described as explanatory, with the aim 

to detect suggestive causal relationships between (1) motivational factors to “Like” a 

brand’s Facebook page and perceived advertising value, (2) perceived advertising value and 

brand-related activities and (3) perceived advertising value and brand-related activities on 

brand image and brand attitude. 

 

Now that we have clarified the exact purpose of the research in the light of a research 

design, it is important to distinguish between quantitative and qualitative research methods, 

since this distinction will further determine the research strategy. Linking back to the 

research philosophies, quantitative research describes the “belief in the objectivity of the 
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social world, and the idea of causation in social processes” (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 85). 

This objectivity is anchored in the notion that the social world is constituted with facts, 

things and objects (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 85), which provide the foundation to make use 

of numbers in order to empirically measure the relationships between these objects, thereby 

heading for positivism.  In contrast, qualitative research views the social life as the product 

of social interaction and denies that the social world is made up of things, rather it is 

populated by relationships and actions (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 86). Hence, qualitative 

research stresses the examination of the ways in which individuals interpret the world 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 28) steering toward an interpretivist view on reality. These 

different epistemological foundations contain important implications for further decisions 

about the research approach, design as well as strategy. Since these decisions determine the 

nature of research, there are objections concerning both, qualitative and quantitative 

research alike. According to Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 423) qualitative research is been 

criticized to be too subjective as the findings are being interpreted by the researchers´ own 

views. This can be seen as unsystematic since the subjectivity of researchers might lead to 

the lack of vision for significance and importance of specific data. Moreover, qualitative 

research is difficult to replicate simply because it is conducted in a way that is less 

structured than in quantitative research. Quantitative research, however, contains more 

explicit problem statements in terms of existing literature and key theoretical ideas 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 423). Further, generalization, which is a key characteristic of 

deductive approaches, is restricted in the scope of qualitative research since the flexibility 

within qualitative research strategies, such as in unstructured interviews, exacerbates to 

generalize the findings to other settings.  

 

To sum up, our research will follow a deductive approach, which is explanatory by nature, 

and entails the aim to look for suggestive causal relationships between various variables 

incorporated in hypotheses. In order to test the hypotheses, we will make use of a 

quantitative method that enables us to collect data that can be expressed in numerical form. 

Hence, our priority is laid on capturing a solid number of consumer perceptions that will 

provide a holistic picture on consumers´ attitudes on, and behaviours with, brands on 

Facebook. 

 

2.5 Research Strategy 

Research strategies are the tools by which the research questions(s) are finally put into play. 

The choice of strategies will be determined by the research question(s) and objective(s), the 

coverage of existing knowledge, the philosophical assumptions, the quantity of time and 

other resources needed to perform a specific strategy. (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 141).  

 

Based on the research questions and the previous choices of research philosophy, approach 

and design it is important to select the appropriate research strategy that will help to collect 

the relevant data. These choices have eliminated research strategies such as experimental-, 

action- and grounded-research. Based on the deductive and quantitative nature of our 

research question the survey research strategy was deemed most appropriate. The survey 

strategy, which usually corresponds to deductive research approaches, is commonly used to 

answer questions with the interrogatives “who”, “what”, “where”, “how much” and “how 

many” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 144). The survey strategy is especially useful to collect a 
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large amount of data in a standardized manner, making it possible to easily compare. It will 

enable us to detect possible relationships between variables, model them and facilitate 

claims about generalizability. Besides the questionnaire, other data collection methods such 

as structured observation and structured interviews are part of the survey strategy. 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 144) 

 

Considering our research, the survey strategy will allow us, by the means of structured 

questionnaires, to collect a fairly large amount of data, hence opinions and attitudes, in a 

relatively short time frame and is therefore considered as the most appropriate strategy. In 

this early stage of research concerning brand-relationships on SM, a survey strategy will 

provide a complete picture of the, in Chapter 1 discussed, contemporary problems. Future 

research can build upon the findings of this study with a more in-depth approach. Such 

research could make use of a case-study strategy. This research strategy describes the 

examination of “a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context using 

multiple sources of evidence” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 145). The emphasis in the 

execution of case studies is clearly put upon the context of the research as well as the in-

depth analysis of individuals, organizations, events, programmes or communities (David & 

Sutton, 2011, p. 165). Examples of data collection methods concerning this research 

strategy are interviews, observations, focus groups and questionnaires. Interviews will 

provide profound information about the consumer behaviour and attitudes in respect to SM.  

While the current research will aim to detect and explore potential relationships between 

the variables posed in hypotheses, which will be introduced in the next chapter, subsequent 

research could tackle on our detections and investigate cause-and-effect relationships by the 

means of case studies.  

 

For this study at hand, the questionnaires will be administered online on the SNS Facebook, 

since this delineates the target population of this research field under investigation. Our 

online questionnaire aims to investigate consumer attitudes and behaviours with regard to 

firm-created advertising on Facebook and will scrutinize three different populations at 

once, namely consumers that have “Liked” and still “Like” a brand on Facebook, 

consumers that have unsubscribed (“Hide”) from firm-created content as well as consumers 

that have exited (“Unlike”) the brand-relationship for good.  

 

2.6 Literature Use and Scrutiny 

The strong deductive research approach of this thesis calls for the use of previously 

developed theories to guide our line of argument. Theories from specialist books and 

articles from well-regarded scientific journals were used to strengthen the content and 

reliability of our theoretical framework. The following section will discuss the theory 

building process, literature search and source criticism.  

 

2.6.1 The Pathway to Theoretical Knowledge 

The first step in our literature search was preceded by mapping the process we recognized 

when Facebook users start to engage with brands on this platform. We identified that FBus 

are likely to have a particular motivation to initially start a brand-relationship on Facebook. 

Once it was decided to “Like” a brand page the brand’s advertising efforts will follow, 
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which are either in line with their expectation and appreciated, or not. Web 2.0 is 

particularly known for its move from one-way communication to a two-way stream, 

creating the opportunity for interaction between brands and consumers online. This lead us 

to believe that users can interact with the brand on various levels, e.g. actively or passively. 

Finally we believed that this interaction, as well as the evaluation of the brands advertising 

activities would likely have an effect on how FBus regard the brand. This mapping of the 

process created interrelated but distinct parts of investigation i.e. usage motivation, firm-

created advertising, interaction, and the result on brand perceptions. Based on these main 

parts of investigation an initial literature search was conducted leading to strongly linked 

well-known theories in consumer behaviour, marketing, and advertising that could help 

explain the consumer-brand process as identified and guided the development of our 

research questions. 

 

Previous research concerning motivations for people to use a particular media, such as the 

television, internet or SM, predominantly made use of the U&G theory, which goes back to 

the beginning of mass communication research (Katz, et al., 1973, p. 509). Linked with 

theories on intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, the U&G theory is believed to be the most 

widely used theory for similar research, and fits the current research to help explain the 

initial motivations for users to engage with brands on Facebook. Research concerning 

consumer-brand interaction on SM is strongly focussed on the new role of the consumer on 

SM in terms of User Generated Content (UGC). Here the actions by the firm on SM are not 

investigated but the activities by users in relation to a brand delineate the focal point. We 

believe that firm-created advertising on Facebook has been neglected in previous research 

and is likely to influence the consumer, either negatively or positively. One of the 

intentions of this research is to identify whether or not the initial motivations for consumers 

to get engaged with the brand on Facebook are in line with the activities performed by the 

firm. While more often discussed in commercial studies, the only scientific research found 

on the relationship between consumer motivations and subsequent firm-created advertising 

is by Baird & Parasnis (2011) who identified a gap between what the consumer wants and 

what the firms believe the consumer desires. The lack of previous academic research of 

firm-created advertising in the SM setting made it necessary to include some commercial 

research. Although a fair number of companies engage in such research, we decided to 

include studies by Exact Target. Exact Target is a firm that conducts commercial research 

on relationships between brands and consumers. The company can count leading brands 

such as Adobe or Universal Music Group to their clientele for whom they have successfully 

implemented interactive marketing solutions. Among other material, Exact Target offers an 

entire research series (20 SM reports) called “Subscribers, Fans and Followers”, which is 

an in-depth (qualitative and quantitative studies) look on consumer engagement with brands 

based on three online channels, namely email, Facebook and Twitter. (ExactTarget) Several 

of these reports will help us, as researchers of this study at hand, likewise in order to dive 

deeper into the practical and managerial reasoning of consumer behaviour on SM and more 

specifically SNSs, in addition to the theoretical and academic thread provided in this paper.  

 

Continuing, the theory of advertising value by Ducoffe (1995) was found to effectively 

measure the impact of the misalignment of motivations/expectations and the activities 

performed by the firms on Facebook. It is argued that value comes from expectations 
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(initial motivations to get engaged with a brand on Facebook) and that a valuable ad is not 

necessarily a likable ad (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 23). While the Attitude towards the ad (Aad) is 

more often used in relation to effects on brand equity, it does not take into consideration the 

value, merely the attitudinal evaluation of advertising. Hence Ducoffe’s advertising value is 

a better fit for this research.  

 

To categorize FBus based on the interaction they show with a brand on Facebook we made 

use of the consumer online brand-related activities (COBRAs) typology created by 

Muntinga et al. (2011). The COBRA differentiates between users who consume (observe), 

contribute (interact with), or create (publish own) brand-related activities. The foundation 

of the typology is rooted in the U&G theory and is therefore a highly fitting theory for this 

study. The typology, however, is not complete in our opinion. Important for this study is 

the exact level of contribution user show and those users who decide to avoid the firm-

created advertising or exit the brand relationship on Facebook. For these reasons we have 

extended the typology by subdividing one of the types (contributing) and adding two more 

advertising avoiders (“Hide”) and relationship exit (“Unlike”). 

 

The final theory used in the development of our conceptual framework is the brand value 

chain theory by Keller & Lehmann (2003), which is strongly related to consumer-based 

brand equity. Within the brand value chain we have chosen to focus on brand image and 

brand attitude as results of the consumer-brand relationship on Facebook. The decision not 

to include brand awareness, attachment, and activity (the other dimensions in the consumer 

mindset leading to brand equity) has been made based on several reasons. Brand awareness 

was excluded due to the preconception that a Facebook user who decides to “Like” a brand 

page already has a certain level of brand awareness. Brand attachment can be translated 

into brand loyalty (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29), which is believed to be a result of the 

overall brand perceptions and attitudes, and will therefore not be included. The current 

research argues that brand activity, which can be transferred to the U&G theory or COBRA 

typology, is believed to precede the customer’s mindset, and will be investigated 

accordingly. The final choice of brand image and brand attitude will provide a strong 

indication on the overall consumer mindset, hence consumer-based brand equity. 

 

2.6.2 Literature search 

In order to develop the theoretical framework, we have used several approaches. First of 

all, we have evaluated both new sources dealing with the online environment in general and 

SM in particular between the years of 2000 and 2013, as well as sources that date back to 

the foundation of various theories. Books have mainly been used to look at both the 

scientific and practical method as well as fundamental theories as the online environment 

changes too rapidly for books to be accurate at the time of appearance. The books used 

were collected from the library at Umeå University or in online form through e-books or 

Google Books, if due to demand the books were not available in the library. Articles were 

searched for using the library search database, specific journals (e.g. Journal of Advertising, 

Journal of Marketing) or Google Scholar to find the most recent articles. As indicated in 

section 2.6, the search for the theories was based on the initial mapping of the brand-

consumer process. This, together with the main context of SM, provided us with initial 

keywords to find appropriate articles, such as: Web 2.0, Social Media, Social Networking 
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Sites, Social Media marketing, Relationship Marketing, consumer behaviour, user/usage 

motivations, interactions, advertising, Social Media advertising, advertising avoidance, 

brand equity, and more. Although this search offered relevant articles to start our 

investigation, along the progress of the theoretical framework and an increased focus on 

relevant theories, the search for references mentioned in other articles became more and 

more important as they were often on topic and provided important new insights. We were 

aware that mainly using sources applied by other authors could result in a tunnel vision; 

hence, we therefore were particularly careful to search for opposing opinions or other 

authors who discuss the matter. 

 

2.6.3 Source criticism 

It was aimed to create an appropriate picture of reality with credible outcomes by the use of 

both fundamental theories and new theories. Although SM is a fairly new and still fast 

developing phenomenon, it is believed, and proven by previous research, that fundamental 

theories can be applied to this new market environment. As this research is derived from 

previous theories it was important to provide the full spectrum of each theory by discussing 

its foundations as well as more recent research which provides connections to today’s 

advertising environment. This has been done by utilizing both books and articles and by 

finding the foundations of theory as well as most recent research. Important to note is that 

the literature search did not only aim to strengthen our argument for the use and fit of the 

theories, but also to critically reflect on them. In order to reflect on each author’s statements 

in its original context to diminish the distortion of meaning, we have aimed to minimize the 

number of secondary sources. Although we have largely succeeded in doing so, sometimes 

it was unavoidable as access to the original source was not possible. To increase the 

reliability of the statements used in these instances, we have made sure to crosscheck with 

other authors who cite this source to judge its credibility. We have predominantly made use 

of scientific articles opposed to books. The books that have been used in relation to the 

theory were fundamental works of the development of specific theories and were deemed to 

be of high importance to our study. The scientific articles used are all peer reviewed and the 

majority published in top journals. Especially the main theories used in this research are 

based on articles from highly regarded journals. Articles used from less renowned journals 

have been avoided as much as possible, however, some touched upon the exact points 

required for the current research, making it valuable to include them. The statements in 

these articles have, however, been evaluated critically. The fact that most of the theories 

used incorporate a long history and have been rigorously tested in previous research and 

often in relation to the SM context, leads to a strong theoretical framework. However, 

although we have read many articles and books, it could be possible that we have missed a 

particular theory that could have been relevant for this study. Regardless, it is believed that 

the current selection of theory provides a solid foundation for the current study. 
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3 Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical frame of reference will discuss the main theories used in the research as 

well as background theory to understand the complexities and dimensions surrounding 

both the consumer and the firm. The chapter’s outline is depicted in Figure 1, which shows 

the theories that will be discussed, and the order they will be presented.  

 

 
Figure 1 Theoretical Framework 

As shown in Figure 1 the chapter will start with (section 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3) aspects and 

theories encompassing the firm in its attempt to build a relationship with consumers and 

will incrementally move to (section 3.4) the consumer and his/her nature of motivations 

being the pillar for the motivation of media use. Moreover, (section 3.5) perceived 

advertising value will deal with consumers´ perceptions of firm-created advertising as an 

important means to measure the potential gap between the initial gratifications sought 

opposed to the gratifications obtained. We will continue with (section 3.6) a discussion on 

consumer brand-related activities and their online behaviour. Finally, (section 3.7) 

perspectives on brand equity and the brand value chain will acquaint the reader with 

branding constructs necessary to understand the fluctuations of consumers brand 



24 

 

perceptions. The theoretical framework will depict the springboard for arriving at the 

conceptual model provided in section 3.8.  

 

3.1 Firm-Created Advertising 

In order to fully comprehend the dimensions and functionalities of Facebook in the 

reciprocity of the consumer (i.e. Fan) and brand (i.e. Fanpage), the following explanations 

will introduce the reader into the main functionalities necessary to gain deeper 

understanding of the interfaces between Fan and Fanpage. 

 

3.1.1 Access to and Interaction with Firm-Created Advertising 

To provide a thorough answer to our questions it is necessary to clarify some fundamental 

features inhering Facebook. Basically, there are several possibilities for a Facebook user 

(FBu) to access content on Facebook, let it be firm- or user-created. The most targeted way 

is to simply make use of the search function provided by the search window embedded in 

Facebook. With the aid of the search functionality, FBus can seek for anything and anyone 

with a presence on Facebook (e.g. searching for and visiting a brand page). The most 

established and frequently used feature to access content, however, is provided by the 

FBu´s Newsfeed. A feed can be described as “content that is presented on the screen in 

reverse chronological order and refreshes in real time” (Witek & Grettano, 2012, p. 245); 

hence the most recent feed will be shown first. There are two main feeds on Facebook: a 

FBu´s Newsfeed and Timeline. The Newsfeed is the first screen a FBu will land on after 

the login and will display content the user has subscribed to in his/her network. Subscribed 

content derives from added friends or “Liked” Facebook pages (e.g. a brand page). As soon 

as a FBu has affirmed such connections, he/she automatically subscribes to the content 

provided by the respective friend or Facebook page. The content can be comprised of status 

updates, photos, videos and links. Each time new content is being created by a friend or 

Facebook page, it will be published on the FBu´s Newsfeed. Important though, is that a 

FBu can decide to “Hide” content coming from specific friends or Facebook pages he/she 

has connected to previously. The FBu can specify to “Hide” either parts of the content (e.g. 

one single post) or even the entire content provided through the subscription. However, 

unsubscribing entirely is not ultimate since a FBu always has the option to change it back 

to the default setting. According to Witek & Grettano (2012, p. 247) the reasons to “Hide” 

content of friends are due to “posts about topics not relevant to a user’s interests, and posts 

so often that these posts dominate that user’s Newsfeed”, which might be applicable to 

brands likewise.  The Newsfeed is private and can only be accessed by the respective FBu, 

in contrast to the FBu´s Timeline, the second feed. A Timeline is constituted primarily of 

content created by the respective FBu thereby reflects “in a sense, a user’s identity” (Witek 

& Grettano, 2012, p. 245) and is visible to all of the people in the FBu´s network that have 

been granted access (private settings). The Timeline displays, amongst others, the FBu´s 

interests (e.g. “Liked” Facebook pages that, for instance, reflect the user’s music taste, 

favourite movies, series, books and brands) and basically everything the FBu is keen on 

sharing with his/her network making the FBu an author and editor likewise. The Timeline 

further provides a platform for a FBu´s friends to post any content, that is, in contrast to the 

Newsfeed, primarily addressing the owner of the Timeline, however it will still be visible to 

the owner’s friends.  
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In summary, the Newsfeed, described as an “information retrieval system [...] to display 

content only from trusted or preferred sources” (Witek & Grettano, 2012, p. 247), also 

depicts the primary location where branded content is consumed (Lipsman et al., 2012, p. 

40). In fact, Lipsman et al. (2012) have discovered that the likelihood of users to visit the 

Fanpage to consume branded content is up to 150 times less in comparison to the 

Newsfeed. Hence it delineates the most important interface and focal point for companies 

to reach the consumer and more importantly, to persuade the consumer from retaining them 

in the “preferred sources” (Witek & Grettano, 2012, p. 247). Similar to the FBu´s 

inclination to unsubscribe content from friends in the light of irrelevant and annoying posts 

(Witek & Grettano, 2012, p. 247), the consumer will pass judgement on firm-created 

content likewise. The Newsfeed is therefore essential for companies on Facebook to arouse 

attention that will ultimately prompt a reaction on behalf of the consumer resulting in either 

“Liking”, “Commenting” or “Sharing” of the respective firm-created content. The 

following paragraphs will provide an understanding of what comprises a “Post” and what it 

means to “Like”, “Comment” and “Share” and why companies are interested in each of 

these features. 

 

Post: A post refers to any mediated content on Facebook and can be deduced from its 

original sense of delivering post, however, in a virtual manner. A post can contain only 

textual content and/or videos, photos and/or links. Posts can be created by any FBu on 

his/her own Timeline, other FBus´ Timeline in case of granted access, and on Facebook 

pages (e.g. brand pages). Every so often, FBus are denied posting on a Facebook page 

either generally or sometimes in case FBus have not “Liked” the page yet, which can even 

involve denied access to exclusive content provided by the respective page. Any post 

contains the option to be “Liked” or “Commented” on. If the post contains a link, video or 

photo it will further provide the option to be “Shared”.  The more “Likes”, “Comments” 

and “Shares” can be counted, the merrier for a company, at first glance. More importantly 

is the content and context of the “Comments” and the “Shares”. 

 

Like: Almost any content mediated within (and even outside) Facebook can be “Liked” via 

clicking the “Like” button. A person can “Like” any kind of posts as explained above. 

When a FBu “Likes” a post or a Facebook page it will appear in the friends´ Newsfeed for 

all friends that have not “Hidden” the respective FBu´s content. This is of special interest 

for companies, since the appearance of a FBu´s affirmation to a brand on the friends´ 

Newsfeed will increase awareness of that brand among the FBu´s network (when not 

“Hidden”).  

 

Comment: Commenting can be regarded as a reaction to a post. Depending on the post’s 

content, a FBu might feel the desire to comment on it, thereby expressing his/her opinion 

on the respective post. A “Comment” can be textual and/or contain videos, photos or links. 

Moreover, a comment can be “Liked” as well. A great number of comments is a sign for 

the appeal (negative or positive) of the message. Companies have deep interest in creating 

appealing messages that will result in lots of positive comments. 
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Share: The “Share” function allows a FBu to share content within Facebook (e.g. a friend’s 

video, photo or link) as well as information sources retrieved outside of Facebook. The 

“Shared” information will then appear on the FBu´s Timeline as well as on the Newsfeed of 

that user’s Facebook friends (when not “Hidden”). Similarly, any “Shared” content can be 

“Liked”, “Commented” or re-”Shared”. Equally to the “Like” functionality, companies are 

interested in the increased amount of “Shares” due to disseminated awareness and the 

inherent potential to attract new Fans. The following section will shed light on the 

companies´ possibilities to reach the consumer within Facebook. 

 

3.1.2 Distribution of Firm-Created Advertising 

Companies that have established a presence on Facebook through the creation of a 

Facebook page offer various possibilities for their consumers to engage with their brand. 

Those can range from posts containing text to videos, photos or links, aiming to provide 

exclusive content to the Fans with the potential to prompt brand-related activities around 

the post, such as “Liking”, “Commenting” or “Sharing”. To recap, some Facebook pages 

involve restricted access to exclusive content to non-Fans, who are consequently excluded 

from the aforementioned activities. Moreover, companies now and then provide 

entertaining games on their Facebook pages, demanding a higher level of Fan activity (in 

terms of participatory duration and performance). Such games, for instance, are geared to 

reward Fans with some kind of incentives such as product samples, free trials, discounts or 

any other promotional gifts. This often happens in line with e.g. contemporaneous product 

launches whereby Facebook serves as an extension to traditional marketing channels, 

catching the consumers easily reachable on social networks. 

 

The following section will elucidate by which means firm-created content can reach the 

consumer.   Lipsman et al. (2012, p. 41) have referred to a unit of branded content on 

Facebook as a brand impression and have discovered four “primary vehicles through which 

these impressions are delivered”. These vehicles provide a solid overview and 

understanding of how and where firm-created content can reach the consumer on Facebook 

and will therefore serve a foundation of the following explanations.  According to Lipsman 

et al. (2012, p. 41) the branded content a firm provides through Facebook can be mediated 

via “Page Publishing”, “Stories about Friends”, “Sponsored Stories” and “Advertisements 

with social”. 

 

“Page Publishing” refers to any content a firm creates and subsequently posts on its 

Fanpage wall (the first screen a Fan lands on when visiting a Fanpage). The firm-created 

posts will further appear on the Fan’s Newsfeed, in case the Fan has not unsubscribed from 

the firm-created content. To recap, the Newsfeed depicts the primary location where 

branded content is consumed, the more frequently a firm creates “Page Publishing” content, 

the more it will dominate a Fan’s Newsfeed.  A Fan can directly interact with the post via 

his/her Newsfeed or by visiting the Fanpage, whereby the latter occurs rather seldom. 

When a Fan “Likes” or “Shares” the firm-created post, this engagement with the brand will 

be visible to all friends in this Fan’s network. This revelation of engagement will, so to say, 

tell a story about the FBu leading to “Stories about Friends”. These stories will appear on 

the friends´ Newsfeed and on the FBu´s own Timeline. The firm-created post can contain, 

as mentioned above, purely textual content, videos, photos or links. 
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“Sponsored Stories” are similar to “Stories about Friends”, however, a company needs to 

pay for highlighting their Fans engagement with their brand on friends´ Newsfeed which 

will be, in contrast to “Stories about Friends”, actively distributed with a wider reach 

(Lipsman et al., 2012). “Sponsored Stories” are of special interest for companies since this 

kind of referral marketing will communicate a friend’s affirmation to a certain brand 

thereby attracting potentially more notice than from a pure company ad. The likelihood of 

generating a referral visit will be increased and conceivably bring along a new Fan.  Last 

but not least, “Advertisement with social” is a message transmitted by a Facebook page and 

will occasion costs for the company as well. It will appear on a FBu´s Timeline and will, 

besides containing referral marketing, bring along a social context, which comprises a 

limited amount of words communicating a specific message to the recipient aiming to 

generate a “Like”. These ads can, for instance, contain a reference to an entertaining game 

with the potential to receive promotional gifts. 

 

 

 

Regardless of the type of impression used by a company to mediate branded content, the 

frequency as well as the context and content are crucial in satisfying a FBu´s expectations, 

needs and goals. However, this is easier said than done. Figure 2 reflects companies´ 

assumptions about consumers´ underlying motivations to interact with them on SNSs by 

Baird & Parasnis (2011).  

 

3.2 Customer Relationship Management 

This section will examine the evolution of customer relationship management in the light of 

SM and more specifically SNSs. It will highlight the role of the customer as contingent part 

Figure 2 IBM Institute for Business Value analysis. CRM Study 2011 - Business Ranking 
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to cultivate a reciprocal relationship. This review will substantiate why companies consider 

SNSs, such as Facebook, holding enormous potentials in building such reciprocal 

relationships by the means of firm-created advertising. 

 

The antecedent elucidations of Facebook have illustrated that companies establish a 

presence on Facebook to make contact with consumers and build a relationship that, in 

order to flourish, involves participation from both sides, the consumer and the company. In 

order for companies to achieve this reciprocity, they need to carefully manage and cultivate 

these relationships. However, the emergence of SM and more specifically SNSs has 

challenged companies in the management of customer relationships due to deprived control 

in various facets. Not only have companies lost control over the brand conversations 

occurring on SNSs, they are also “no longer in control of the relationship” (Baird & 

Parasnis, 2011, p. 30) since it became the customers and their network driving the 

conversations and thereby surpassing the marketing, sales and service efforts performed by 

a company with its unparalleled real-time speed and reach (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 30). 

Hence, traditional approaches to manage the relationship with consumers on SM become 

partly obsolete and call for a rethinking that takes into account the factors necessary to 

equilibrate the loss of control, such as “collaborative experience and dialogue” (Baird & 

Parasnis, 2011, p. 30) grounded in relationship marketing (Grönroos, 2004). SNSs, and 

more specifically Facebook, delineate channels making collaborative experience and 

dialogue between consumer and company possible. However, this necessitates a change of 

thinking from masses to network relationship management and from one-way to two-way 

communication. 

 

3.2.1 The evolution of CRM 

The original notion of relationship management in business-to-business (B2B) or business-

to-consumer (B2C) derives from customer relationship management (CRM).  According to 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 30), CRM strategy “enabled by processes and technologies, is 

designed to manage customer relationships as a means for extracting the greatest value 

from customers over the lifetime of the relationship”, which basically results in building 

and maintaining profits deriving from the relationship. With the aid of data-driven software, 

CRM can process vast amounts of customer data, mainly containing interactions such as 

transactional data between customer and company, making it possible to “handle millions 

of customers efficiently” (Gummesson, 2004, p. 137). Newly arisen terms such as social 

CRM (Myron, 2010; Bagó, 2011; Baird & Parasnis, 2011 & Woodcock et al., 2011) or 

community CRM (Ang, 2011) intend to better capture the term CRM in the light of SNSs. 

Social CRM refers to “the integration of data from the social Web by the means of 

customer relationship efforts” (Myron, 2010, p. 4). Another definition describes social 

CRM as business strategy to engage “customers through SM with goal of building trust and 

brand loyalty” (Woodcock et al., 2011, p. 52). Although Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 30) 

have not explicitly formulated a definition of social CRM, their important declaration is the 

“role of business […] to facilitate collaborative experiences and dialogue that customers 

value”. We will lean onto Baird & Parasnis (2011) explanation since it implies the 

investigation of the underlying motivators driving consumers to seek for, to engage with 

(“Like”) and interact with (brand-related activities) a brand on SNSs as well the 

examination of those reluctant to interact. However, Ang (2011) has made an important 
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remark in unveiling the misleading connotation of the “C” in CRM, which stands for 

customer. Ang (2011, p. 32) has rightly recognized that “users of SM are not necessarily 

customers of an organisation; likewise, not all customers of an organisation use SM” and 

has therefore introduced the term community relationship management (CoRM) as being 

more accurate. Ang (2011, p. 32) further argues, “managing a community of online users 

requires a different mindset, skills and technologies”. Although we consent with the 

misleading term of “customers”, we rather regard “consumer” as the proper term in this 

specific context in order to describe FBus that consume brand-related content, either 

actively or passively.  We further believe that Baird & Parasnis (2011) do involve the 

proper mindset aimed to examine and screen the value propositions of consumers in 

relation to companies’ misperception of these propositions leading to mismanagement of 

those relationships. Regardless of whether researchers and practitioners decide to label it 

CRM, social CRM or CoRM, it is essential to deeper examine the evolution of CRM 

toward a more reciprocal perspective, since it will give indication on why companies hold 

enormous potentials in firm-created advertising on SNSs such as Facebook, and how they 

attempt to activate reciprocity by the means of firm-created advertising.     

 

3.2.2 The Reciprocity of CRM 

The focus on mass markets and transactional customer data as a foundation to manage 

customer relationships as well as the traditional one-way marketing will neither suffice to 

transfer to complex network relations nor will it meet the requirements inhering networks 

(i.e. two-way communication). Gummesson (2002a; cited in Gummesson 2004, p. 137) 

argues that this lack of perspective is a more simplistic and narrowed view on a relationship 

dyad and elaborated a new definition, which declares CRM as “the values and strategies of 

relationship marketing – with particular emphasis on customer relationships – turned into 

practical application”. Relationship marketing in turn is defined as “marketing based on 

interaction within networks” (Gummesson 2002a; cited in Gummesson 2004, p. 136) and 

depicts an antecedent to CRM. Gummesson (2004, p. 139) argues that the aforementioned 

relationship dyad of the narrow CRM definition “is treated as an isolated island without 

context” whereby his new definition is “woven into an increasingly dense fabric of 

relationships”. Although Gummesson (2004) mainly looked into CRM and relationship 

marketing in a B2B context, he found that both B2B and B2C have in common the decisive 

value propositions grounded in relationships, networks and interactions. These propositions 

are likewise applicable to social networks, such as Facebook, where relationships are 

formed by the means of interaction within a fabric of network relations. Grönroos (2004, p. 

101) refers to the cultivation of interactions with customers as relationship marketing, 

which is “first and foremost geared towards the management of […] relationship[s]”, hence 

being part of CRM (Gummesson, 2004). However, now and then, relationships are being 

terminated by parties of the network or the relationship simply “fade[s] away” (Grönroos, 

2004, p. 101). Grönroos (2004, p. 101) emphasizes the need and carefulness of companies 

in handling such past relationships just as existing relationships. We concur and believe 

that it is of utmost importance for companies to fathom the underlying reasons leading to a 

“break-up” such as an “Unlike” (termination) or “Hide” (fade away). An auspicious start 

would be to examine the underlying motives for entering the relationship in the first place, 

since it might give indication on the subsequent manner and nature of relationship desired 

by the consumer. 
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3.3 Relationship Marketing 

This section will examine the development of relationship marketing in terms of the shift 

from one-way to two-way communication. It will discuss the movement toward a more 

reciprocal perspective of value creation, where the customer enjoys a stronger position in 

the brand relationship process. This examination will further underpin why companies 

consider SNSs, such as Facebook, holding enormous potentials in building two-way 

communication by the means of firm-created advertising. 

 

Although Grönroos (2004) as well as Gummesson (2004) mainly stress relationship 

marketing and CRM in a B2B setting, both views on relationship building, maintaining and 

enhancing with the focus on interactions and networks, provide valuable implications for 

companies on SNSs such as Facebook alike. Importantly, both researchers have gone one 

step further by diverging from the narrow focus of CRM and relationship marketing on 

market transactions and transaction-based marketing concepts to a rather reciprocal and 

value-creating perspective of relationships. Grönroos (2004, p. 101) more explicitly defines 

the term relationship marketing as a process that “moves from identifying potential 

customers to establishing a relationship with them, and then to maintaining the relationship 

that has been established and to enhance it so that more business as well as good references 

and favourable word of mouth are generated”. Grönroos (2004) definition of relationship 

marketing condenses what companies are desirous of doing on SNSs such as Facebook 

likewise. In contrast to transaction marketing, where a physical good or service provides 

the solution, relationship marketing incorporates the relationship itself as a solution and 

“how it functions and leads to value creation and need satisfaction for the customer” 

(Grönroos, 2004, p. 103).  In order for relationship marketing to be well captured and in 

place, Grönroos (2004) looked into three key processes of relationship marketing, namely 

communication, interaction and value. These key processes are likewise relevant to grasp 

what companies expect to achieve from their firm-created advertising on SNSs such as 

Facebook and will therefore be introduced in the following paragraphs. 

 

3.3.1 The Communication Process 

In the communication process, Grönroos (2004) stresses the shift from transaction 

marketing with sales as the central component, to a more integrated marketing 

communication (IMC), recognizing that the most valuable asset for a company derives 

from the relationship with customers. IMC, not to be confused with relationship marketing, 

rather being a part of it, has various definitions that have evolved steadily over time, 

especially during the emergence of digitalization and the Internet, since it has implicated 

new marketing channels such as SM. Duncan & Everett (1993, p. 33) define ICM as “the 

strategic coordination of all messages and media used by an organization to influence its 

perceived brand value”. This depicts a solid yet still fairly broad definition and calls for a 

few further explanations. To begin with, being able to manage perceptions means “to 

deliver and receive messages on a platform of strategic consistency” (Duncan & Moriarty, 

1998, p. 7). According to Duncan & Moriarty (1998, p. 31) “strategic consistency” does not 

involve messages to mediate the “same thing”, rather it implies that “messages are 

appropriate for their audiences” to be subsequently transformed “into stakeholder 
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perceptions that are the building blocks of brand relationships”. Duncan & Moriarty (1998) 

underline that the quality of perceptions plays a pivotal role in driving behaviour. Applied 

to the present context of SNSs, we believe that firm-created advertising on Facebook will 

reach the consumer via distinct brand touchpoints (Newsfeed, Timeline, Fanpage) intended 

to impact perceived brand value. This impact is suppose to trigger positive brand 

perceptions that will ultimately drive brand-related activities on behalf of the consumer and 

the better the quality of perceptions the higher the level of brand-related activities (“Like”, 

“Comment” or “Share”). In case the advertising is not appropriate to the audience – 

strategically inconsistent – we reckon it will fail to prompt positive brand perceptions 

(Duncan & Moriarty, 1998) and ultimately might lead to negative perceived brand value 

(Duncan & Everett, 1993). As a consequence, the negative perceptions might lead to 

passive exposure (no brand-related activities), avoidance (“Hide”) or even break-up 

(“Unlike”) on the side of the consumer. Moreover, IMC is about creating synergies that 

enhance consumer experience with a brand as a means to strengthen the inhering 

relationship. A more inclusive description of IMC efforts is “to maximize the effectiveness 

of a multitude of data, media, customers and messages” (Zahay et al., 2004, p. 3) by the 

means of cross-functional processes (Reid et al, 2005) necessary to evaluate the “strategic 

and synergistic roles“ (Zahay et al., 2004, p. 3) of a multitude of communication 

instruments and its seamless integration, which will be applied in a “two-way integrated 

marketing communications perspective” (Grönroos, 2004, p. 102). With regard to SM, 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 36) refer to the seamless integration and synergy as making “the 

customer experience seamless – across SM and other channels” and emphasize that “if you 

know your customer in one channel, you need to know him or her in other channels as 

well”. The authors thereby abstain from treating SM marketing communication as “isolated 

standalone program, but needs to be thoughtfully integrated” (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 

36). Grönroos (2004) concludes “if relationship marketing is to be successful, an 

integration of all marketing messages is needed to support the establishment, maintenance 

and enhancement of relationships with customers (and other stakeholders)”. 

 

3.3.2 The Interaction Process 

The second key process of relationship marketing is called interaction process, whereby the 

“internal value-generating processes” (Grönroos, 2004, p. 103) of customers, as opposed to 

the physical good or service, are placed at the centre of marketing. In order to do so, the 

supplier or service provider (i.e. Fanpage) needs to adjust its “resources, competencies and 

processes with the customer’s value generating processes [i.e. the Fan’s underlying 

motivations, expectations, needs and goals in the interaction process with a Fanpage]”. 

According to Grönroos (2004, p. 103) interaction can be triggered by “planned 

communication messages and programs” (i.e. firm-created advertising on Facebook), 

however, a dialogue between service provider and customer (i.e. Fan and Fanpage) “only 

emerge[s] from value-enhancing interactions”, which implies that a dialogue can be 

considered to be an interactive process. Internet, and more specifically SM and SNSs have 

derived new levels of interactivity that need to be incorporated in relationship marketing to 

adapt to the opportunities of new media. Ko et al. (2005, p. 59) accentuate that 

“interactivity on the Internet allows consumers to actively participate in the persuasion 

process by controlling the advertising messages, amount of information, and order of 

presentation at any time, according to their needs and preferences” and mentioned two 
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important dimensions underlying interactivity: human-message interaction and human-

human interaction.  As opposed to traditional media, consumers on the Internet have the 

possibility to take control over the messages (human-message interaction). In the context of 

Facebook, this refers to consumers´ ability to select, prioritize, search and spread the 

message. The human-human interaction relates to a “two-way, reciprocal communication 

from senders to receivers and vice versa” (Ko et al., 2005, p. 59), as opposed to traditional 

media, whereby one-way communication still dominates. Consumers on Facebook can 

respond to the firm-created advertising by interacting through “Like”, “Comment” or/and 

“Share”. Downes & McMillan´s (2000) qualitative research on defining interactivity 

revealed that to define the actual concept of interactivity, both the message-based 

dimensions as well as the participant-based dimensions need to be taken into account. The 

message-based dimensions refer to (1) the nature and direction of messages, (2) the 

importance of time to message structure and retrieval and (3) the creation of a sense of 

place in computer-mediated environments. (Downes & McMillan, 2000)  The nature and 

direction of messages refer to either one- or two-way communication and the inherent 

content aiming to either simply communicate a message or to persuade. In the context of 

SNSs, firm-created advertising, intended to drive two-way communication, aims to do both, 

communicate and persuade (for instance to click “Like”). According to Downes & 

McMillan´s research the key issues in time bear upon the speed of interchanges and the 

level of flexibility in the timing itself, describing the second message-based dimension. 

Facebook and other SNS can be considered to offer a high level of instantaneous messaging 

as well as flexibility due to its asynchronic nature, meaning that “content is available as 

time shifted and place shifted on the basis of user preferences” (Shao, 2009, p. 17). Last but 

not least, a “virtual place” or “online public place” can create a sense of belonging and the 

more interactive this environment becomes, the more likely is the sense of belonging. This 

dimension highlights the generic appeal of SNSs, since the aim is to get in contact with 

friends, family and like-minded people. Social identity is an important determinant driving 

people “to participate in virtual communities” (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2002, p. 17) to satisfy 

their need for belongingness (Solomon et al., 2010, p. 185) by connecting with like-minded 

people. 

 

The participant-based dimensions, which relate to individuals who participate in interactive 

media, revealed: (1) control, (2) responsiveness, and (3) perceived goals as the main 

concepts. The concept of control addresses the sender as being in control of the message, 

however, the receiver is the one deciding how and if to react upon it, thereby being in 

control of the “feedback loop” (Downes & McMillan, 2000, p. 170). This perfectly reflects 

companies´ loss of control on SM, mentioned earlier, making companies dependent on 

consumers’ motivation to interact. Responsiveness deals with the effort an individual has to 

take, as opposed to “passive message reception” (Downes & McMillan, 2000, p. 171). 

However, the more benefits arise out of the response, the less the perceived effort. Hence, 

the better the firm-created advertising meets a consumers´ needs and expectations, the more 

likely he/she will interact. In order for interactivity to arise, an individual’s perceptions of 

communication goals are of utmost importance. This last participant-based concept 

revealed that “individuals are willing to accept messages based on both persuasive and 

informational goals” but the way in which “they respond to those messages may be more 

consistent with their own perceptions than with the actual goals of the content creator” 
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(Downes & McMillan, 2000, p. 172), hence should be in line with the “internal value-

generating processes” (Grönroos, 2004, p. 103). This last dimension accentuates that it is 

essential for companies to align their firm-created advertising according to consumers´ 

goals, needs and expectations underlying the initial motivations to engage in a firm-created 

brand conversation. Most importantly, companies need to make the consumers not just to 

accept, but to embrace. 

 

Although Downes & McMillan´s (2000) research has been conducted before the emergence 

of SNSs, the identification of key dimension constituting interactivity are likewise 

applicable to firm-created content (i.e. Fanpage) on the one hand, and the recipient (i.e. 

Fan) on the other hand, thereby providing meaningful foundations to interactivity.  Vital to 

the success of the interactivity is the value it will create. Value is being created by the 

means of interactions on the part of the consumer. Vargo (2009, p. 378) states that “the 

purpose of interaction, and thus of relationship, is value co-creation through mutual service 

provision […] for mutual wellbeing”, which is in accordance with Grönroos (2004) 

interaction process of relationship marketing. Lusch & Vargo (2006) contend that the 

process of value creation is even bound to interaction, making co-creation happening in the 

first place, which will further deliver a service experience to the consumer. In accordance 

with Grönroos (2004), Vargo & Lusch (2004a) also stress a shift from focusing on tangible 

resources, embedded value and transactions depicting the goods-dominant logic, to a 

revised logic, the service-dominant logic (S-D logic), which accentuates intangible 

resources, co-creation of value and relationships. Value depicts another key process of 

relationship marketing and will be explained in the next paragraph. 

 

3.3.3 The Value Process 

The final key process is the value process (Grönroos, 2004). Value is created through the 

existence of a relationship that involves mutual interactions. According to Grönroos (2004, 

p. 103) value is “transferred to and also partly created together with customers” [i.e. Fans]. 

However, the S-D logic argues that it is only the customer that can “assess value and [...] 

co-creates value” (Lusch et al., 2010, p. 21) rather than “unilaterally created by the firm and 

then distributed” (Merz et al., 2009, p. 328). The central notion of the S-D logic “of co-

creation of value is an interactive concept” (Lusch & Vargo, 2006, p. 285), thus, it points 

out the contingency of interactions deriving from consumers, which will ultimately create 

value. Moreover, Merz et al. (2009, p. 328) defines brand value in terms of “the 

stakeholders´ collectively perceived value-in-use”. Customers perceive a brand to have 

value in-use when “customers form dyadic relationships with brands that enrich their lives 

[...]” (Merz et al., 2009, p. 330), thus, it is the customer that ultimately lends value to a 

brand, as well as it is him/her that vests value in a network relationship with a company. 

We approve the argumentation made by the S-D logic and believe that, in the context of 

Facebook, only a Fan’s interactive behaviour (i.e. “Like”, “Comment” and/or “Share”) will 

lend value to firm-created advertising. We further agree with Grönroos (2004, p. 103) claim 

that interaction can be prompted by “planned communication messages and programs” (i.e. 

firm-created advertising), however, if it fails in triggering interaction, there is no value 

created (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). Since it is argued that only the customer (i.e. Fan) can 

asses and co-create value (Lusch et al., 2010, p. 21) and the company can only make value 

propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004a, p. 11), it could be likewise argued that it is only 
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him/her being able to diminish the value. We believe, firm-created advertising that fails to 

trigger interaction, hence, value creation, might eventually lead to the avoidance (“Hide”) 

or termination (“Unlike”) of the relationship since the purpose of the relationship is value 

co-creation and mutual wellbeing (Vargo, 2009, p. 378). Ballantyne & Varey (2006, p. 

337), drawing on the S-D logic, have analyzed more deeply the value creation process 

deriving from marketing interactions and state that relationships are always ubiquitous 

wherever interaction between two or more parties occurs, however “the quality of 

relationships is emergent, derived from the experience of interacting together over time”. 

According to Ballantyne & Varey (2006, p. 337) “it is the quality of relationship that can be 

‘managed’, not the relationship as such”, which depicts a “common misconception”.  We 

consent and claim that the aforementioned misconception delineates the root of 

mismanagement of social network relationships and substantiates why companies 

misperceive the nature and manner of relationship with consumers on SNS such as 

Facebook. This misperception is grounded in the blindness of companies for the bare 

essentials: FBu´s underlying motivation to enter a relationship with a brand on Facebook in 

the first place. Hence, instead of aiming to handle the quality of relationship in terms of 

aligned firm-created advertising, many companies become set on inappropriate mainstream 

messages that in this way display “strategic inconsistency” (Duncan & Moriarty, 1998, p. 

31) thereby neither meeting the underlying motivators to enter a relationship nor the 

expectations, needs and goals deriving from the initial motivation. This is fatal, since the 

aforementioned misperception might omit interaction on the side of the consumer, in this 

way impeding value creation (Lusch & Vargo, 2006), which delineates the prevention of 

the actual greatest value proposition inhering in networks such as Facebook. In order to 

manage relationships, Ballantyne & Varey (2006, p. 337) stress to “[learn] together over 

time” and Lusch et al. (2010, p. 21) accentuate that “value creation networks are constantly 

changing” therefore a firm needs to adapt and “constantly learn to serve in a value 

network”. In order to learn serving appropriately and beneficially, firms should understand 

consumers´ motivation to participate in a value network comprising the reciprocity of 

relationships between firm and consumers. The following section will shed light on 

consumers´ nature of motivations.   

 

3.4 Motivations of Consumer Media-Use 

This theory discussion aims to give indication on consumer motivation to use, engage and 

interact with media, more specifically, with firm-created advertising on Facebook. It is 

linked to the first research question, which aims to investigate the effect of motivational 

factors to engage with a brand, and how the firm-created communication that follows 

affects the consumers´ mindset. First intrinsic and extrinsic motivations will be discussed, 

followed by uses and gratifications theory, and concluded with an overview of previously 

researched consumer motivations of engagement. 

 

The previous section highlighted why and how companies try to approach consumers on 

SNSs such as Facebook. It emerged that companies hold enormous potentials in firm-

created advertising on Facebook in order to build a relationship with consumers evoked 

from communication, interaction and value creation (key processes in relationship 

marketing). Most importantly however is to elucidate why and how consumers might be 

motivated to react on firm-created advertising since it takes two sides to make a 
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relationship reciprocal. Understanding the concept of motivation is of utmost interest for 

companies since: “Motivation produces” actions (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 69). In order to 

obtain an understanding for consumers´ motivation of media use, and more specifically of 

firm-created advertising, we will first consider the very nature of human motivations by 

looking into intrinsic and extrinsic motivation factors. 

 

3.4.1 Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation 

To put it simple, intrinsic motivations are stemmed from the self and encompass 

autonomous actions evoked from the inner feeling of enjoyment, interest and curiosity. 

Extrinsic motivations are triggered from the external environment and incorporate a valued 

outcome in turn for action. Ryan & Deci (2000, p. 70) define intrinsic motivation as “the 

inherent tendency to seek out novelty and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s capacity, 

to explore and to learn”, whereas extrinsic motivation refers to “the performance of an 

activity in order to attain some separable outcome” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). 

 

Intrinsic motivations can be regarded as the principal source of enjoyment and vitality 

throughout life (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When a person is intrinsically motivated, he/she feels 

competence and autonomy deriving from inherent enjoyment. According to Ryan & Deci 

(2000, p. 70) events that promote a feeling of competence (e.g. positive performance 

feedback) will result in increased intrinsic motivation for that specific action. But, in order 

to achieve increased intrinsic motivation derived from the feeling of competence, a person 

needs to feel that his/her behaviour is self-determined, which is the level to which the 

motivations originate from the self (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 72). This depicts the level of 

autonomy, which is the internally perceived locus of causality (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). 

With regard to extrinsically motivated actions the locus of causality will be externally 

perceived as “individuals typically experience externally regulated behaviour as controlled 

or alienated” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 72). Teo et al. (1999) analyzed intrinsic motivation as 

a form of perceived enjoyment in the context of Internet usage. Shang et al. (2004) has 

found that entertainment depicts an important intrinsic factor explaining people’s use of the 

Internet. Hence, intrinsic motivations derive from interest and enjoyment that are anchored 

in the self and by exerting a specific task, a person feels competent and entertained. It could 

be argued that the more emotionally attached a person is to a brand, the stronger the 

intrinsic motivation. Keller (1998, p. 299) defines the relationship between a consumer and 

a brand as a type of "bond" and the strength of the bond between the brand with the self is 

defined as brand attachment (Park et al., 2010, p. 2). According to Park et al. (1998, p. 2) 

the link between the brand and the self is inherently emotional and will affect behaviour 

(i.e. brand-related activities). The brand-self-linkage describes an important construct 

contributing to the quality of the relationship between a consumer and a brand. Fournier 

(1998, p. 363) developed a seminal concept of brand relationship quality and numbered 

among the self-connection as affective and socioemotional attachment to an important 

construct constituting the quality, depth and strength of relationship with a brand. Given the 

explanations above, it seems likewise reasonable to claim that a weak attachment to a 

brand, hence no brand-self linkage, will result in rather extrinsic motivations. 
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3.4.2 The Impact of Rewards on Intrinsic Motivations 

Teo et al. (1999, p. 26) defines intrinsic motivation as “the performance of an activity for 

no apparent reinforcement other than the process of performing the activity per se”, which 

is in accordance with Ryan & Deci´s (2000, p. 71) notion that a person exerts a task for “the 

inherent satisfaction of the activity itself”. The emphasis on the inner motivation delineates 

an important consideration, since researchers (Deci et al., 1981; Eisenberger & Cameron, 

1996; Ryan & Deci, 2000) have been interested in investigating whether and to what extent 

intangible and tangible rewards might have an impact on intrinsic motivations. Deci et al. 

(1981) utilized the cognitive evaluation theory in order to explain the dimensions and 

impact of rewards on intrinsic motivations. According to Deci et al. (1981, p. 2) social 

cognitive theory (SCT) argues that two psychological processes exist through which 

rewards or other situational factors can affect a person’s intrinsic motivation, namely 

perceived locus of causality and competence. This is in accordance with Deci et al. (1999, 

p. 628) noting that self-determination and competence delineate the most important 

consideration in the given context. Deci et al. (1981, p. 2) remark when a person exerts an 

activity in the absence of rewards, the perceived locus of causality will become more 

internal, hence, a person’s action will be self-determined.  As soon as people are rewarded 

in exerting a specific task, “the perceived locus of causality tends to become more 

external”, implying less self-determination (Deci et al., 1981, p. 2), which is “most salient 

when the reward is anticipated and tangible” (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996, p. 1155). The 

second process is a shift in perceived competence. When the feeling and perception of 

competence declines, the intrinsic motivation will decrease likewise. Deci et al. (1981) 

exemplify by stating that success experiences will lead to an increased feeling of 

competence, whereas failures will have a reverse effect. The proclamation to participate in 

an online contest on a Facebook Fanpage with the chance to receive a promotional gift in 

return, will unequivocally fuel extrinsically motivated actions on part of the consumer, 

respectively Fan. Hence, consumers´ motivation will be externally regulated in order to 

attain “valued outcomes that are distinct from the activity itself” (Teo et al., 1999, p. 26).  

 

However, if the valued outcome, i.e. reward, fails to materialise, the experience can be 

regarded as a failure implying a negative effect on competence. Consequently, if companies 

promote freebies as an outcome for participating in any kind of activity in return, 

consumers are likely to become frustrated or disappointed if attempts remain fruitless. This 

can result in the abandonment of any kind of further participation since negative 

experiences are likely to be avoided rather than repeated. Hence, the promotion of rewards 

depicts a shortsighted initiative leading to the presumption of bringing forward rather 

temporary and weak relationships with consumers. In contrast, intrinsic motivation, which 

”refers to engaging in an activity for its own sake, out of interest, or the pleasure and 

satisfaction derived by the experience“ (Alokananda & Kaiyum, 2011, p. 4), will be likely, 

if succeeded, promote sustainable and interactive relationships. Here, firm-created 

advertising would need to trigger a consumer’s inherent interests in order to activate 

intrinsically motivated actions (i.e. “Like”, “Comment” and “Share”). This interest can be 

grounded in the underlying motivation to engage with a brand in the first place, such as 

receiving exclusive content. Firm-created advertising should then aim to press the right 

button by mediating content rekindling this inherent interest. Actions evoked by intrinsic 

motivations seem to entail more value for a company since it reflects self-determined 
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behaviour deriving from an inner motivation to engage with a specific brand, rather than 

being externally lured by the chance of “valued outcomes” (Teo et al., 1999, p. 26). Ryan & 

Deci (2000, p. 73) further confirm that the “primarily reason for people initially perform 

[extrinsic] actions is because the behaviors are prompted”, hence not naturally evoked. 

Eisenberger & Cameron (2996, p. 1156) argue when “individuals are offered a reward to 

perform an already interesting activity, their perceptions shift from accounting for their 

behaviour as self-initiated to accounting for their behavior in terms of external rewards”.  

 

With reference to firm-created advertising on Facebook, companies should not start from 

the premise that consumers only participate in brand-related activities to receive a reward in 

return. Deci at al. (1999) found out that unexpected rewards do not diminish intrinsic 

motivations since participants do not exert the task to receive a reward in return, hence, do 

not feel controlled (rather self-determined). Lang (2000, p. 47) reckons that unexpected 

information is very likely to be processed by the recipient and subsequently increases the 

likelihood of storage in the long-term memory. Thus, unexpected rewards might foster a 

memorable brand experience and concurrently preserving intrinsic motivations. 

 

However, with reference to Baird & Parasnis (2011) discovery of fundamental 

misperceptions regarding the motivations of consumers to interact with SNSs (Figure 3) we 

believe, in order to foster a mutual relationship with consumers on Facebook, a company 

needs to align its firm-created advertising according to consumers’ inherent interests 

coming from their motivation to engage with the brand in the first place, regardless of the 

nature of the motivation (extrinsic or intrinsic). According to Baird & Parasnis (2011) 61% 

of 1056 surveyed consumers noted to primarily interact with SNSs to get discounts, which 

is in accordance with other results provided by ExactTargt (2010) whereby 40% of 1427 

respondents stated to “Like” Facebook brand pages in order to get discounts and 

promotions. This discovery sheds lights on consumers´ motivations, which apparently 

reflect rather extrinsically motivated actions thereby strongly diverging from companies’ 

notion of intrinsically motivated consumers (i.e. ExactTarget, 2010: for fun and 

entertainment & Baird & Parasnis, 2011: for exclusive information). 

 

The previous examination of the nature of motivations elucidated wherefrom motivations 

originally emanate and how firm-created advertising can aim to trigger either intrinsic or 

extrinsic motivations. Motivations always stem from the goal to satisfy an inherent need, let 

it be to serve the inherent interests or to gain a valued outcome, both exertions will 

ultimately satisfy a need. This need fulfilment is captured in the U&G theory, which is a 

theoretical framework examining how media is “utilized to fulfil the needs of individual 

users with different goals” (Smock et al., 2011, p. 2323) and will be further explained in the 

next section. 

 

3.4.3 Uses and Gratifications Theory 

The Uses and Gratifications theory (U&G) delineates an important contribution to the 

examination of the nature of motivations by simply explaining “something of the way in 

which individuals use communications […], to satisfy their needs and to achieve their 

goals” (Katz et al., 1973, p. 510). U&G theory assumes that people are goal-directed, active 

media users, possessing awareness of their needs and accordingly decide on appropriate 
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media that will gratify their needs (Ko et al., 2005). As opposed to the SCT mentioned 

previously, which proposes expected outcomes and behavioural incentives, U&G 

investigates gratifications, hence needs (LaRose & Eastin, 2010). However, within U&G 

there do exist dimensions that are parallel to the incentive categories provided by SCT. 

According to LaRose & Eastin (2010) there exist four U&G dimensions resembling the 

incentive categories inhering SCT. The first dimension, entertainment gratifications, 

reposes on the “desire to take part in enjoyable activities” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) 

equivalent to the activity incentive category. Second, “pass time” or “boredom” 

gratifications correspond the self-evaluative incentive involving “attempts to regulate 

dysphoric moods” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361). Information seeking gratifications, the 

third U&G dimension, parallels the novel sensory incentives describing people in quest of 

novel information.  The last U&G dimension, the social gratifications, comes from 

“rewarding interactions with others” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) and refers to social 

incentives in SCT.  The U&G theory is divided into gratifications-sought (GS) and 

gratifications-obtained (GO). GS refers to “wished-for outcomes” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, 

p. 361) or antecedents of behaviour (Muntinga et al., 2011, p. 18), whereby GO relates to 

outcomes that have been achieved in the past” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) determining 

the consequences of behaviour (Muntinga et al., 2011, p. 18). The problematic with GS and 

GO lays within the fact that gratifications might be obtained but not necessarily sought and 

those that were sought might not be obtained (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 362), leading to 

an unreliable relationship to media behaviour.  

 

In the context of Facebook, this could result in two alternative situations. Firstly, a FBu 

might gets bombarded with firm-created advertising on his/her Newsfeed without having 

sought for it. In case the advertising fits his/her inherent needs, he/she has obtained 

gratifications. In the event of a failed match of advertising content and user needs, the 

consequences for media behaviour remain unclear, which depicts one important area of our 

research at hand. Secondly, when a FBu seeks to experience enjoyable moments with a 

brand in order to, for instance, fill time (Entertainment) but will not obtain this 

gratification, the relationship to future media behaviour is ambiguous due to absent GO. 

Nevertheless, we consent with Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 18) and regard motivations as GS 

wherein the media behaviour is a means to achieve the goal (GO) and the motivation 

depicts the empowerment of goal-directed behaviour. Hence, we regard FBus as motivated 

“to expose themselves selectively to media based on their needs and gratification-seeking 

motives” (Taylor et al., 2011, p. 259), which originally derived from McQuail et al. (1972) 

and have become the four major motivations for using the Internet (Ko et al., 2005; Sun et 

al., 2008; Calder et al., 2009) or SM (Taylor et al., 2011; Muntinga et al., 2011): 

Entertainment, personal identity, information, integration and social interaction. As 

mentioned earlier, recent research within SM motivations found two additional 

motivational factors that were not included in the initial four motivations: remuneration and 

empowerment (Wang & Fesemaier, 2003), whereby remuneration delineates the only 

motivational factor incorporating extrinsic motivations, since it implies the reception of 

rewards. According to Taylor et al. (2011) SNS users not only seek actively for advertising 

content they often contribute to its dissemination throughout their network. In their 

research, Taylor et al. (2011) drew upon the U&G theory to propose and empirically test a 
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model of content-related, structural, and socialization factors that potentially affect users´ 

attitudes towards firm-created advertising on SNSs.  

 

These factors comprise the four major motivation factors divided into the three blocks. The 

findings revealed that firm-created advertising, which is consistent with the motivational 

factors inhering U&G, will yield positive attitudes towards the advertising. Firm-created 

advertising that incorporated entertaining, informative or social value demonstrated to 

prompt favourably responses toward the ad. Their research was based on a sample of total 

2642 surveyed citizens of southwestern United States featuring regular SNSs use. Taylor et 

al. (2011, p. 269) suggest that “one prerequisite to more successful SNA [social network 

advertising] execution would be for advertisers to create messages that provide some sort of 

explicit value to SNS users”, which turned out to be anchored in entertainment and 

informative value.  Likewise, Taylor et al. (2011, p. 263) explained that advertisement can 

be perceived as “invasive, when it intrudes on, distracts or irritates consumers by inferring 

with their goal-directed behaviors” represented in U&G theory. Although Taylor et al.´s 

(2011) research aimed to elucidate the impact on the attitude toward SNA, the findings 

provide valuable indications for brand attitude and brand image likewise. According to 

another study by Men & Tsai (2013) informative value depicted the primary reason for 

Chinese users to visit a company’s SNS page and the entertaining factor got the second 

place out of the six motivational factors stated earlier.  

 

 
 

Figure 3 IBM Institute for Business Value analysis. CRM Study 2011 - Consumer Ranking 

We believe, on the basis of U&G theory, which implies goal-directed, active and selective 

media users (Ko et al., 2005), that FBu who consciously subscribe to specific firm-created 

advertising (“Liking” a Facebook brand page), will seek gratifications passively or actively 

deriving from the expectations of engaging in the first place (Figure 3), and will obtain 
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gratifications if the advertising provides the value inhering the six motivational factors of 

U&G. As a result, we reckon, the more the value of firm-created advertising coincides with 

consumers´ needs and goals, the greater the likelihood of positive brand perceptions and 

vice versa. Figure 3 highlights consumers´ reasons to interact with companies on SNSs, 

which we believe delineates a guiding principle for companies to reconsider their notions of 

consumers ´ desires in their relationship with a company, respectively brand.  

 

3.5 Perceived Advertising Value  

The previous sections discussed advertising efforts that can be performed by firms on 

Facebook and the motivational factors for consumers to get engaged with brands, both in 

general and on SM/Facebook in specific. This section will discuss how a potential 

misalignment of these consumer motivations and firm actions may affect the manner 

consumer perceives the firms´ advertising. 

 

An important baseline of this research is that the control of communication is out of the 

firms’ hands and shifted towards the consumer in the face of Web 2.0 (Booth & Matic, 

2011; Bruhn, et al., 2012; Baird & Parasnis, 2011). However, firms’ can influence 

conversations (Booth & Matic, 2011, p. 186) with their firm-created communication. The 

motivation for FBus to get engaged with a brand’s Fanpage and the subsequent actions 

performed by the firm on this Facebook page will either be in line with the initial 

motivators or not (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 31). The extent to which the two are aligned 

is believed to impact how the user evaluates the firm’s advertising efforts and the brand in 

general. 

 

How well advertising meets its objective is referred to as advertising effectiveness. The 

American Marketing Association (AMA) provides the following definition of advertising 

effectiveness: “An evaluation of the extent to which a specific advertisement or advertising 

campaign meets the objectives specified by the client” (American Marketing Association, 

n.d.). Its measurement focuses on cognitive testing such as diagnostic pretesting and recall 

tests but a renewed interest in the affective reactions to advertising occurred around the 

80’s (MacKenzie, et al., 1986, p. 130). Although affective reactions towards commercial 

stimuli was not new at that time and date back to 1929 as indicated by a literature summary 

from Silk and Vara (1974, cited in MacKenzie, et al., 1986, p. 131) it received less 

attention. Attitude towards the ad (Aad) is a well-known affective construct representing the 

consumer’s feeling of favourability/unfavourability towards the ad itself during a particular 

exposure occasion (Lutz, 1985, p. 46). The construct has been indicated as an important 

mediator of advertising response. 

 

Ducoffe (1995) takes a different cognitive direction and is one of the first, and main, 

researcher that considered the value of advertising from a consumer’s perspective. 

Advertising value can either be viewed from a firm’s or a consumer’s perspective. The 

advertising value for a firm is assessed based on the subsequent response by the consumer, 

leading to a sale. From the consumer perspective the advertising needs to meet or exceed 

expectations for it to be of value. (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 22) Advertising value is therefore 

understood as: “an overall representation of the worth of advertising to consumers” 

(Ducoffe, 1996, p. 22). Ducoffe’s definition of advertising value is “a subjective evaluation 
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of the relative worth or utility of advertising to consumers” (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 1). Whereas 

earlier research mainly focused on the effects on the brand, informational factors of 

advertising and/or “likability” (Aad), Ducoffe (1995) investigated the value consumers place 

on advertising, including the relationship between informativeness and advertising value, as 

well as other reactions that affect this value (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 1). An important distinction 

between Aad and advertising value is that advertising can evoke positive or negative 

emotions (Aad), which influence overall attitudes while the ads that are considered valuable 

are not necessarily those that are liked. 

 

In the advertising value construct it is assumed that engaging with a brand is often due to 

goal-seeking behaviour and that understanding whether the consumer receives what they 

want from the advertising explains their response. The closer the consumer’s goals and the 

advertising matches, the higher the value and the more positive the result. (Ducoffe 1995, p. 

2) Hence, the gap between the motivations for consumers to engage with a brand on 

Facebook and the advertising received will influence how the value of the advertising is 

perceived. This reasoning is strongly in line with the assumption of this research and is 

therefore deemed most appropriate to test in the Facebook environment. Ducoffe’s (1995) 

research was conducted to explore the general value of advertising, his (1996) study 

focussed on the value of web advertising. He also proposes that advertising value is could 

be transferred to a single ad (ad value). The concept is furthermore used to compare 

traditional and Internet advertising (see e.g. Schlosser, et al., 1999) and to compare 

advertising evaluation between genders (see e.g. Sun, et al., 2010). 

 

Ducoffe (1995) provides three influencers of advertising value: informativeness, 

entertainment and irritation. These were found in literature from advertising, mass 

communication, and economics (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 2). Widely agreed on is that the 

information advertising provides is said to be its main overarching goal and consumers 

report it to be the primary reason for supporting advertisement (Bauer and Greyser, 1968 

cited in Ducoffe, 1995, p. 3). Information is also used in the U&G theory in mass 

communications literature where it functions as one of the need-satisfying utilities derived 

from advertising. Informativeness therefore describes the utilitarian value of advertising, it 

helps consumers acquire the necessary information to base future purchase decisions on 

(Sun, et al., 2010, p. 1617). The Aad literature focuses on the “likability” of advertising and 

U&G research includes entertainment to fulfil needs such as escapism, enjoyment and 

emotional relieve. Ducoffe’s inclusion of entertainment as a source of value is therefore a 

logical proceeding. (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 3) Informativeness and entertainment represent the 

“what” and “how” of advertising; the information in the message and how it is delivered 

(Ducoffe, 1995, p. 12). Irritation is concerned with the “tactics” used by advertisers that 

make the experience negative. The study by Bauer and Greyser (1968) showed that the 

main reasons advertisement is criticized relates to the annoyance or irritation it causes. 

Techniques that annoy, offend, insult, or are manipulative are perceived as unwanted, 

hence, a negative result on advertising value. (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 23)  Ducoffe’s research 

showed that indeed informativeness and entertainment are positively correlated to 

advertising value (.65 and .48 correlation respectively), while irritation is negatively related 

(-.52 correlation) (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 23). While independently informativeness and 

entertainment have a strong relation to advertising value, they might further complement 
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each other resulting in a synergy effect in terms of advertising response. Moreover, it is 

believed that a composed evaluation of the overall value assigned to the advertising, 

informativeness, and entertainment, mediated by a negative value of irritation provides a 

total evaluation of perceived advertising value. 

 

Ducoffe’s (1996) research confirmed that informativeness, entertainment, and irritation are 

important predictors of the value of both traditional, and web advertising. In the same 

research Ducoffe’s also showed that advertising value is a distinct and important antecedent 

of consumer attitudes  (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 32). Moreover, it confirmed that the assessment 

of advertising value has a significant impact on the overall attitude of the measured media 

platform (Ducoffe, 1996, p. 29). 

 

While it is believed that the gap between initial motivations of the consumer to engage with 

a brand on Facebook and the subsequent activities performed by a brand on this platform 

impact the consumer’s perceived advertising value, it is also believed to impact the level 

and type of interaction performed with this firm-created content. Ducoffe (1996, p. 21) 

states, “advertising that consumers find valuable is also likely to be advertising that yields 

the sort of responses advertisers desire”. This statement underlines one of the main notions 

of this research, namely, whether the consumer’s perceived advertising value has an effect 

on consumer brand-related activities, hence, the level of interaction of the Fan with the 

brand page. The different types of consumer brand-related activities will be discussed in the 

next section. Besides a notional effect on the type and level of interaction with the brand, it 

is believed that the perceived advertising value also influences brand image and brand 

attitude.  

 

3.6 Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

This section discusses the level of participation users show with brands on SNSs, and 

relates to research question 2 and 3. This section will start with a general introduction to 

the discussion, followed by an evaluation of various brand-related online consumer 

behaviour typologies and to be concluded with an in depth discussion on the typology 

adopted for this research. 

 

The nature of the relationship companies have with their consumers has shifted immensely 

with the rise of SM/SNS, and Internet in general (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Bruhn, et al., 

2012; Chu & Kim, 2011; Fournier & Avery, 2011; Hoffman & Novak, 1996). Firm’s 

advertising used to incorporate a passive monologue towards the target audience (Hoffman 

& Novak, 1996, p. 50), where the firm is in control of the content and timing of the 

message, as well as the frequency of its appearance, SM is a platform making reciprocal 

communication possible, thereby creating a clear loss of control for the firm on all levels 

(Mangold & Faulds, 2009, p. 360). This new environment is in line with the shift of 

paradigm from a goods-centred dominant logic (GD-logic) towards the S-D logic (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004a; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Value creation was traditionally believed to 

occur ‘inside’ the firm and shifted towards co-creation between firm and consumer, where 

the consumer is “informed, connected, empowered and active [...]” (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004, p. 6). Consumers are able to create their own unique experience in a 

co-creational context (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004, p. 9), which is highly relevant with 
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the increasing reallocation of promotional communication towards SM (Harwood & Garry, 

2010, p. 291), and the ways in which the consumer can engage himself with the brand. 

There are three types of promotional SM communication: brand to consumer, consumer to 

consumer, and consumer to brand (Mangold & Faulds, 2009, p. 358).  The latter will be the 

focus in this part, as it will discuss different levels of brand-related activities by consumers. 

 

3.6.1 Brand-Related Online Consumer Behaviour 

At the time Internet became widely available and rose in popularity and use, the 

consumers’ role shifted towards one of participation and interaction instead of a passive 

receiver of advertising (Hoffman & Novak, 1996, p. 50). When Web 2.0 allowed SM to 

develop and brands started to appear on these platforms, the consumer found himself in a 

position to be in fast direct contact with a firm/brand in a convenient way and open to see 

for many others. On Facebook, at the point an individual decides to “Like” a brand page 

he/she will be confronted with the content “Shared” by the firm, with which the empowered 

user can choose to be active on different levels, e.g. ‘Liking’, ‘Sharing’, or “Commenting”. 

A few researchers have worked towards typologies indicating the level of participation the 

user shows with a brand on SM in particular or Internet in general (Baird & Parasnis, 2011) 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011; Mathwick, 2002; Hoffman & Novak, 1996). Others have studied 

the impact of different levels of brand participation on consumer perceptions or behaviour, 

for example in terms of brand loyalty (Shang, et al., 2006; Lee & Youn, 2009). Besides the 

fact that this new interactive advertising context is not merely a fad and direct consumer 

participation with the brand is a phenomenon firms have to adapt to regardless, previous 

studies have shown that participation, and the level thereof, can significantly affect a 

person’s attitude towards the brand (Shang, et al., 2006, p. 399), indicating its relevance in 

this research. “Participation usually means “taking part in” or “contributing to” some 

specific activities or events, and is usually measured by specific behaviors, activities, and 

assignments” (Shang, et al., 2006, p. 399). 

 

Several researchers use/suggest different typologies of online brand-related activities 

performed by the user. A distinction can be made between user and usage typologies of 

brand-related online consumer behaviour. The difference between the two is that the user 

typology is limited to the act of one activity based on particular motivations and goals 

while the usage typology assumes that a person engages in more than a single behaviour 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 15). 

 

Mathwick (2002, pp. 43, 49) identified four groups of Internet users based on either 

exchange- or communal-oriented relationship norms in combination with online 

behavioural patterns. Engaging based on exchange-oriented relationship norms indicates 

the expectation of future repayment of some sort, while communal-oriented relationship 

norms encourage engagement based on the desire to help others without the expectation of 

repayment (Mathwick, 2002, p. 42). The categorization resulted in the following 

typologies: lurkers (observers, low relationship orientation), socialisers (high participation 

level mainly based on communal-oriented norms), personal connectors (use primarily to 

remain in contact with family and friends), and transactional community members (high 

participation level based on exchange- and communal-oriented norms) (Mathwick, 2002, p. 

49). Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 15) argue that Matwick’s (2002) typologies are user based as 
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people often engage in multiple roles depending on motivations and goals, where at one 

point a person can be a lurker and the other a socialiser. Although we agree with Muntinga, 

et al. (2011) that people can engage in multiple roles from one moment to the next, we also 

believe that a particular role is likely to be salient in respect to online behaviour with a 

particular brand. Shang et al. (2006, p. 398) make use of two main types of consumer 

activity in respect to virtual communities in their research: posters and lurkers. Here 

posters are those who engage actively and lurkers are people who passively participate by 

scanning others contributions in the virtual community (Shang, et al., 2006, p. 399). Baird 

& Parasnis (2011) have also attempted to classify users of SM in relation to brands and 

created three levels of involvement namely: the engaged authors (“nearly always respond 

to others´ comments or author their own posts”), the casual participants (“occasionally will 

respond or post their own content”) and the silent observers (“sits quietly on the sidelines”) 

(Baird & Parasnis 2011, p. 32). 

 

Both Shao (2009) and Muntinga, et al. (2011) created a usage typology of online consumer 

behaviour linked to underlying motivational factors with the use of U&G theory. Unlike 

Matwick’s (2002) distinct typologies, those created by Shao (2009) and Muntinga, et al. 

(2011) show a range of gradual increasing levels of brand-related involvement on SM. Shao 

(2009) developed three types of consumer activity (consuming, participating, and 

producing) in respect to User Generated Content (UGC) and linked these uses to 

underlying gratifications sought (Shao, 2009, p. 9). With the use of literature review they 

concluded that the different levels of involvement from consuming to producing were 

motivated by different gratifications. Consuming, the lowest level of involvement, is linked 

to the motivation for information and entertainment. Participating, the middle level of 

involvement is believed to be connected to the motivation for social interaction and 

community development, while the highest level of involvement, producing, is said to be 

motivated by self-expression and self-actualization. (Shao, 2009, p. 15) The lack of 

empirical evidence, the study is highly theoretical and therefore lacks strength in 

conclusions. Muntinga, et al. (2011) took the same approach by linking online activity to 

motivations with the use of U&G theory. They also developed the new term “consumer 

online brand-related activities” (COBRAs), which is a “behavioural construct that provides 

a unifying framework to think about consumer activity pertaining to brand-related content 

on social media platforms” (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 14). It envelops consumer-to-

consumer (e.g. eWOM) and consumer-to-brand behaviours (e.g. engaging with firm-

created content or creating own brand related content) (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 14). The 

fact that the authors include consumer-to-brand related activities, unlike Shao (2009) who 

focuses on UGM, makes their research more relevant for this study. The typologies by 

Baird & Parasnis (2011) were developed with use of a substantial mixed method study, 

however, does not discus motivational factors, which in the current study is an integral part 

of the research. Although Muntinga, et al. (2011) researched brand-related consumer 

behaviour and motivations on SM in general it is believed to be suitable for the evaluation 

of Facebook and particular brands in specific. Following the above discussion and 

argumentation for the suitability, it has been decided to adopt the COBRA typology created 

by Muntinga, et al. (2011) to evaluate the level of engagement users display with Facebook 

brand pages. The subsequent parts will evaluate the typologies in detail. 
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3.6.2 The COBRA typology  

The COBRA typology consists of three categories of which the lowest level, consuming, 

represents the minimal level of online brand-related activity, followed by contributing, and 

creating, which depicts the highest level of activity (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 16). The 

levels of the COBRA typology will be discussed in more detail after a short discussion of 

the U&G categorizations as used by Muntinga, et al. (2011). 

 

Uses & Gratifications and COBRA’s 
As discussed in a previous section McQuail’s, et al. (1972) U&G categorization serves as 

foundation in mass communication. McQuail’s 1983 version assigned new labels and 

minor changes to the earlier research and resulted in the four main categories of U&G 

information, entertainment, integration and social interaction, and personal identity 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 18). These main categories serve as an umbrella to sub-

motivations such as surveillance, enjoyment, sense of belonging, and identifying with 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 19). Several studies have shown that the classifications by 

McQuail are also appropriate to use with respect to SM as antecedents to engage or interact 

with friends or brands on SM. Two additional classifications, which have emerged in SM 

research, are used by Muntinga, et al. (2011) as antecedents to brand interaction: 

remuneration and empowerment. (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 19) The main categories will 

be shortly discussed below; the two additional categories will be explained in some more 

detail.  

 

The U&G categories as explained by Calder et al (2009, p. 323) and Men & Tsai (2013, p. 

15): Entertainment: Relaxation, enjoyment, and/or emotional relief enabled by temporarily 

escaping from mundane routines and a way to fill the time. Integration and Social 

Interaction: Concerned with one’s need to belong and involves support from fellow media 

users and the resulting enhanced interpersonal connections as well as finding a basis for 

conversations and social interaction by connecting with family friends and society. 

Personal identity: Addresses an individual’s identity management, which involves self-

expression, identity management and self-fulfilment. Further, to find reinforcement for 

personal values and models of behaviour. Information: The search for information, advice 

and opinions as well as to satisfy curiosity and general interest and to learn and gain 

knowledge. Remuneration: Motivation based on rewards and economic incentives such as 

coupons and promotions that are commonly shared and disseminated through SM. 

Empowerment: The use of SM to demand improvement and excellence from the company. 

 

Remuneration is a part of the exchange-oriented relational norms as discussed by Mathwick 

(2002, p. 42) where people expect an incentive in return for engaging on SM, delineates the 

only extrinsic motivational factor in which actions become externally regulated rather than 

self-determined. Looking at the general trend of “Like, Share, and Win” advertising on 

Facebook, remuneration is potentially an important motivator for brand-related activity, 

depending on the inherent needs (GS). Empowerment, the second additional motivator, is 

concerned with the increased level of control consumers find themselves with. It motivates 

people to use SM in order to “exert influence or power on other people or companies” 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 21). Wang & Fesenmaier (2003, p. 36) indicated that ‘enforcing 
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service excellence’ was (although not most important) one of the reasons for joining an 

online community.  

 

The COBRA Categories 
As indicated the COBRA typology consists of three categories, consuming, contributing, 

and creating. Each will be discussed in more detail below. 

 

Consuming: The first and lowest involvement type of brand-related activeness is consuming 

and, although still a form of participating, there is no active contribution. This passive 

approach to brand-related activities manifests itself by looking at brand content created by 

others, either by the brand or other users (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 16), and is motivated by 

information, entertainment and remuneration (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 26). Shao’s (2009) 

research also identified information and entertainment as motivations for their lowest level 

of UGM participation. These are all fairly basic motivators that serve a clear purpose. Ease 

of finding up-to-date information has increased significantly with the introduction of 

Internet (Hoffman & Novak, 1996, p. 50), and information as motivation is widely 

discussed in relation with SM (Muntinga, et al., 2011; Baird & Parasnis, 2011; Shao, 2009; 

Shang, et al., 2006). Information has four sub-motivations, being surveillance, knowledge, 

pre-purchase information, and inspiration (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 27). Brands on 

Facebook can show their latest products/services, communicate new developments or 

changes within the organization, show pictures of products, and much more, covering all 

information needs for the consuming user type, making it an easy source of information. 

The motivation of entertainment for consuming brand-related content also has several sub-

motivations, being, enjoyment, relaxation, and pastime (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 28). The 

researchers also note remuneration as one of the drivers for online brand-related activities, 

saying that a single interviewee mentioned that she played a SM-based game as part of an 

advertising campaign because she could win a trip (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 29). 

 

Contributing: The second type, contributing, includes Fans that for example take part in 

wall post conversations, “Like”, “Comment” and/or “Share” brand-related content 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 16). The motivational factors for contributing to brands on SM 

are personal identity, integration and social interaction, and entertainment (Muntinga, et al., 

2011, p. 35). Personal identity covers three sub-motivations: self-presentation, self-

expression, and self-assurance (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 29) and are all self-explanatory as 

SM, and especially voicing oneself on SM in various ways, to show others about the kind 

of person, what you stand for, and see how others feel about the same things/brands. 

Integration and social interaction, the second motivational category identified for 

contributing, also has three sub-motivations for this category: social interaction, social 

identity, and helping (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 30). Social interaction as motivator for 

contributing to brand-related SM platforms is about getting to know likeminded people. 

This motivation, however, is less relevant for brand pages on SNS (including Facebook) 

(Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 30) and particular for this research as it discusses consumer-to-

consumer contribution rather than consumer-to-brand. The same can be said about social 

identity as motivator to contribute, which is not described as identifying with the brand but 

with the brand’s Fans. The last sub-motivation for integration and social interaction, 

helping, can be compared with Mathwick (2002) communal-oriented relationship norms 
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which are motivated by the desire to benefit others. The last main motivational factor for 

contributing is entertainment, and in particular enjoyment and relaxation (Muntinga, et al., 

2011, p. 31). Although we consent with Muntinga et al.´s (2011) COBRA typology, we 

believe that contribution needs further division into 3 subcategories, namely “Like”, 

“Comment” and “Share”. This breakdown is necessary since we presume that each 

category requires different levels of efforts on behalf of the FBus. Whereas “Liking” 

depicts a quick exertion, “Commenting” demands cognitive endeavour to formulate the 

desired statement thereby increases the level of effort. “Sharing” will illustrate the highest 

level of contribution for two reasons. Firstly, “Sharing” can be combined (and mostly is) 

with a few lines of explanations to the respective “Shared” content. Those lines are 

important since the FBu aims to convince his/her network to react on the content, just as 

firms try to, and can therefore be described as an “emotional sales argument”, whereby 

“sales” relates to selling the message to prompt interaction. Secondly, “Sharing” content 

will appear on the FBu´s Timeline as well as on his/her friends´ Newsfeed (when not being 

“Hidden”). Hence, a FBu that “Shares” content via a Facebook brand page will do both, 

increase the level of effort in selling his/her content as well as spreading brand-related 

content throughout his/her network, entailing increased brand awareness.  

 

Creating: Creating is the highest level of brand-related interaction and is also motivated by 

personal identity, integration, and entertainment (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 36). The 

Creating typology includes users that create their own brand-related content such as writing 

brand-related articles or product reviews (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 16).  

 

Due to the fact that this research revolves around firm-created advertising as opposed to 

UGC it was decided not to include the Creating COBRA category. Moreover, to evaluate 

differences within the contributing category, a division of three levels was created; 

“Liking”, “Commenting”, and “Sharing”, all indicating a different level of interaction 

within the contributing category. Muntinga, et al. (2011) included remuneration as a 

motivation to interact with a brand on SNS. Due to the popular use of, for example, 

“Like/Share/Win” competitions as well as other events for rewards it was deemed 

appropriate to separate this type of brand activity.  This decision is strengthened by the 

previous discussion of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations which indicate that extrinsic 

motivations show different patterns and could show results that are not in line with other 

types of interaction. The type of interaction based on remuneration is further explained 

below.   

 

Participating for remuneration: Although the participating for remuneration is not 

discussed by Muntinga et al., (2011) we believe it is an important and distinctive type of 

brand-related activity. Since remuneration is derived from extrinsic motivations, providing 

distinct indications on the nature of motivations and potential future media behaviour. This 

level will include FBus that actively participate in contests or games in order to receive a 

reward in return.  

 

The modified COBRA typologies as used in this research are illustrated in Figure 4 below. 
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Figure 4 COBRA Typologies from Muntinga et al. (2011) – Modified 

 

3.6.3 Advertising Avoidance and Relationship Exit 

The COBRA typology with the lowest level of involvement is consuming, which indicates 

only passively viewing content. The same can be said for all evaluated typologies, no study 

has included users who decide to “Hide” all content posted on a brand’s Facebook page. 

Taking it one step further, users can even decide to “Unlike” a brand page. The active 

decision to avoid or eliminate the stream of firm-generated content is described as the 

“social break-up” by ExactTarget (2011a). To address this lack of previous research we will 

evaluate whether a “social break-up” originates from the level of perceived advertising 

value, and whether it has an effect on brand equity. 

 

SM and SNSs were developed for individuals to connect with each other and build a social 

network. This changed drastically at the point firms were allowed to build their own SM 

presence, and as more brands and branding activity moves online, SM users will 

increasingly see its presence as intrusive and marketers need to realize that they might not 

be welcome there (Fournier & Avery, 2011, p. 193). This feeling of dislike, consumer 

resistance, and people trying to avoid advertising messages is called “advertising 

avoidance” and is defined as “all actions by media users that differentially reduce their 

exposure to ad content” (Speck & Elliott, 1997, p. 61). This can be achieved with 

behaviours such as ignoring, flipping/skipping past ads (e.g. magazines, TiVo) or even 

eliminating exposure all together (Duff & Faber, 2011, p. 51). In the past advertising could 

be ignored either mentally (cognitive) or physically (behavioural) by moving away from the 

respective media. Technological developments have already helped us avoid advertising 

with use of remote controls, and today on the Internet automatic blocking systems can be 

used. (Kelly, et al., 2010, p. 16) On Facebook the consumer can put up a “shield” by 

“Hiding” brands advertising efforts on their personal newsfeeds or “Unliking” the brand 

page, and thus to avoid advertising. 

 

According to Cho & Cheon (2004, p. 90) the decision to avoid advertising on the Internet is 

based on prior negative experiences, perceived ad clutter, or advertising is perceived as an 

obstacle to reach goals. A prior negative experience ultimately leads a consumer to avoid 
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the source of this experience (Cho & Cheon, 2004, p. 91). For Facebook this could be a 

brand posting irrelevant or too much content on their brand page thereby spamming and 

dominating the Newsfeed. Advertising clutter refers occurs when there are excessive 

amounts of advertising which is too much information for a consumer to process (Lee & 

Cho, 2010, p. 291). 

 

The last motivation for ad avoidance by Cho & Cheon´s (2004, p. 90) is that advertising is 

seen as an obstacle to reach goals. Consumers that use internet are more likely to be goal-

oriented (Cho & Cheon, 2010, p. 94), which is in accordance with the U&G theory 

likewise, hence the interruption of consumers´ goals generated by the ad, is likely to lead to 

decreased effectiveness, for instance through negative effects on attitude (Taylor et al., 

2011). Similarly Speck and Elliott (1997, p. 72) found that three distinct communication 

problems increased level of ad avoidance; search hindrance, distraction, and disruption. 

Hence, ad clutter makes it harder to search for, and find the desired content, it interrupts 

and lowers the quality of media processing, impairing one’s attitude toward advertising and 

media (Lee & Cho, 2010, p. 292). Applied to our research, we believe that firm-created 

advertising, which misses the consumers´ underlying goals and needs (Lang, 2000), will 

lead to the avoidance of the content from a brand’s Facebook page by “Hiding” branded 

content or exiting (“Unlike”) the brand-relationship on Facebook. 

 

3.7 Brand Equity & Brand Value Chain 

The theories discussed in this section refer back to the last research question (3), which 

aims to investigate how brand image and brand attitude (both constructs of consumer-

based brand equity) are affected by advertising value, and consumer brand-related 

activities. First we will discuss brand equity in general, after which we will move towards a 

discussion on the brand value chain by Keller & Lehmann (2003), including an in depth 

discussion on brand image and brand attitude. 

 

3.7.1 Brand Equity 

Keller and Lehmann (2003, p. 27) open with the statement “One of the most valuable assets 

for any firm is the intangible asset represented by its brands”, indicating the importance of 

proper brand management to maximise value (brand equity). Brand equity can be viewed 

from either a financial or consumer perspective, but in general brand equity “is defined in 

terms of the marketing effects uniquely attributable to the brand - for example, when 

certain outcomes result from the marketing of a product or service because of its brand 

name that would not occur if the same product or service did not have that name” (Keller, 

1993, p. 1). The motivation to study brand equity from a financial perspective is to estimate 

the value of a brand for accounting purposes, or mergers and acquisitions (Keller, 1993, p. 

1) and to calculate the ROI (return on investment) of marketing programs (Aaker, 1992, p. 

56). Although financial considerations are important, in marketing the motivation to 

measure brand equity from a consumer’s perspective is deemed most important as “[...] the 

value of a brand ultimately resides with customers” (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 27). 

 

The foundation of customer-based brand equity was created by Aaker (1991) and Keller 

(1993) and is a multidimensional concept consisting of four constructs: brand associations, 
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brand awareness, perceived quality and brand loyalty. Within the context of SM customer-

based brand equity is highly relevant as it provides a deeper understanding of consumer 

behaviour (Keller, 1993, p. 1). Keller (1993, p. 2) defines consumer-based brand equity as 

“[...] the differential effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of 

the brand” and argues, “customer-based brand equity occurs when the consumer is familiar 

with the brand and holds some favourable, strong, and unique brand associations in 

memory”. Yoo et al. (2009, p. 197) argue that brand equity could be affected by any 

marketing action, as it corresponds to the accumulated marketing activities over time. They 

also clearly state that marketing activities can potentially contribute to or hurt brand equity, 

urging manager “to promote brand-building activities and decrease or avoid brand-hurting 

activities” (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 197). This implies that, even though SM might look 

like a fun informal marketing platform, each small brand-related activity (created by the 

firm or consumer) on SM could potentially affect brand equity, and not necessarily in a 

positive way. The relevance of brand equity in respect to online brand management can be 

clearly seen in the amount of research in the field, especially recently (Na & Marshall, 

2005; Rios & Riquelme, 2008; Yan, 2011; Booth & Matic, 2011; Kim & Ko, 2012; 

Christodoulides, et al., 2012; Bruhn, et al., 2012). The four constructs of brand equity: 

brand awareness, brand association, perceived quality and brand loyalty will be discussed 

in more detail below. 

 

Brand associations: Aaker (1991, p. 109) defines brand associations as “anything linked in 

memory to a brand”, which sounds straightforward, however brand associations are 

complicated with many connections to information, experiences, facts and more which 

together establish a network of brand knowledge (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 197). The 

strength of associations increases when they are based on accumulated experiences or 

exposures to the brand. The associations are stronger when they are based on many 

experiences or exposures to communications, rather than a few. Favourable, strong, and 

unique brand associations, increases brand equity as it leads to favourable behaviour for the 

brand (Keller, 1993; Yoo & Donthu, 2001). 

 

Brand Awareness: is related to the strength of the brand node or trace in memory, as 

reflected by consumers' ability to identify the brand under different conditions (Rossiter 

and Percy 1987, cited in Keller 1993, p. 3). Brand awareness is build up from brand 

recognition and brand recall performance. Brand recognition uses brand name as a cue to 

which consumers confirm to having heard or seen before while brand recall requires 

consumers to retrieve the brand from memory with category or similar type as cue. (Keller, 

1993, p. 3). Brand image is defined by Keller (1993, p. 3) as “perceptions about a brand as 

reflected by the brand associations held in consumer memory”, hence, brand awareness, 

with strong brand associations creates brand image (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 197). Similar 

to brand associations, a strong brand awareness leads to favourable behaviour for the brand 

(Keller, 1993; Yoo & Donthu, 2001). 

 

Perceived quality: Zeithaml (1988, p. 3) provides a classic definition of perceived quality 

as “the consumer’s [subjective] judgment about a product’s overall excellence or 

superiority”. It is important to note that this quality is subjective to the consumer and 

comparisons made to evaluate the product are not necessarily limited to the specific product 
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group, nor can firms control to which group the product is compared (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3) 

Perceived quality can be affected by many factors, including personal experiences (Yoo & 

Donthu, 2001, p. 19), reputation and advertising (Zeithaml, 1988; Cobb-Walgren, et al., 

1995) and has been associated to, for example, allowing premium prices and stock return 

(Aaker, 1997, p. 110). Zeithaml (1988, p. 2) further argues that a high perceived quality, 

and thus superiority over other brands, drives consumers to choose the respective brand. 

Hence, brand equity will increase when the perceived level of brand quality increases. 

 

Brand loyalty: The definition for brand loyalty by Oliver (1997, p. 392) is widely used, 

being “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred product or service 

consistently in the future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the 

potential to cause switching behavior”. Brand loyalty can either be measured on a 

behavioural level in terms of repeat buying behaviour (Keller, 1993, p. 8), or on a cognitive 

level with the intention to buy the brand as the first choice (Yoo & Donthu, 2001, p. 3). 

Brand loyalty is also used by Keller & Lehmann (2003, p. 29) to indicate brand attachment, 

suggesting that a strong form of attachment becomes a barrier to switch brand and the less 

affect bad news has on the consumer. Hence, brand equity increases when brand loyalty 

increases. 

 

3.7.2 Brand Value Chain 

Keller and Lehmann developed the brand value chain in 2003 which consists of four value 

stages starting with 1) the marketing program investment, 2) the customer mindset, 3) 

brand performance, and 4) shareholder value (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). The authors 

bring a modified version of consumer-based brand equity, and financial brand equity 

together and provide a model for the entire value creation process. This value creation 

process is missing in the theory of brand equity, which has lead to discussion on its 

managerial usefulness (Faircloth, et al., 2001, p. 61). Due to the focus on effects of 

advertising in this research, the use of the process approach by Keller and Lehmann (2003) 

is deemed to be highly suitable in this research setting. The assumption of the brand value 

chain is that the value of a brand is ultimately created by the customers, which is likewise 

inferred by more recent research in conjunction with SM by Booth & Matic (2011, p. 185) 

stating that “the ownership of the brand and its reputation has always belonged to the 

consumer”. The model by Keller & Lehmann (2003) starts with firm investments in a 

marketing program that in value stage two influences the customers´ “mindset” concerning 

the respective brand. This mindset subsequently affects the brand’s performance in the 

marketplace, which ultimately influences the brand’s financial performance. (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003, p. 27) 

 

This research includes a modified version of the first two stages. Value stage one evaluates 

the marketing program, hence the firm-created advertising on Facebook. Value stage two, 

the customer mindset, consists of five key dimensions; brand awareness, brand 

associations, brand attitudes, brand attachment, and brand activity (Keller & Lehmann, 

2003, p. 28). This research will focus on brand associations and brand attitudes. Brand 

associations will be measured in terms of hedonic and functional brand image, as 

successfully used by Bruhn et al. (2012). According to Keller (1993, p. 4) brand image 

implies the associations a consumer has linked to a particular brand and is said to “form the 
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basis for consumer behaviour […]”, hence, the subsequent brand-related activities exerted 

by the consumer.  Further, the functional brand image depicts associations related to a 

product’s attributes (e.g. brand reliability/credibility/trust), while the hedonic brand image 

concerns association’s unrelated to specific attributes (e.g. brand attractiveness/desirability) 

(Bruhn, et al., 2012, pp. 774, 789). This distinction is deemed important in the evaluation of 

Facebook advertising as different parts of the brand image could be affected more/less 

based on the relationship the consumer has, or have had, with the brand. Bruhn et al. (2012, 

p. 782) found that especially firm-created SM communication increases functional brand 

image, while SM communication generated by the user increases hedonic brand image. The 

same authors argue that this can be attributed to users confessing their love/hate for a brand 

and as such referring to the overall attractiveness, and not merely functional brand image. 

They further argue that the level of consumer involvement plays a role as a high 

involvement leads to an increased willingness to spend free time on creating content. 

(Bruhn, et al., 2012, p. 782) Although this study focuses on firm-created content, which 

would mainly influence functional brand image, the study by Bruhn, et al. (2012) does not 

differentiate between the levels of engagement the consumer shows with the brand, nor 

does it discuss effects of a relationship exit on SM. It is believed that the type (COBRA) 

and level of engagement with the brand’s firm created content and a relationship exit will 

affect both the functional as well as the hedonic brand image. 

 

The second dimension of the customer’s mindset that will be evaluated in this research is 

brand attitude. According to Keller & Lehmann (2003, p. 28) brand attitude can be 

described as the overall evaluation of a brand; to which level it generates satisfaction, and 

how the brand’s quality is perceived. The theory of reasoned action by Fishbein & Ajzen 

(1975) proposes that attitude to an object is made up out of multiple associations; hence it 

is influenced by brand image (Bruhn, et al., 2012, p. 776). Keller (1993), however, 

discusses brand attitude as part of the brand associations making brand image. This is in 

line with research from Faircloth, et al., (2001) who draw the conclusion that brand attitude 

influences brand image. The latter research found that brand image influences brand equity 

directly, brand attitude was found to only influence brand equity indirectly through brand 

image (Faircloth, et al., 2001, p. 70). While it is believed that the advertising value of FBus 

currently in a FB relationship with a brand (currently “Like” a FB brand page) have a 

positive effect on brand image and brand attitude, it is also believed that those avoiding 

brand advertising (“Hide”) and those who exited the relationship (“Unlike”) show a 

different effect. Although it is clear that brand attitude is prescribed various roles in brand 

perceptions, this study will follow Keller & Lehmann (2003), which indicates brand 

attitude as a separate influencer of the consumer mindset. Besides that both brand attitude 

and image are part of the consumer mindset, the fact that other studies have shown the 

relationship between brand image and brand attitude makes us confident to look at the two 

combined for a synergy effect.  

 

The decision to exclude brand awareness, loyalty, and activity has been made based on 

several reasons. Brand awareness was excluded due to the preconception that a FBu who 

decides to “Like” a brand page already has a certain level of brand awareness. Brand 

attachment can be translated into brand loyalty (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29), which is 

often measured on a behavioural level in terms of repeat buying behaviour (Keller, 1993, p. 



53 

 

8), or on a cognitive level with the intention to buy the brand as the first choice (Yoo & 

Donthu, 2001, p. 3). Both cognitive as well as behavioural brand loyalty are believed to be 

a result of awareness, associations and attitudes as indirect influential factors, and will 

therefore not be included. The fifth dimension of the customer’s mindset is brand activity 

and relates to the actions consumers pursue in relation to the brand, in example seeking out 

brand information, promotions, and events or create brand communities (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). The current research argues that this level of activity, which can be 

transferred to the U&G theory or COBRA typology, is believed to precede the customer’s 

mindset, and will be investigated accordingly. 

 

Value stage two is strongly related to consumer-based brand equity, as the right customer 

mindset is believed to be crucial in realizing brand equity benefits and value (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). It is therefore argued that by using the previously discussed 

variables of the customer’s mindset we indirectly measure the influence on consumer-based 

brand equity.  

 

3.8 Development of Conceptual Model 

The framework of this research comes from four elements of theory; (1) Uses and 

Gratifications (U&G) theory to identify the underlying motivational factors to engage with 

a brand, (2) advertising value by Ducoffe (1995), to measure how the brand’s advertising 

is perceived, (3) consumer brand-related activities (COBRA) by Muntinga, et al. (2011) to 

classify the level of consumer involvement with the brand on Facebook, and (4) the brand 

value chain by Keller & Lehmann (2003), which is closely related to consumer-based 

brand equity as developed by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). This section will first 

introduce the conceptual model, after which an overview of the theoretical elements will be 

provided and the hypotheses introduced. 

 

It is our preconception that the motivational factors for a Facebook user to “Like” a certain 

brand page sets expectations concerning the type of firm-created advertising that will be 

received (ExactTarget, 2011a, p. 10). The gap between these expectations and reality will 

affect the perceived advertising value, being the value of advertising as perceived by 

consumers (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 1). This perceived value of the advertisement efforts by the 

firm is believed to have an effect on the level of involvement the consumer shows with the 

advertising of this brand.  Consequently, it is believed that both perceived advertising value 

as well as the interaction with the brand will affect brand attitude and brand image, two 

constructs affecting brand equity (Faircloth et al., 2001, p. 61). This line of thought is 

depicted in the conceptual model in Figure 5 and will be further explained in the following 

sections, which aims to introduce the hypotheses alike. 
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Figure 5 Conceptual Model 

3.8.1 The Firms’ Misperception and its Consequences 

SNSs provide a platform for firms to advertise their brands to millions of people for only a 

fraction of the budget required to reach the same amount of people through traditional 

media. However, if the advertising fails to meet consumers´ underlying motivations to 

engage with the brand in the first place, it will defeat its purpose and contribute to the 

emergence of a gap. The motivational factors, detected by ExactTarget (2010) and the 

revelation of misperceptions of companies derived from Baird & Parasnis (2011) lead to 

the assumption that there might indeed exist a gap between consumers´ initial motivations 

to engage with a brand and the subsequent firm-created advertising mediated, which calls 

for a further investigation. Since we will additionally include consumers that decided to 

unsubscribe from firm-created (“Hide”) content as well as consumers that decided to exit 

the brand-relationship (“Unlike”), we assume that the gap-level will deviate according to 

the steadfastness of the brand-relationship (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”). This will lead us 

to the following first hypothesis: 

 

H1: The gap between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and 

the firm-created advertising differs between different stages in the Facebook brand-

relationship (i.e. “Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”). 

 

The difference in perception between user and firm (i.e. gap) regarding the appropriate 

activities of a brand on SNSs might further influence the advertising value of the firm. We 

will refer to the firm-created SM/Facebook communication and the content that is provided 

by the firm as advertising. The reason for translating firm-created SM/Facebook 

communication into advertising rests upon the definition made by Richards & Curran 

(2002, p. 74) stating that “advertising is a paid [Facebook page operator], mediated form of 

communication [communication addressing Fans] from an identifiable source [Fanpage], 

designed to persuade the receiver to take some action, now or in the future [to interact by 

“Liking”, “Sharing” or “Commenting” on posts]”. Richards & Curran (2002) constructed 
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this definition of advertising through extensive research on expert opinions of a diverse 

group of advertising experts (Richards & Curran, 2002, p. 68-70). This definition of 

advertising is considered to contain firm-created SM/Facebook communication. The 

messages that inhere in the advertising will imply a certain value that can be perceived by 

the recipient as either positive, negative, or neutral, and hence, depicts the perceived 

advertising value. Ducoffe’s (1995) research identified perceptual antecedents to 

advertising value and tested the relationships, resulting in three constructs that build up 

advertising value: informativeness, entertainment and irritation (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 9). With 

reference to the misperception of companies, we believe that, in the event of a gap, there 

will be consequences for the perceived advertising value, which leads to the second 

hypothesis: 

 

H2: Perceived advertising value is attributable to the differences in the gap-levels between 

motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the firm-created 

advertising. 

 

3.8.2 Perceived Advertising Value and Relationship Continuation 

The COBRA typology with the lowest level of involvement is “Consumer”, which 

indicates only passively viewing content. On Facebook, however, users are able to “Hide” 

content from particular pages or even decide to “Unlike” a brand page. These active 

decisions to avoid or eliminate the stream of firm-generated content, which is described as 

the “social break-up” by ExactTarget (2011a), is believed to be originated from the level of 

perceived advertising value of the firm’s Facebook content. According to Cho & Cheon 

(2004, p. 90) the decision to avoid advertising on the Internet is due to “perceived goal 

impediment, perceived ad clutter and prior negative experience”. Negative experience “can 

be indicated by dissatisfaction and perceived lack of utility and incentive for clicking on 

those ads“ (Cho & Cheon, 2004, p. 90), which ultimately leads to ad avoidance since both, 

negative and positive experiences influence future actions. Perceived ad clutter refers to the 

surfeit of information on a given topic (Lee & Cho, 2010), which demands a great deal of 

consumers in terms of the subsequent relevant selection for cognitive processing in the 

advertising exposure. According to Lee & Cho (2010, p. 291) “human beings can process 

multiple pieces of information simultaneously, advertising clutter on the Internet can test 

users’ cognitive capacity and, thereby, affect advertising effectiveness“. We believe that the 

advertising effectiveness is correlated to Cho & Cheon´s (2004) third reasoning of ad 

avoidance, namely goal impediment. Consumers that use internet are more likely to be 

goal-oriented (Cho & Cheon, 2010), hence the interruption of consumers´ goals generated 

by the ad, is likely to lead to decreased effectiveness, for instance through negative effects 

on attitude. Applied to our research, we believe that firm-created advertising, which misses 

the consumers´ underlying goals and needs (i.e. gap) (Lang, 2000), will lead to the 

avoidance of the content from a brand’s Facebook page or in the worst case, to relationship 

exit by “Unliking” a brand's Facebook page. This leads us to believe that the level of 

perceived advertising potentially refers to consumers´ decision to either stick to the brand 

(i.e. relationship continuation), to avoid the branded content (“Hide”) and/or to exit the 

brand-relationship (“Unlike”). These presumptions are captured in the third hypothesis: 
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H3a/b/c: The level of perceived advertising value is attributable to (a) relationship 

continuation (“Like”), to avoidance (“Hide”) and to exit (“Unlike”). 

 

3.8.3 Perceived Advertising Value and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

Users that have chosen to “Like” a brand page on Facebook can engage with the page and 

the brand on different levels. Muntinga et al. (2011) introduced three typologies of 

Consumer Brand-Related Activities (COBRA): consuming, contributing and creating. It 

was, however, argued that due to the nature of the creating category by Muntinga, et al. 

(2011) this would mainly refer to UGC, opposed to firm-created content. Moreover, to 

investigate what influences the different levels within the contributing category of brand-

based activities, this category has been divided into three additional levels: “Liking”, 

“Commenting”, and “Sharing”. The increasing number of firm-created events for rewards 

on Facebook indicates the importance of including this type of interaction in the present 

study. This argumentation is strengthened by Muntinga et al. (2011) who identified 

remuneration as a motivation to interact with brands on SM. The primary researcher in 

advertising value, Ducoffe (1996) states “advertising that consumers find valuable is also 

likely to be advertising that yields the sort of responses advertisers desire” (Ducoffe, 1996, 

p. 21). This statement underlines one of the main notions of this research, namely, whether 

the consumer’s perceived advertising value has an effect on consumer brand-related 

activities, hence, the level of involvement of the Fan with the brand page. This leads to the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H4: Perceived advertising value influences consumer’s brand-related activities. 

 

3.8.4 Motivational Factors and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

Motivational factors behind consumers’ actions have long been studied. The Uses and 

Gratification (U&G) research is a stance in media research and aims to evaluate why 

individuals choose to consume a particular media and what gratifications they expect to 

gain from this (Shao, 2009). The most widely recognised U&G categorization is from 

McQuail et al. (1972), where four gratification categories are distinguished: diversion, 

personal relationships, personal identity and surveillance. In McQuail´s further research the 

four categories were developed, although no major changes were made in content, new 

labels were given: entertainment, integration and social interaction, personal identity and 

information (Muntinga, et al., 2011, p. 19). U&G theory is still widely used and found 

relevant to media use in this day and age, including Internet and SM (Muntinga, et al., 

2011, p. 19). Recent research within SM motivations found two additional motivational 

factors that were not included in the initial four motivations: remuneration and 

empowerment (Wang & Fesemaier, 2003). With reference to the aforementioned 

motivational factors derived from ExactTarget (2010) and Baird & Parasnis (2011), we 

therefore aim to investigate whether consumers are motivated to interact with a brand based 

on their previous stated motivational factors, leading to the fifth hypothesis: 

 

H5: The initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related to the 

motivations for consumer brand-related activities. 

 

To investigate how brand managers can motivate consumers to interact with a brand online 
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we will, in addition to the perceived advertising value, investigate how specific types of 

interaction can be achieved. Muntinga, et al. (2011) argue that the particular typologies of 

COBRA are motivated by various categorizations of U&G theory; entertainment, 

information integration and social interaction, personal identity, remuneration, and 

empowerment. The following hypothesis will unveil which COBRA antecedents indeed 

impact the COBRA typologies. 

 

H6: The motivations for consumer brand-related activities influence the type and level of 

consumer brand-related activities. 

 

3.8.5 Effects on the Consumer Mindset 

Keller and Lehmann developed the Brand Value Chain in 2003 which comprises four value 

stages starting with (1) the marketing program investment, (2) the customer mindset, (3) 

brand performance, and (4) shareholder value (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). The 

authors bring a modified version of consumer-based brand equity, and financial brand 

equity together and provide a model for the whole value creation process. The assumption 

is that the value of a brand is ultimately created by the customers. This is also inferred by 

more recent research in conjunction with SM by Booth & Matic (2011, p. 185), stating, 

“the ownership of the brand and its reputation has always belonged to the consumer”. The 

model by Keller & Lehmann (2003) starts with firm investments in a marketing program 

that in value stage two influences the customers´ “mindset” concerning the respective 

brand. This mindset subsequently affects the brand’s performance in the marketplace, 

which ultimately influences the brand’s financial performance. (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, 

p. 27) Value stage two is strongly related to consumer-based brand equity, as the right 

customer mindset is believed to be crucial in realizing brand equity benefits and value 

(Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). It is therefore argued that by using the previously 

discussed variables of the customer’s mindset we also measure the influence on consumer-

based brand equity. This research will focus on brand associations in terms of hedonic and 

functional brand image, as well as brand attitude. How the consumer perceives a brand’s 

advertising is based on its marketing efforts which leads to the following research question: 

 

H7: Perceived advertising value influences hedonic/functional brand image and brand 

attitude. 

 

The fifth dimension of the customer’s mindset is brand activity and relates to the actions 

consumers pursue in relation to the brand, in example seeking out brand information, 

promotions, and events or create brand communities (Keller & Lehmann, 2003, p. 29). The 

current research argues that this level of activity, which can be transferred to the U&G 

theory or COBRA typology, is believed to precede the customer’s mindset, and will be 

researched accordingly. 

 

H8: The level of consumer brand-related activities influences hedonic/functional brand 

image and brand attitude. 

 

This concludes the hypotheses as presented in the conceptual model and linked to our three 
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research questions. The next chapter will discuss our approach to answer the stated 

hypotheses, followed by the empirical results, analysis, and conclusions. 

 

4 Chapter 4: Practical Method 

In this section we will thoroughly explain how we plan to practically address our research 

questions and the underlying purpose. We will provide information on our choices of the 

target population, the technique we utilize to approach it and how we ensure access. 

Moreover we shed light on the survey construction, the handling of data loss, the manner of 

data preparation, source criticism, reliability and validity as well as the consideration of 

ethical issues. 

 

4.1 Sampling 

In order to practically deal with the research questions and to address the underlying 

purpose, it is necessary to choose an appropriate sample from the population under 

investigation. There are several reasons leading to the utilization of a sample. Firstly, it is 

not viable to collect data from the entire population, which we determine by the total 

amount of consumer-based FBus. Consumer-based FBus are assumed to use Facebook as a 

platform to connect with brands and to be acquainted with the basic functionalities inhering 

Facebook (such as “Liking”, “Commenting” and “Sharing”). The amount of consumer-

based FBus is beyond our means; hence, we need to select a smaller sample deriving from 

this population, as worthy representatives. Furthermore, time and budget constraints would 

inevitably thwart an investigation of the entire population. (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 212) 

Sampling, depending on the respective sampling technique, will more or less exacerbate the 

generalizability of the data collected, since it has to be proven that the chosen “sampling 

can apply to the population from which the sample was drawn” (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 

86).    

 

Two main sampling techniques exist, which are probability and non-probability sampling. 

In probability sampling each case possesses the equal chance of being selected from the 

population and the probability of each selection is known. In contrast, non-probability 

sampling includes an unknown probability of each case being selected (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 213; Shiu et al., 2009, p. 470) A survey link was uploaded on our own Facebook 

profiles, which was online between the 1
st
 and 14

th
 of April 2013; hence, it is not given that 

all members of the defined target population were online during this time spam, leading to 

unequal chances of being selected and consequently to a non-probability sampling 

technique for this study at hand. A target population, being a “defined group of elements 

identified for investigation based on the evaluation of the research objectives, feasibility 

and cost-effectiveness” (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 450) and is represented by our direct and 

indirect friends on Facebook. 

 

Since the approach of sampling adopted in this research can be described as convenient and 

arbitrary in terms of the eventuality of being selected, the sampling type used is described 

as convenience sampling (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). Convenience sampling is known 

for containing difficulties in its representativeness due to the self-selection (bias) and the 
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voluntariness of participation (loss of control) in the data collection (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 

480). However, we believe this problematic can be partially mitigated due to pivotal 

similarities among the sampling units with regard to the characteristics being studied, hence 

signalize little variation. Sampling units are defined as “target population elements 

available for selection during the sampling process” (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 451), whereby an 

element depicts a person, organization or object of interest.  In our research, each sampling 

unit is part of the same SNS (Facebook), is acquainted with the minimum basic Facebook 

functionalities, and is exposed to firm-created advertising. According to Saunders et al. 

(2009, p. 241) relatively little variation within the population reduces the difficulty of 

making generalizations. Despite the vital commonalities of the target population, 

heterogeneity will further still be present due to the enticement of respondents not only 

throughout our own Facebook profiles, but further throughout communities, friends´ 

network and their communities. This principle is also known as the snowball effect, which 

depicts the tenet of another sampling technique called snowball sampling, commonly used 

in case it is difficult to identity the members of the desired population (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 240), which does not apply for our case, however, the effect is still noticeable. 

 

We believe that self-selective bias, as one criticism within convenience sampling, will be 

chiefly erased in our investigation since the respondents have not been chosen according to 

our preferences or other subjective influences. However, it could be argued that the 

Facebook friends list reflects the self-selection problematic since the list derived prior 

through self-selective methods. This dissent can be alleviated, as the list has not arisen from 

research purposes, hence, bias only appertain partially. The sample size depends on the 

number reached until the expiration of the term stated above. According to Saunders et al. 

(2009, p. 218) a minimum of 30 respondents is needed in order to make statistical analysis. 

However, we are aware of the fact that the larger the sample’s size the lower the likelihood 

of error in generalizations (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 218). 

 

4.2 Access 

In order to study FBus´ behaviour as consumers, we created a self-administrated online 

questionnaire (Appendix II) that was posted on Facebook in form of a link that redirects 

participants to the questionnaire. The survey link was uploaded on our own Facebook 

profiles containing friends, family members, acquaintances, former co-workers, previous 

and current fellow students, as well as community pages (e.g. USBE Master program, 

Umeå Institute of Design or former University pages), which depicts the sample from the 

defined population. Hence, the defined target population derives from our own Facebook 

profiles with a total of 690 potential participants. Due to 41 overlapping acquaintances, it 

reaches the total of 649.  The stated community pages additionally amount to 1230 

potential respondents, which add up to a size of 1879 in total.  However, it has to be noted 

here that due to the snowball effect mentioned earlier, this sample size is not absolute. 

 

The questionnaire could be accessed conveniently via our own Timeline, our friends´ 

Newsfeeds and on the wall of the community pages (see section 3.1.1on page 24). Access, 

however, was restricted to those that login on Facebook during the predefined timeframe of 

the 1
st
 and 14

th
 of April 2013. The first day of activation we could record 39 participants 

reflecting a solid amount, however, after that it flattened strongly. For this reason it was 
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decided to sponsor our own posts, which we did regularly in order to boost the response 

rate. Promoted posts stay more noticeable in the Newsfeed, hence are not displaced by 

newer status updates, leading to an increased visibility.  

 

In summary, we made use of a non-probability sampling technique, called convenience 

sampling by distributing the questionnaire on our own Facebook profiles. The reach of 

respondents was further enhanced by the inhering snowball effect. Generalization of data 

collected was exacerbated due to self-selection and voluntariness of participation; however, 

we regard our conceptual model as blueprint and do not intend to generalize to the whole 

population of FBus. However, the problematic issues can be partially mitigated due to 

diminished self-selective bias and little variation in the population. 

 

4.3 Data Collection 

The research approach adopted is a survey strategy and therefore quantitative data was 

collected in order to subsequently test the theories inhering our theoretical framework and 

our conceptual model. The prior extensive and careful literature review (Chapter 3) as well 

as the conceptual model (section 3.8) provides a clear overview on the relationships to be 

tested by the means of the questionnaire. In order to make the analysis of our hypotheses 

possible the relationships incorporated in the questionnaire consists of both, independent as 

well as dependent variables. For the subsequent analysis, the independent variable may 

become a dependent variable according to the respective hypothesis under investigation. 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 218) 

 

4.4 Survey Construction  

In order to investigate and shed light on consumers´ behaviours and attitudes in relation to 

brands that have established a presence on Facebook, we deemed a self-administered online 

questionnaire (Appendix II) as most appropriate in capturing the aforementioned in a 

timely, practical and cost-effective manner (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 365). Moreover, we 

consider the SNS Facebook as the proper platform to undertake the current study since it 

irrefutably contains the population of interest. Certainly, it is not every FBu that is of 

interest for our study, since not all FBu’s are consumer members. For our study we aim for 

consumer-based FBus that use Facebook as a platform to connect with brands and are 

familiar with the basic functionalities inhering Facebook (such as “Liking”, “Commenting” 

and “Sharing”).  In order to ensure that we attract consumer-based FBus, the questionnaire 

was promoted as a means to entice the attention only of those FBus having at least one 

currently active brand-relationship on Facebook. To be able to analyse the effects of brands 

of which content was decided to avoid (“Hide” brand page) or the relationship was 

terminated (“Unlike” brand page) the questionnaire was set up to run a similar set of 

questions for each brand relationship group (“Like”, “Hide”, “Unlike”). Since it cannot be 

assumed that our defined target population have equally “Hidden” and “Unliked” a brand’s 

Facebook page, we have not factored it in as precondition to participate in the survey, 

hence kept it optionally as a binary yes/no question that redirected the respondents 

accordingly. 
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With regard to the questionnaire development, a thorough literature review was undertaken 

which enabled us to define the theories deemed relevant to test. This is of utmost 

importance since we aim to conduct an explanatory research, meaning we test theories and 

relationships.  (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 367) After having reviewed the literature carefully, 

we have thoughtfully narrowed down the derived concepts and conceptualized our own 

research, depicted in the conceptual model (Figure 5 in section 2.8.1). The conceptual 

model exemplifies the theories utilized and the derived concepts that will be made use of in 

the analysis of relationships between the inhering variables. The utilized variables are a 

mixture of opinion- (the way respondents feel, think or believe), behavioural- (what 

respondents did, do or will do) and attribute variables (respondent’s characteristics such as 

age, gender or nationality). (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 368)  The questions were comprised 

of nominal and predominately scale measurements since we aim to test the hypotheses that 

require data types fit for the use of regression analysis. Regression analysis enables us to 

determine the existence, strength and direction of a relationship between two or more scale 

variables as well as to calculate a predictive equation (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 551).  

 

With reference to the design of the questionnaire several issues to win the respondents´ 

willingness to participate were considered. Firstly, we had to think about a catchy and 

selling promotion to gain the attention of the respondents in the first place. In order to boost 

the response rate, the potential respondents were triggered to participate both intrinsically 

and extrinsically with a textual post including the link to the survey. We intrinsically 

motivated the respondents by announcing our questionnaire with the following question: 

“Do you know why you like what you like on Facebook?”  This question aimed to catch 

attention and arouse the need for satisfying curiosity, since intrinsic motivations are 

stemmed from the self and delineate autonomous actions evoked from the inner feeling of, 

for instance, curiosity (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). Additionally, we promoted a prize draw 

whereby each respondent could voluntarily participate after completing the survey by 

entering the e-mail address. This promotion was used to fuel extrinsically motivated 

actions, namely to participate in the survey with the chance of some “separable outcome” 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70).  Respondents who could be successfully attracted were 

redirected to the survey page when pressing the survey link on Facebook. The first page the 

respondents landed on contained the cover letter, which concisely described what we do, 

who we are and why we need help. Moreover, we assured transparency of the type of 

questions (closed-ended questions) as well as duration (15-20 minutes) of the questionnaire 

and clarified what we mean by terms such as “brand”. Contact information was provided 

and confidentiality and anonymity was guaranteed; whereby latter only applied for those 

that did not participate in the prize draw.  Last but not least we mentally prepared the 

respondents on what would follow by pointing out to think about brands, they “Like”, 

decided to “Hide” and/or “Unlike” on Facebook. 

 

The questionnaire is constructed in three parts according to the three populations: (1) 

Liking a brand’s Facebook page, (2: optional) Hiding a brand’s Facebook page and (3: 

optional) Unliking a brand’s Facebook page. Each part is created on the basis of the same 

theories (Appendix I: Table 1) however, textual adapted to make it fit the respective part of 

“Liking”, “Hiding” or “Unliking”. 

 



62 

 

The first section of the questionnaire (Q1-Q3) covered the query for three demographics, 

namely gender (nominal), age (scale) and nationality (nominal). We believe that, in the 

event of strongly deviating results, this might be attributable to the precedent 

demographics.  Taylor et al. (2011, p. 268), in their investigation of SNS advertisement 

effectiveness in terms of gender and age, could prove that specific age groups are 

differently influenced by SM advertising. The age group 10 to 24, for instance, find SNS 

advertising more informative than others (25+). Moreover Taylor et al. (2011) found out 

that men who use SNSs mainly to pastime have less positive attitudes toward the firm-

created advertising than women. We further believe that nationality, which refers to the 

cultural background, might be attributable to different behaviours respectively motivational 

factors. Men & Tsai (2013, p. 20) investigated the engagement of Chinese in SNSs and 

have found out that the main motivations for Chinese to use SNS pages is referable to 

informative proposes. In contrast, Americans prevailing motivator to engage is due to the 

quest for remuneration (Men & Tsai, 2012). Hence, this leads to the assumption that 

nationality depicts a potential influential factor, which we therefore did not want to 

exclude. 

 

The three successive parts of the questionnaire (“Liking”, “Hiding” and “Unliking”) are 

built upon the same constructs, however, part 1 “Liking” contains one additional construct 

to measure the motivations of respondents to interact (i.e. COBRA antecedents) with a 

brand on Facebook. This investigation is regarded as redundant in the other two parts since 

we assume that the assessment of contemporary motivations underlying the current 

interaction with the brand. FBu’s that unsubscribed from branded content and those that 

terminated the relationship, would have to reproduce their underlying motivations to 

interact in retrospect, which could lead to bias. In contrast, the perception of the advertising 

value as well as the frequency and type of interaction are believed to be assessed more 

easily, since the two depict potential predictors/reasons for consumers´ decision to “Hide” 

or “Unlike” a brand’s Facebook page, hence are kept in memory.  

 

The motivational factors shown in Table 1 below are provided by ExactTarget (2010) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011). Respondents were asked to indicate their top two motivations to 

initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page. (Iterative in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

Motivational Factors (Q5/13/20) 

 To receive discounts and promotions 

 To show support for the brand to others 

 To get a "freebie" (e.g. free samples/coupon) 

 To stay informed about the activities of the brand 

 To get updates on future products/services 

 To get updates on upcoming sales 

 For fun or entertainment 

 To get access to exclusive content 

 To learn more about the brand 

 To interact (e.g. share ideas, provide 

feedback) 

 Other 

 

 

The firm-created advertising constructs, shown in Table 2, are derived from ExactTarget 

(2010) & Baird & Parasnis (2011). Respondents were asked to tick the main two activities 

provided by the brand. By means of the motivational factors and the subsequent firm-

Table 1 Survey Development: Motivational Factors 
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created advertising we are able to calculate the potential gap between these two questions 

for the following statistical analysis. (Iterative in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

Firm-Created Advertising (Q6/14/21) 

The brand provided… 

 …discounts and promotions 

 ..."freebies" (e.g. free samples, coupon) 

 ...information about its activities 

 ...updates on future products/services 

 ...updates on upcoming sales 

 ...entertaining/fun content 

 ...exclusive content 

 ...general information about the brand 

 ...motivation to interaction (e.g. reacted 

upon ideas and feedback 

 Other 

 
 

The constructs of perceived advertising value as provided by Ducoffe (1996, p. 28) (based 

on Ducoffe 1995, p. 5) is shown in Table 3 below. Respondents were asked to compare their 

initial motivations with the actual brand-related content subsequently received and value 

the content on a scale from 1-7, where 1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree. (Iterative 

in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

Perceived Advertising Value (Q7/15/22) 
Informativeness Entertainment 

 ...is a good source of information 

 ...supplies relevant information 

 ...provides timely information 

 ...is a good source of up-to-date information 

 ...makes information immediately accessible 

 ...is a convenient source of information 

 ...supplies complete information 

 ...is entertaining 

 ...is enjoyable 

 ...is pleasing 

 ...is fun to use 

 ...is exciting 

Irritation Overall Value 

 ...insults people's intelligence 

 ...is annoying 

 ...is irritating 

 ...is deceptive 

 ...is confusing 

 ...is useful 

 ...is valuable 

 ...is important 

 

 

The consumer brand-related activities, in form of type and level of interaction, are 

provided by Muntinga et al. (2011). Respondents were asked to indicate their level and type 

of interaction on a scale from1-7 how often they execute the following activities, where 

1=never, 4=occasionally and 7=regularly. It is important to note that we have modified the 

levels where, “Viewing” depicts the level of consuming, “Liking” the 1
st
 level of 

contribution, “Commenting” the 2
nd

 level of contributing, “Sharing” the 3
rd

 level of 

contributing and “Participating” for remuneration depicts an extended measurement. See 

Table 4 for the overview. (Iterative in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

 

 

Table 2 Survey Development: Firm-Created Advertising 

Table 3 Survey Development: Perceived Advertising Value 
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Consumer Brand-Related Activities – Type & Level of Interaction (Q8/16/23) 

Consuming Viewing content posted by this brand (e.g. posts/videos/audio) 
Contributing 1

st
 level Liking content posted by this brand (e.g. posts/videos/audio) 

Contributing 2
nd

 level Commenting on content posted by this brand (e.g. posts/videos/audio) 
Contributing 3

rd
 level Sharing content posted by this brand (e.g. posts/videos/audio) 

Participating 
Participating in Facebook events for rewards (e.g. games or "like"-

"share"- "win") 

 

 

The consumer brand-related activities, in form of the motivations to interact, are provided 

by Muntinga et al. (2011) and shown in Table 5 below. Respondents were asked to indicate 

their motivations to interact with the brand on Facebook on a scale form 1-7, where 

1=strongly disagree and 7=strongly agree. It is important to note here that we have 

excluded the part “Integration & Social Interaction” since prior studies have only partially 

found confirmation for its motivational contribution (Muntinga et al., 2011, p. 26). (Not 

iterative in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

Consumer Brand-Related Activities – Motivation to Interact (Q9) 

Entertainment Information 

 ...because I think it's entertaining 

 ...because I enjoy it 

 ...because I find it relaxing 

 ...because I pass time with it 

 ...to keep track of the brand's (Facebook) activities 

 ...to increase my knowledge about the brand 

 ...to be up-to date on product/service information 

 ...to get inspiration 
Personal Identity Remuneration 

 ...to present myself to the brand and 

its other fans 

 ...to express myself to the brand and 

its other fans 

 ...to gain recognition from the brand 

and its other fans 

 ...to receive "freebies" (e.g. free samples and 

coupons) 

 ...to receive discounts 

 ...to participate in events for rewards 

Empowerment 

 ...to make my voice heard 

 ...to show support 

 

 

The brand equity constructs, in form of brand attitude, functional and hedonic brand 

image, are shown in Table 6 below, and are appropriated by Bruhn et al. (2012) (brand 

image based on: Scott & English, 1989; Verhoef et al., 2004; brand attitude based on: Low 

& Lamb, 2000; Villarejo-Ramos & Sánchez-Franco, 2005). Respondents were asked to 

consider the effect of the brand’s activities on his/her perceptions of the brand, where 

1=negative effect, 4=no effect (perceptions remain the same) and 7=positive effect. 

(Iterative in part 2 “Hiding” & part 3 “Unliking”) 

 

Brand Equity (Q10/17/24) 

Functional Brand Image Hedonic Brand Image 

 I think the brand is reliable.  I think the brand is attractive. 

Table 4 Survey Development: COBRA – Type & Level 

Table 5 Survey Development: COBRA – Motivations to Interact 
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 I think the brand is credible. 

 I trust the brand. 

 I think the brand is strong in character. 

 I think the brand is desirable. 

 I think the brand is strong in personality. 
Brand Attitude 

 I have a pleasant idea of the brand. 

 I associate positive characteristics with the brand. 

 I think the brand has a good reputation. 

 

 

We have utilized attitude scale design in order to capture the respondents´ beliefs and the 

strength of the beliefs. The multiple-item scale design consisted of a seven-point likert scale 

and is called hybrid ordinal-interval scale. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 394) define hybrid ordinal-

interval scale as “artificially transformed into interval scale by the researcher”. In our 

questionnaire design we have included descriptors only as extreme (e.g. 1 = totally 

disagree) and as end points (e.g. 7 = totally agree). Hence, only the poles are distinguished 

leaving the in-between numerical descriptors to the notion of the respondents (Shiu et al., 

2009, p. 396). We are aware of the fact that the interpretation of the findings based on this 

type of design needs to be carefully undertaken.  

 

With respect to the pending interpretation of the findings, we have developed hypotheses 

prior to the practical method.  The overview in Appendix I: Table 2 will shed light on the 

connectedness of the hypotheses, the theoretical concepts, the inhering relationships and the 

questionnaire. 

 

4.5 Data Preparation 

The questionnaire for quantitative data collection was programmed in SurveyGizmo and 

exported to SPSS for analysis. Two levels of variables were collected. Nominal variables 

were used for gender, nationality, initial motivation to “Like” a brand page, and main 

activities performed by the brand on Facebook. The remaining questions consist of age (no 

predefined categories) and multiple-item non-comparative 7-point likert scale measures. 

The multiple-item scales were computed into uni-dimensional measures both for sub-

concepts (e.g. information/entertainment/irritation concepts for advertising value) and main 

concepts (advertising value) to test the stated hypotheses based on computed means 

(averages) of each question. The computing of multiple-item scales was deemed 

appropriate as not each concept consists of the same number of questions which, if not 

computed, would result in faulty weighing of the respective (sub)-concepts. Descriptive 

statistics is used to show tendencies, after which inferential statistics were used to draw 

conclusions about the population. A variety of inferential statistical tests were used 

including t-tests and (multiple) linear regression. 

 

4.6 Data Loss 

The data collection for the quantitative study has resulted in a relatively high number of 

partial losses. There are several forms of partial losses of which the most visible are 

uncompleted questionnaires. In total 159 respondents opened the link of which 109 

completed the questionnaire, and 48 respondents started but did not complete all questions. 

Table 6 Survey Development: Brand Equity 
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Due to set quota’s concerning geography, 8 respondents who completed the questionnaire 

were excluded. This leads to a total data loss of 11%. Depending on historic Facebook 

behaviour of the respondent not all who completed the questionnaire necessarily answered 

all questions. Out of the 101 questionnaires a total of 40 stated that they have “Hidden” 

content from a brand and 51 had “Unliked” a brand on Facebook in the recent past. A total 

of 30 respondents have indicated to have experience with all three brand relationship 

phases. The fact that not every respondent showed this Facebook behaviour previously to 

participating in this study leads to further loss of data in the “Hide” and “Unlike” areas. 

Less transparent are the partial losses of individuals who have seen the survey but decided 

not to participate. Based on the assumed number of direct and indirect friends it is believed 

that the number of partial losses due to “passive” observers is relatively high. This cannot 

be calculated, however, as due to “Liking”, commenting and sharing of our direct Facebook 

friends it is unclear how high the number of “passive” observers exactly is. 

 

4.7 Source Criticism 

To emphasise the reliability of this research in terms of the practical method pursued the 

main advantages and disadvantages will be discussed. We are aware that several factors and 

choices may have an impact on the study’s outcome, such as convenience sampling, 

language barriers and formulation, questionnaire length, predefined sets of questions, and 

data loss. 

 

Firstly, the choice for a non-probability sample technique has consequences for the 

generalizability of this study. The results of this study cannot be used to make statistical 

inferences about the population, only general directions can be offered (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 

462). Further, as not one specific country was targeted in the sampling the study includes 

respondents from various nationalities who might have difficulties with English as a 

language or the interpretation of words/sentences. As we were aware of the divers group of 

respondents we refrained from using academic terminology and instead use regular 

conversational words and simple sentence formulation to diminish possible 

misunderstanding of the question and/or answer options. To ensure the respondents 

understood key concepts used in the questionnaire (brand, “Like”, “Hide”, “Unlike”) 

explanations and examples were provided as well as visual aids. However, the fairly high 

percentage of partial data loss could be related to respondents who were too uncomfortable 

with the use of English language and decided not to complete the questionnaire. Further, 

tow-third of the questionnaire consists of questions that rely on memory (brand content that 

has (recently) been “Hidden” and brand pages chosen to “Unlike”) and could potentially 

affect the reliability of the respondents’ answers. It is however believed that due to the 

active action the respondent made in “Hiding”/”Unliking” a brand’s content or Fanpage the 

memory about, and leading up to, this decision is deemed to be fairly easily accessible. 

 

Moreover, the questionnaire was fairly time consuming due to the number of questions. 

The number of uncompleted questionnaires could therefore also be assigned to the 

impatience or lack of time of the respondents, consequently leading to an increased partial 

data loss. Not all respondents will have shown “Hiding”/”Unliking” behaviour in respect to 

brands on Facebook. For this reason, the respondents were asked if they made use of the 

“Hiding”/”Unliking” option, and if answered “no” they were directed to the next set of 
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questions relevant to them. Using these routing questions helped reducing completion 

fatigue. Another strategy to counteract the probability of respondents exiting the 

questionnaire prematurely the option to sign-up for a prize draw (three vouchers of 30EUR) 

was provided after completion. This prize draw was communicated in the introduction as 

well as the accompanied text to the Facebook posts containing the link to the questionnaire. 

We are aware that this incentive to participate may have resulted in some participants being 

less concentrated while answering and mainly focussed on the prize draw. It is however 

believed that this number is minimal. To ensure that individuals could not participate in the 

study more than once the option of duplicate protection based on browser cookies was 

used. 

 

It is undeniable that the partial loss of data, potential misinterpretations of questions and 

incentive based respondents could have had some effect on the results. The outcome may 

have been different if all respondents completed the questionnaire. It could also show 

differences if all respondents showed historic brand-related behaviour in the form of 

“Hiding” content or “Unliking” a brand’s Facebook page. 

 

A final point concerning the quality of quantitative studies; a convenient sample usually 

requires certain quotas based on e.g. demographics to assert some control over the type and 

spread of respondents. In the data collection phase no specific quotas were uphold initially, 

however, during the last two days of collection a quota was put in place in the questionnaire 

design to only allow male respondents in order to get an equal gender distribution. 

Moreover, in the analysis phase it was decided to focus on respondents with a European 

nationality. 

 

4.8 Reliability and Validity 

To continue with the influences of particular choices within the practical method the 

study’s reliability and validity will be discussed. Reliability refers to the degree of 

consistency of a method or concept, or simply whether the same response will be given at a 

different time (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 266). Validity in quantitative research is mostly 

concerned with the measuring instrument and whether it actually measures what it was 

designed to measure (measurement validity) (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 268), however, also 

internal and external validity will be discussed. Both reliability and validity are important to 

evaluate social research and it should be strived to maximize both concepts. 

 

4.8.1 Reliability 

The measure of reliability is often emphasized in combination with quantitative research 

where stability and consistency of a measure are important both for the present research as 

well as for potential replication (Bryman, 2012, p. 46). David & Sutton (2011, p. 267) 

stress that the importance of correctly and accurately measuring concepts is connected to 

eliminate error measure as much as possible. There are three main concepts in evaluating 

reliability: stability, internal reliability and inter-observer consistency (Bryman, 2012, p. 

169.) Stability can be measured with the use of test-retest practices. This, test of stability 

was not performed for the current study as the time frame of the research did not allow 

substantial time to be passed before a retest could be performed. Inter-observer consistency 



68 

 

has mainly to do with activities in which a high degree of subjective judgement is involved 

(e.g. observations) (Bryman, 2012, p. 169) and is therefore not relevant for this study. 

Internal reliability refers to the consistency of the scale that makes up the concept in case of 

multi-item scales. This research made extensive use of multi-item scales; therefore, the 

concepts will be tested on internal consistency with the use of Cronbach Alpha calculations. 

The Cronbach Alpha calculates the correlations between the indicators resulting in a score 

between 0 and 1. When there is no coherence between the indicators of a concept the score 

will be low, while a strong correlation yields a high score (Bryman, 2012, p. 170) and thus 

indicates a strong internal consistency. A Cronbach Alpha of 0.8 is generally acknowledged 

as an acceptable level of internal consistency (Bryman, 2012; David & Sutton, 2011; Shiu 

et al., 2009). All constructs measures in this research yielded Cronbach Alpha scores higher 

than 0.8, indicating a strong reliability. The exact Cronbach Alpha scores for the constructs 

will be presented in the following chapter (Chapter 5: Empirical Analysis). 

 

In conclusion, although stability over time could not be measured, the internal reliability is 

strong. When replicating this study at a different point of time it is not expected that the 

outcome will be significantly different unless Facebook were to implement new features or 

practices leading to a different presentation of brands and/or brand content. It should 

however be noted that the sample used was from different cultures within Europe, in case 

of replication where the focus is on one of these, or a non-European culture, the results may 

show differences. 

 

4.8.2 Validity 

Validity can be evaluated based on measurement validity, internal validity, and external 

validity, and generally has to do with the integrity of the conclusion from a research study. 

Measurement validity is also referred to as construct validity and applies especially to 

quantitative research. It raises the question whether or not a measurement instrument really 

reflects a concept. (Bryman, 2012, p. 47) To uphold strong measurement validity we have 

rigorously examined theories that could describe the cognitive process of a consumer-brand 

relationship on Facebook. Based on face validity, from us and others, the theories strongly 

connect to the problem at hand, and would therefore uphold strong construct validity. The 

independent theories glue together extremely well and provide a good representation of this 

cognitive process. The use of pre-defined and tested multi-item measures assures accepted 

ways to test the independent theories, hence strong concurrent validity. 

 

Internal validity relates to causal relationships and whether the conclusions based on the 

determined cause and effect relationship are indeed valid or whether ambiguity exists in the 

explanations (Bryman, 2012, p. 47). We do not claim that the relationships between the 

constructs are the only possible explanations; we merely test whether there is indeed an 

influence. With the measurement instrument based on previous research the parts that do 

show a causal relationship are build up on pre-examined factors. External validity is 

concerned with the generalizability of findings beyond the sample. Due to the convenience 

sample applied in this research the sample does not necessarily represent a specific group. 

It does however provide an idea of the consumer-brand relationship and its effects for 

Europeans between 18 and 30. Replications of the study should be performed on a more 
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focussed target group to allow for particular generalizations and potential studies aimed at 

comparing (country) populations and differences in effects. 

 

4.9 Ethical Considerations 

Before being able to reflect on a concept it is valuable to define what it means. David & 

Sutton (2011, p. 30) define ‘ethics’ as “the systematic study of or formalization of rules 

concerning the separation of good conduct from bad”. In order to conduct research in an 

ethical manner one needs to consider the focus of attention of the research, the methods 

used, as well as the form and use of the findings (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 30). 

 

The first implication concerning the focus of our research is the choice for a positivist 

philosophy to our research and the ethical implications this choice entails. Positivism, 

based in natural sciences, believes that social science can generate non-normative (non-

tainted) so ‘positive’ knowledge about the social world. Human actions are explained by 

causes and these can be studied in a (relatively) value-free way, opposed to human beings 

themselves are the cause (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 34). This approach shows in our 

research focus, aiming to find how particular motivations and events influence attitudes, 

opposed to the values and culture that might taint these attitudes. 

 

The second consideration concerns the method adopted in the research and can be broken 

down in principles concerning informed consent, protection from harm, and privacy (David 

& Sutton, 2011, p. 43). As researchers we are responsible for the participants in our 

research and they need to be respected as such. An honest, transparent, respecting approach 

towards the respondents will result in mutual trust and, hence, more reliable results. All 

respondents made the decision to participate in the research by starting the questionnaire 

themselves. In the introduction it is explained that responses are confidential and 

anonymous and further explained the purpose of the study and what was largely expected 

from the respondent. Our email addresses were presented in case any questions arose 

concerning the study. The participants that decided to complete the questionnaire are 

considered to have given informed consent. Partial responses have not been used in the 

analysis and therefore only those that submitted the questionnaire are considered to have 

given informed consent. The respondent’s privacy was ensured by means of anonymity and 

confidentiality. Based on the decision of anonymity, it was chosen to use browser cookies 

to prevent double entries, opposed to using the respondents IP address, which includes 

information such as location. The respondents were asked to provide minimal 

demographics (gender, age, and nationality) this does, however, is not a basis for 

identification of individual respondents. Confidentiality was uphold in the analysis of the 

data by performing tests using the collection of responses and therefore no individual 

responses were reported or disclosed. Due to the quantitative nature and not necessarily 

sensitive topic the protection of physical and legal harm did not require special practices. 

The third level of harm, emotional harm, was not believed to be likely in this study either. 

However, as our view of what constitutes a sensitive topic might be different than that of 

the respondents the opportunity existed to exit the questionnaire at any point. 

 

The final consideration, the form and use of the findings, has to be considered. This 

deductive research aims to identify relationships not necessarily visible to the research 
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objects. The conclusions of this research could lead to an adaption to brand’s SM strategy 

and may, or may not, be intended by the individual participant of our research. Although 

this is indeed possible, this cannot be fully controlled by us. It was therefore seen as our 

responsibility to protect the respondents from personal identification, not to disclose the 

raw data collected, and stress that any conclusions made are based on the collective of 

responses opposed to outliers of individual responses. 

 

As concluding note; throughout the research process ethical conduct was actively used to 

avoid any falsification or misleading reporting/conclusions. The goal of this research is to 

give an objective and true picture of the findings to enhance the development of theory and 

practice.  

 

5 Chapter 5: Empirical Results and Analysis 

In this chapter the quantitative results will be presented and analyzed. The first two 

sections will shed light on the respondents’ demographics and the statistical reliability, 

respectively. Following, each of the hypotheses will be analyzed in light of the empirical 

results. Table 6 in Appendix I provides an overview of hypotheses confirmations.   

 

5.1 Demographics 
A total of 101 completed surveys were recorded out of which 52 were female and 49 were 

male respondents. The participants range in age from 18 to 68, whereby the most frequently 

distributed ages range from 21 to 30. The countries of origin confine themselves to Europe 

and the most often occurring countries were Germany, Netherlands and Sweden, which 

most likely is attributable to our own countries of origin and our current residence in 

Sweden. Within the statistical analysis of each hypothesis we have separately tested 

whether there are differences with relation to gender, nationality and age. However, we 

could not record any significant differences for each demographic variable. 

 

 
Graph 1 Distribution of Populations ("Like", "Hide", "Unlike") 

The above showed Graph 1 provides an overview of the frequencies of each brand-

relationship group. Since we have pre-eliminated non-consumer FBus in the approach of 

potential participants, each of the 101 participants currently “Like” a brand’s Facebook 
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page. Out of the 101 survey participants 40 have also recently decided to “Hide” a brand’s 

Facebook content and 51 have “Unliked” a brand’s Facebook page.  

 

5.2 Statistical Reliability 

In order to assess the internal reliability of the multiple-item scales, the Cronbach Alpha 

correlation coefficient was calculated. An overview of the scale scores is summarized in 

Appendix I: Table 3 for each brand-relationship group (“Like”, “Hide”, “Unlike”), as well 

as the Cronbach Alpha coefficient from the original source. A correlation coefficient of 0.6 

is typically perceived as unsatisfactory internal consistency (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 403), 

while the generally accepted correlation coefficient is 0.8 (David & Sutton, 2011, p. 268). 

The majority of the scales showed high internal consistency with coefficient scores 

exceeding the 0.8 mark, however a total of three scales showed values below the accepted 

mark. The irritation scale for advertising value is slightly below 0.8 for the “Hide” (ɑ = 

0.77) and “Unlike” (ɑ = 0.79) group. The original scale by Ducoffe (1996, p. 28), however, 

also shows a slightly lower internal consistency with a Cronbach Alpha coefficient of 0.78. 

Due to the reason that the original scale showed a similar Cronbach Alpha correlation 

coefficient, as well as the marginally small deviation from the 0.8 score it was decided not 

to change the scale. The third scale with a Cronbach Alpha coefficient below the generally 

accepted internal consistency is the empowerment scale for the COBRA motivations. This 

scale, only used for the “Like” brand-relationship group, produced a alpha of 0.42 which is 

unacceptable low. For this reason the two questions within the empowerment scale 

(COBRA motivation: “support” and “make voice heard”) will be separated in the analysis 

to assess them individually and not as part of a (empowerment) scale. A final note in 

regards to internal consistency, the total level of interaction (LOI) variable indicates the 

overall level of interaction with a brand on Facebook and is composed out of the single 

means from the different types of interaction (viewing, liking, commenting, sharing, 

participating). For this scale no Cronbach Alpha test was performed due to the fact that it 

merely gives an indication of overall interaction frequency and is not a multi-dimensional 

construct. 

 

We will permit a significance level ranging from .01 to .05 for all following analyses. P-

values below .10 will not be considered as significant due to the increased margin of error, 

we do, however, consider these cases to show tendencies. 

 

5.3 The Firms’ Misperception and its Consequences 

The following hypotheses deal with the potential gap between consumers´ initial 

motivation to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the actual firm-created content received. 

Firstly, we will present the divergence in the gap for the different groups of brand-

relationships (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”) (H1). Secondly, we will demonstrate the 

relationship of the gaps for each group with the respective perceived advertising value 

(H2).  

 

H1: The gap between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and 

the firm-created advertising differs between different stages in the Facebook brand-

relationship (i.e. “Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”). 
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Motivation/Activity 

Gap 

2 = in line 

1 = partially in line 

0 = not in line 

For the first hypothesis we calculated the gap between motivational factors for initially 

“Liking” a brand on Facebook and the firm-created advertising for each respondent, in 

order to unveil whether or not and to what extent both parts coincide. Since the respondents 

had to choose the top two motivational factors for the initial “Like” as well as the main two 

brand-related activities created by the firm, we were able to determine whether they were 

“in line” (i.e. 2.0), “partially in line” (i.e. 1.0) or “not in line” (i.e. 0.0). With regard to the 

Graph 2 the mean results for each brand-relationship reveal that for those that still “Like” 

the respective brand on Facebook, the mean is considerably higher than for the “Hidden” 

and “Unliked” brands, which means that the brands still “Liked” demonstrate a higher 

correspondence with respect to the initial motivations to “Like” the brand and the 

subsequent firm-created advertising. 

 

 
Graph 2 Motivation/Activity Gap 

With the help of one-way Anova, we were able to detect whether the mean gap-values for 

each brand-relationship are indeed significantly different from each other. Hence, we 

intended to compare those that “Liked”, “Hidden” and “Unliked” a brand’s Facebook page 

on the gap between motivational factors for initially “Liking” and the subsequent firm-

created advertising.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The f-ratio for the between groups recorded 25.866 which can be considered as a large 

difference in variance between the groups, hence, the independent variable (groups of 

brand-relationships) is likely to have a significant relationship with the dependent variable 

(gap). In order to detect which pairs of means are significantly different from each other, 

 
Table 7 Paired Sample T-Test: Differences in Gap 
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we have run a follow-up test. The Scheffe procedure showed that, except for the pair 

“Hide” and “Unlike”, all other pairs are statistically different from each other, which is 

implied likewise in Table 7. (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 592) Consequently, the gap between 

motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the subsequent firm-

created advertising for those that still “Like” the respective brand on Facebook is 

distinctively lower. In other words it is closer to the value 2.00, which means closer to 

being “in line”. 

 

H2: Perceived advertising value is attributable to the differences in the gap-levels between 

motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the firm-created 

advertising. 

 

Graph 3 illustrates the distribution of each gap-level (“in line” i.e. 2.0; “partially in line” i.e. 

1.0; and “not in line” i.e. 0.0) in relation to the scores for the total perceived advertising 

values (PAV total) of each brand-relationship. To recapitulate, the scale for total perceived 

advertising value ranges from “1 for strongly disagree” to “7 for strongly agree”. The total 

perceived advertising value is a computed variable consisting of each sub-construct of 

advertising value (informativeness, entertainment, irritation and overall advertising value 

assessment). It can be seen that the total perceived advertising value for each brand-

relationship scores higher the lower the gap between motivational factors to initially “Like” 

and the firm-created advertising.  

 

 
Graph 3 Distribution of Gap-Levels - Total Perceived Advertising Value 

Hence, the more the motivational factors to initially “Like” the brand on Facebook are “in 

line” with the subsequent brand-related activities created by the firm, the higher the total 

perceived advertising value. However, there are differences among the groups of each 

brand-relationship. The group of “Like”, reflecting a higher correspondence to the initial 

motivations, presents a higher perceived value of advertising for each gap-level. This is 

referable to the higher overall correspondence between motivation factors and firm-created 

advertising. Surprisingly, the “Hide” group shows, despite higher correspondence (gap 
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value: 0.87), a slightly poorer perceived advertising value for “in line” and “partially in 

line” as opposed to the group of “Unlike” (gap value: 0.68), which might underlie the low 

response rates. 

 

In order to find out whether the tendencies illustrated in Graph 3 are indeed statistically 

significant, we have undertaken linear regression analysis. Regression analysis will indicate 

whether a relationship exists between the gaps and the total perceived advertising value for 

each brand-relationship, as well as the strength and direction. 

Table 8 Linear Regression: Total Perceived Advertising Value - Gap 

According to the first row in Table 8 the predictive relationship (for those that still “Like”) 

between the gap and the total perceived advertising is positive and reasonably strong due to 

the regression coefficient for GapLike .350. This means that for every unit the gap value 

increases (meaning from 0.0 for “not in line” to 2.0 “in line”), the total perceived 

advertising value increases by .350. In other words, the more it is “in line” the better the 

consumers perceive the advertising value. Moreover, 37% of variation in the total perceived 

advertising value is accounted for by the gap. However, the model has just failed our 

accepted significance level of 0.05 with .054. Similar can be concluded for the third row in 

Table 8, whereby a moderately strong and positive relationship (regression coefficient .295) 

between the two variables gap (“Unlike”) and total perceived advertising value (“Unlike”) 

can be recorded. Despite the relatively high value for the r-square with 57% fit of the 

model, the significance just missed with .090. For those that have “Hidden” a brand’s 

Facebook content we can register a positive but weak relationship between the two 

variables gap (“Hide”) and total perceived advertising value (“Hide”). Whereas the 

significance level for both “Like” and “Unlike” marginally failed the lower acceptance 

level of .005, the part “Hide” not come anywhere near the acceptance level with its 

significance of .488 and a fairly low r-square of 0.13. According to Shiu et al. (2009, p. 

537) marketing researchers commonly still accept a significance level of .10, which would 

lead to significant results in the two present cases. Nonetheless since we do not want to take 

this level of risk we propose the scores for the p-values for the regression part of “Like” 

and “Unlike” as suggestive. 

 

5.4 Perceived Advertising Value and Relationship Continuation 

This section will highlight the differences in the total perceived advertising value as well as 

in its sub-constructs (informativeness, entertainment, irritation and overall value 

assessment) with regard to the distinct groups of brand-relationship. 

 

 Dependent Variable: Total Perceived Advertising Value 

Independent Variable: 
Motivation/Activity Gap 

R-Square 
Unstandardized 

Coefficient (B) 
Significance 

Gap Like 0.37 .350 .054 
    

Gap Hide 0.13 .164 .488 
    

Gap Unlike 0.57 .295 .090 
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H3a/b/c: The level of perceived advertising value is attributable to (a) relationship 

continuation (“Like”), to avoidance (“Hide”) and to exit (“Unlike”). 

 

Since we have not directly investigated whether the level of perceived advertising value 

depicts the cause for the continuous “Liking”, the “Hiding” or the “Unliking”, the 

hypothesis needs to be regarded with care. In Graph 4 which follows next, it can be seen 

that the means for the total perceived advertising value as well as the sub-constructs score 

highest for those the “Like” group. The irritation scale (where 1=strongly disagree and 

7=strongly agree) highlights that the perceived advertising value for those that still “Like” 

the brand’s Facebook page is accumulated (1.8) and considerably perceived as less 

annoying, irritating, deceptive and confusing (sub-constructs of irritation scale).  The 

“Hide” group scores slightly higher in the perceived advertising value than the “Unlike” 

group for PAV (3.3 vs. 3.1), informativeness (3.8 vs. 3.4), entertainment (2.7 vs. 2.5), and 

overall advertising value (2.5 vs. 2.3), however all score relatively low. The irritation scale 

is over-average high for both the “Hide” (3.9) and “Unlike (4.3) groups, compared to the 

“Like” group (1.8). 

 

 
Graph 4 Perceived Advertising Value - Brand-Relationship 

It cannot be infered that people who still “Like” a brand page, have decided to “Hide” 

content, or “Unliked” a brand’s Facebook page behave that way due to the differences in 

the levels of perceived advertising value. However, we can examine whether the ratings for 

perceived advertising value differ significantly between the brand-relationship groups. This 

will disclose tendencies and might reveal suggestive results for future research. A paired-

sample t-test is used to examine whether the means from different groups (“Like”, “Hide” 

and “Unlike”) using the same scaling (1-7) and answered by the same respondents are 

significantly different (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 542). Due to a different number of respondents 

for each group, and within this, different constellations (“Like”+”Hide”: 40, 

“Like”+”Unlike”: 51, and “Hide”+”Unlike”: 30), the t-test uses the means from these 

distinct groups and can therefore slightly differ from the means shown in Graph 4. 
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The results shown in Table 9 confirm statistical significance for the perceived advertising 

value of “Like” compared to the other brand-relationship groups. This entails that those 

respondents who currently “Like” a brand’s Facebook page do have more favourable 

perceptions of the perceived advertising value as opposed to the “Hide” or “Unlike” groups. 

Table 9 moreover shows that the irritation scale records a significant difference in means 

for the comparisons of “Like” and “Hide” (-1.8) as well as for “Like” and “Unlike” (-2.1). 

As shown in Graph 4 above, and is implied in the inferential statistics the mean values for 

irritation of “Like” are significantly lower than those of “Hide”. Hence, respondents who 

still “Like” a brand’s Facebook page more likely tend to disagree (1=strongly disagree) 

with the irritating nature of the advertising (mean of 1.8) as opposed to respondents decided 

to “Hide” content (mean of 3.9).  

 
 Table 9 Paired Sample T-Test: PAV (Informativeness, Entertainment, Irritation and Overall Value) 

The negation is even larger between the pairs “Like” and “Unlike” where the difference in 

mean value for irritation is -2.1. Hence, the differences of the perceived advertising value 

between “Like” and “Unlike” as well as between “Like” and “Hide” are significantly large 

and thereby imply more negative (i.e. irritating) perceptions of the advertising value of 

brands “Hidden” or “Unliked” as opposed to brands still “Liked” on Facebook. The 

difference between “Hide” and “Unlike” is only significant for the overall value of the 

advertising. Both informativeness (0.51) and irritation (-0.36) are relatively low and not 

significant in terms of the accepted p-values, however, it provides a tendency that 

consumers who have exited the brand-relationship once and for all (“Unlike”) perceived the 

advertising as less entertaining, and more irritating than those having unsubscribed from 

firm-created content (“Hide”). 

 

5.5 Perceived Advertising Value and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

The following section will analyse the results concerning perceived advertising value in 

relation to consumer brand-related activities (COBRA). 

 

Advertising Value Mean Difference 
Significance 

(2-tailed) 

Informativeness   

 
 

Like – Hide 
Like – Unlike 
Hide - Unlike 

1.42143 
1.91597 
.51429 

.000 

.000 

.057 

Entertainment   

 
 

 Like – Hide 
 Like – Unlike 
 Hide - Unlike 

1.77500 
1.91765 
.21333 

.000 

.000 

.347 

Irritation   

 
 
 

 Like – Hide 
 Like – Unlike 
 Hide - Unlike 

-1.80500 
-2.07843 
-.36000 

.000 

.000 

.085 

Overall Value   

 
 
 

 Like – Hide 
 Like – Unlike 
 Hide - Unlike 

1.91667 
2.42484 
.36667 

.000 

.000 

.004 
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To create a frame of reference for hypothesis 4, Graph 5 below provides an overview of the 

means of each type of interaction for each brand-relationship groups. Graph 5 shows that 

for each type of interaction the “Like” group shows the highest level of involvement with 

the brand’s Facebook content. The difference in level of interaction is smallest in the case 

of participating in events for rewards. Due to the fact that the value “4” represents 

occasional interaction and besides a few exceptions most means for the groups are below 

“4”, the overall level of interaction with brands on Facebook can be described as fairly low. 

 

 
Graph 5 Interaction Levels & Types for each Brand-Relationship 

The difference between the various brand-relationship groups shows clearly, indicating that 

those with a lower level of interaction are more likely to end the relationship. Graph 4 in 

section 5.4 on page 75 showed the differences between the brand-relationship groups in 

relation to the perceived advertising value. These differences are believed to have an effect 

on the type and level of interaction the consumer has with a brand on Facebook, leading to 

the next hypothesis: 

 

H4: Perceived advertising value influences consumer’s brand-related activities. 

 

Using bivariate regression analysis the predictive relationship between the total (composed) 

perceived advertising value (independent variable) and overall level of interaction 

(dependent variable) was investigated. The results are shown in Table 10.  

 

 

Table 10 Linear Regression: Level of Interaction - Perceived Advertising Value  
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Table 10 shows that perceived advertising value has a statistical significant relationship to 

various the average level of involvement for all relationship groups (“Like”, “Hide”, 

“Unlike”). It also shows that the strength of influence is strongest for the “Like” group (B. 

739) followed by the “Hide” and “Unlike” group (B .432 and B .324 respectively). This 

confirms our hypothesis that perceived advertising value influences the level of interaction 

with a brand on Facebook. To see which sub-constructs of perceived advertising value 

influence which type of COBRA, multivariate multiple regression analysis was performed 

and visualized in Table 11 below.  

 
Table 11 Multiple Regression: COBRA Types – Perceived Advertising Value 

The shaded cells indicate statistical significant results are indicated. The second value, 

indicated with “B”, represents the unstandardized Pearson correlation coefficient, and the 

last value, “Beta”, represents the standardized regression coefficient, hence the relative 

effect of one independent variable on the dependent variable. The model statistics show the 

p-value for the multiple regression models and the R-square shows the explanatory power 

of the model. 

 

Average level of interaction (LOI): Concerning the overall average level of interaction it 

can be seen (Beta) that the relationship between the various perceived advertising values 

and LOI is strongest for the “Like” group, and stepwise decreases for the “Hide” and 

“Unlike” brand-relationship groups. This indicates that a high perceived advertising value 

in an ongoing consumer-brand relationship on Facebook increases the overall level of 

involvement with the firm-created content. Moreover, the “Like” group has a significant 

relationship between the entertainment value and LOI (Beta .309) while informativeness 

only shows a not-significant tendency with LOI (Beta .201). Comparing the brand-

relationships “Like” and “Hide” it can be seen that the overall value assessment of the 

content has a stronger effect for the “Hide” group (Beta .381), compared to the “Like” 
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group (Beta .278). While for those that decided to “Hide” content from a brand on 

Facebook informativeness does not have a significant relationship with the average level of 

interaction, like the “Like” group entertainment shows a tendency to higher interaction. 

Also the “Unlike” group shows that the relationship between entertainment and the level of 

interaction is positive (Beta .339). Irritation is however negatively related to interaction 

with a brand on Facebook (Beta -.316). 

Viewing content: The “Like” group shows a statistical significant relationship between 

informativeness and viewing content (Beta .224), indicating that the more informative the 

nature of the firm-created content, the higher the level of viewing. The overall value 

assessment of the content also shows a significant positive relationship (Beta .323). The 

“Hide” group shows no statistically significant relationships. The results from the “Unlike” 

group shows that there is a strong relationship between informativeness and viewing 

content (Beta .525). Like the average level of interaction, those who exited the brand-

relationship show a negative relationship between irritation and viewing content (Beta -

.297). 

 

“Liking” content: Opposed to informativeness effecting viewing content, entertainment 

shows a strong relationship with “Liking” firm-created content (Beta .366) for those 

currently in a brand-relationship. Besides entertainment, the overall value assessment 

shows a relationship with “Liking” content (Beta .235). Again there are no statistically 

significant relationships between advertising value and the interaction type of “Liking 

content. Similar to the “Like” group, the “Unlike” group shows a positive relationship 

between the entertainment value of content and “Liking” the content (Beta .482). Although 

not statistically significant on a .05 level, the irritation level of the advertising shows a 

negative tendency towards “Liking” firm-created content. 

 

“Commenting” on content: Similar to “Liking” content, those currently in a brand-

relationship show a positive relationship between the entertainment value of advertising 

and “Commenting” on content (Beta .241), and so does the overall value assessment (Beta 

.243).  Again there are no statistically significant relationships between advertising value 

and the interaction type of “Commenting” on content. Those who exited the brand-

relationship show a tendency (p-value < .10) between the informativeness value of the 

advertising and “Commenting” on content (Beta .292). 

 

“Sharing” content: Similar to “Liking” content and “Commenting” on it, those currently in 

a brand-relationship show a positive relationship between the entertainment value of 

advertising and “Sharing” the content (Beta .300). Moreover, there is a tendency (p-value 

.063) between informativeness value and “Sharing” content (Beta .236). The “Hide” brand-

relationship group shows a strong positive relationship between the entertainment value and 

“Sharing” content (Beta .548), as does the “Unlike group (Beta .535).  

 

Participating in events for rewards: None of the groups show statistical significant 

relationships between participating in events for rewards and the perceived advertising 

variables on <.01 or <.05 levels. 
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5.6 Motivational Factors and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

The following hypothesis will solely deal with respondents that have “Liked” and still 

“Like” a brand’s Facebook page. We will explain in how far the initial motivations to 

“Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related to the subsequent motivations to interact with 

the brand (i.e. motivations for consumer-brand related activities) (H5). Moreover we will 

present which motivations to interact with a brand impact the level and type of interaction 

(i.e. level and type of consumer brand-related activities) (H6). 

 

H5: The initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related to the 

motivations for consumer brand-related activities. 

 

In order to find out whether the initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are 

similar to the subsequent motivations to interact with the brand, we have used correlation to 

see which variables are potentially related. The correlation resulted in twelve congruities, 

which have been subsequently tested in linear regression analysis (Appendix I: Table 4). 

 

The f-ratios for all regression models indicated statistical significance of each overall 

regression model (Appendix I: Table 4). The regression analysis unveiled that initial 

motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page deriving from interests in discounts, 

freebies or sales are positively and fairly strong related to the motivation to interact based 

on remuneration (B: 2.585) (sub-constructs: receive freebies, discounts and participate in 

events for rewards). In contrast, motivation to initially “Like” in order to stay informed 

about the brand’s activities is negatively related to interact based on remunerations (B: -

.866). 

 

Empowerment (making the voice heard and to show support) is pretty strong and positive 

related to the initial motivations of showing support for the brand to others (B: 1.283). 

Moreover, the motivation to interact with a brand due to reasons underlying the personal 

identity (sub-constructs: to present myself to the brand, to express myself to the brand and 

to gain recognition from the brand and its other Fans) is referable to the initial motivations 

of showing support for the brand to others. In other words, consumers that initially “Liked” 

a brand’s Facebook page in order to show support for the brand to others are highly 

motivated to interact (B: .707) with the brand in order to foster their personal identity (e.g. 

through gaining recognition). However, personal identity is negatively related to the initial 

motivations to “Like” a brand’s page in order to get discounts and promotions (B: -.961). 

Hence, consumers that have “Liked” a brand’s Facebook page in order to get discounts and 

promotions are less likely to interact to enhance their personal identity. Informativeness 

(sub-constructs: to keep track of the brand’s activities, to increase knowledge about the 

brand, to be up-to-date on product/service information and to get inspired) is positively and 

fairly strong related to the initial motivation to “Like” a brand’s page based on getting 

updates on future products/services (B: .642). In contrast, informativeness is negatively 

related to the initial motivation to “Like” a brand’s page because of the chance of getting 

freebies. Similarly, the initial motivation to “Like” in order to get a freebie is negatively 

related to the motivation to interact for entertaining reasons (B: -2.130) (sub-constructs: 

because it is entertaining, enjoying, relaxing and to pass time). Hence, consumers are 

unlikely to interact because it is entertaining since their motivation rests upon the reception 
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of freebies. Last but not least, people that initially “Liked” a brand’s page for fun and 

entertainment are very likely to be motivated to interact based on entertaining triggers.  

 

H6: The motivations for consumer brand-related activities influence the type and level of 

consumer brand-related activities. 

 

In order to investigate whether the different motivations to interact with a brand influence 

the type and level of interaction, we first checked for potential correlations between the 

various variables (Appendix I: Table 5). Those that have shown an acceptable significance 

level have been subsequently tested in multiple regression analysis to confirm the existence 

and strength of relationship as well as the relative influence of each independent variable 

(Shiu et al., 2009, p. 583). According to the results of the regression analysis, shown in 

Table 12, various relationships exist between the motivations to interact with a brand and 

the type and level of interaction.  

 

 

Since the internal consistency (Cronbach´s alpha) scored low for the variable 

empowerment, we have spitted it into its original variables (making the voice heard and to 

show support) for the multiple regression. There were no significant results for “making the 

voice heard”, thus, the following results of empowerment are confined to “showing 

support”. 

 

The findings indicate that viewing firm-created content is moderately strong and positively 

related to informativeness (.460). Entrainment depicts the second motivation to interact 

impacting likelihood and frequency to “Like” firm-created content. Generally one can see 

that motivations for consumer brand-related activities that are based on entertainment 

depict the only motivations constantly impacting the level and type of interaction except for 

the participation in Facebook events for reward. In contrast, motivations to interact that rest 

upon rewards (i.e. remuneration) delineate the sole motivational factor impacting the 

participation in Facebook events for reward. Moreover, remuneration is negatively related 

to “Liking” firm-created content on Facebook. This negation has been examined in a 

subsequent simple bivariate correlation in order to check whether the negative sign is truly 

negative and not attributable to strong correlations among the variables in multiple 

Table 12 Multiple Regression: COBRA Types - COBRA Antecedents 
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regression analysis (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 587). The bivariate correlation has confirmed the 

negative sign; hence, there exist a negative relationship between remuneration and “Liking” 

firm-created content. In other words, consumers that are motivated to interact in order to 

receive rewards are unlikely to “Like” firm-created content. We have further figured out 

that the motivations to interact that bear on entertainment show the strongest relationship 

with “Liking” firm-created content with a slope of .585. Hence, the more entertaining the 

interaction the more often firm-created content will be “Liked”. Similar applies for 

“Commenting” and “Sharing” whereby the motivation of entertainment plays a crucial role 

for subsequent interaction.  Furthermore empowerment based on the motivation to show 

support for the brand is positively and moderately strong related to “Liking” firm-created 

content. Motivations to interact based upon Entertainment and personal identity have a 

positive and moderately strong relationship with “Commenting” on firm-crated content. 

Thereby entertainment reflects the strongest predictor for “Commenting”. The “Sharing” of 

firm-created content is referable to entertainment and empowerment (showing support for 

the brand). In other words, entertainment and the motivation to show support are good 

predictors for the “Sharing” of firm-created content. Last but not least remuneration has a 

fairly strong and positive relationship with the participation in Facebook events for 

rewards. We can neither confirm a relationship between participation in Facebook events 

for rewards and empowerment nor for personal identity, which has been suggestive in the 

precedent correlation.  

 

5.7 Effects on the Consumer Mindset 

The final four hypotheses aim to find predictive relationships between (H7) perceived 

advertising value and (H8) the level of COBRA on brand image and brand attitude. First an 

overview of the difference in mean will be provided for the three brand-relationship groups 

(“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”) regarding overall consumer mindset, functional/hedonic 

brand image, and brand attitude. Following the outcomes for hypotheses 7 and 8 will be 

provided. 

 

First a frame of reference will be provided for brand image and brand attitude in relation to 

the three brand relationship-groups. Brand image is divided into functional brand image 

(reliability, credibility, and trustworthiness) and hedonic brand image (attractiveness, 

desirability, character, and personality). The respondents were asked to indicate whether the 

relationship with the brand on Facebook had a positive or negative effect on brand image 

and brand attitude. A scale of 1-7 was used where 4 =“no change”, 1=negative effect, and 

7=positive effect. The middle value (4) indicated that the relationship with the brand on 

Facebook had no influence on the consumer mindset. To test the difference in effect for the 

brand-relationship groups statistical analysis were performed using the one-sample t-test 

with “4” as test value.  Graph 6 below shows the differences in mean for each group, where 

a positive value indicates a positive effect (mean higher than 4) and a negative value 

indicates a negative effect (mean lower than 4). The majority of differences are statistical 

significant (2-tailed) on the .01 level, while two are significant on the .05 level (“Hide” 

brand attitude and functional brand image). 
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Graph 6 shows relatively high means for the “Like” group, and stepwise lowering for those 

who “Hide” content and “Unliked” a Facebook brand page. This indicates that involvement 

with a brand on Facebook positively affects the consumer mindset. It also indicates that 

once the consumer decides to end the relationship by means of “Hiding” content or 

“Unliking” the brands Facebook page altogether it negatively affects the consumer mindset. 

The most evident is the mean difference between functional and hedonic brand image for 

the “Hide” and “Unlike” group. This indicates that hedonic brand image is stronger 

impacted by a relationship avoidance/exit. The figure also shows that “Unliking” has higher 

negative mean for brand attitude compared to functional brand image, while the difference 

for “Hiding” is the same. No major differences can be seen between the constructs of the 

consumer mindset of the “Like” group. All show positive results due to the Facebook 

brand-relationship, although brand attitude shows a slightly higher effect. The following 

sections will discuss the two hypotheses measuring the effects of perceived advertising 

value and COBRA on the consumer mindset. 

 

5.7.1 Perceived Advertising Value and the Consumer Mindset 

Within this section we will analyse in which extend the consumer mindset is influenced by 

the perceived advertising value.  

 

H7: Perceived advertising value influences hedonic/functional brand image and brand 

attitude. 

 

Bivariate regression analysis was performed to investigate the predictive relationship 

between perceived advertising values and its variables (independent variables) and 

functional/hedonic brand image, and brand attitude (dependent variables). The results are 

shown in Table 13 below. The shaded cells indicate statistical significant results. The first 

value in the box represents the coefficient p-value, the following value, indicated with “B”, 

represents the unstandardized regression coefficient. R-square represents the amount of 

variation that is explained between the dependent and independent variable, hence the 

coefficient of determination.  

 

Graph 6 Differences in the Mean Values for each Brand-Relationship - Brand Equity 
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Table 13 Linear Regression: Consumer Mindset - Perceived Advertising Value 

 

Table 13 shows that perceived advertising value has a statistically significant relationship 

with both functional and hedonic brand image as well as brand attitude for the different 

consumer-brand relationship stages. This confirms our H7, indicating that perceived 

advertising value influences the level of interaction with a brand on Facebook.  

 

Continuing the advertising value constructs of informativeness, entertainment, irritation, 

and overall value were evaluated. It can be seen that the informativeness value of the 

Facebook content posted by the brand only has a significant relationship with brand image 

and brand attitude in the case of a current relationship between consumer and brand. High 

p-values for informativeness show for groups that ended the relationship with the brand on 

Facebook by means of “Hiding” content or “Unliking” the Fanpage, indicating no statistical 

significant relationships with brand image. The entertainment value of advertising shows a 

relationship with functional brand image for the “Like” group (B .335). Moreover, the 

entertainment value shows a significant relationship for each brand-relationship group with 

hedonic brand image (“Like”: B .360, “Hide”: B .485, and “Unlike”: B .368) and brand 

attitude (“Like”: B .365, “Hide”: B .351, and “Unlike”: B .299). The coefficient for the 

“Hide” group shows the strongest relationship between entertainment and hedonic brand 

image (B .485). The irritation variable shows a negative relationship with both brand image 

and brand attitude for each brand-relationship group, but is strongest for the “Unlike” group 

(functional: B. -.382, hedonic: B. -.320, brand attitude B. -.300). The overall value assigned 

to advertising shows a statistical significant relationship for the “Like” group for all 

consumer mindset variables attitude (functional: B .357, hedonic: B .435, and brand 

attitude: B .400) and for hedonic brand image and brand attitude for the “Unlike” group 

(hedonic: B .379, and brand attitude: B .375). Comparing functional and hedonic brand 

image it can be seen that hedonic brand image is more strongly affected by advertising 

value, and shows more explanatory power in terms of the R-square values. Especially 

irritation (B .-313) and the overall value assigned to the advertising (B .435) have a strong 

effect on hedonic brand image for the “Like” group. For the “Like” group brand attitude is 

strongest effected by irritation (B -.392).  
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5.7.2 Consumer Brand-Related Activities and the Consumer Mindset 

While the previous section confirmed the relationship between perceived advertising value 

and the consumer mindset, the following section will analyze the results concerning brand-

related activities and its predictive relation to the consumer mindset (brand image and 

brand attitude). 

 

H8: The level of consumer brand-related activities influences hedonic/functional brand 

image and brand attitude. 

 

Bivariate regression analysis was performed to investigate the predictive relationship 

between type and level of COBRA (independent) and functional/hedonic brand image, and 

brand attitude (dependent). Results are shown in Table 14 below, providing the same 

information as Table 7 in section 5.7.1. The table shows that the overall level of interaction 

(LOI) for the “Like” group has a statistical significant, as well as a fairly strong predictive 

relationship to functional and hedonic brand image, as well as brand attitude (B .358, B 

.436 and B .354 respectively), confirming H8. This indicates that the higher the level of 

interaction (regardless of the type) the more positive the effect on a brand’s functional and 

hedonic brand image and brand attitude. Except for “Sharing” brand content, the different 

types or interaction show a positive effect on brand image for the “Like” group. Both 

“Sharing” and participating in events for rewards did not show a significant p-value in 

relation to brand attitude. 

 

 
Table 14 Linear Regression: Consumer Mindset - COBRA Types 

 

The many non-significant results in Table 14 indicate that the level as well as the type of 

interaction with a brand on Facebook does not necessarily have a negative or positive 

influence on the consumer mindset after the brand-relationship has ended. Most types of 

interaction do not show a relationship with brand image for the “Hide” group. Interesting is 

that “Sharing” shows a positive relationship with both functional (B .614)  and hedonic (B. 
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738) brand image as well as brand attitude (B .568), while “Commenting” is highly related 

to hedonic brand image (B .643) for the “Hide” group.  

 

For the “Unlike” brand-relationship group both functional and hedonic brand image show a 

negative relationship with participating in events for rewards (B -.304 and B -.242 

respectively), while this type of interaction is positively related to brand image when the 

brand relationship is still present. Finally, the “Like” group shows an interesting difference 

in the relationships with the different types of interaction and functional and hedonic brand 

image. For all types of interaction, except participating in events for rewards, a stronger 

relationship between the type of interaction and hedonic brand image can be seen compared 

to functional brand image. The strongest relationship with brand attitude is the interaction 

type of “Liking” content (B. 300), followed by viewing content (B .293). “Commenting” 

shows the weakest relationship with brand attitude (B .143).  

 

6 Chapter 6: Discussion 

This chapter will critically examine the empirical findings in the light of the precedent 

theories. We will demonstrate in how far our results coincide with or deviate from our 

theoretical framework and which results might be suggestive for future research (see 

Appendix I: Table 6 for overview of hypotheses confirmed/suggestive). We will guide the 

reader through the discussion by the means of each hypothesis. 

 

6.1 The Firms’ Misperception and its Consequences 

This section will take a more detailed look into the consumers´ initial motivations to “Like” 

a brand on Facebook in relation to the firm-created advertising subsequently received in 

order to unveil the factors causing the gaps. Following this, we will elucidate the 

relatedness of the level of perceived advertising value with the differences in gap. 

 

With regard to the analyses of the gap, we will now first discuss the potential sources of the 

gap by unveiling the deviations between initial motivations and the subsequent content 

provided by the brand.  Baird & Parasnis (2011) already gave proof of the perceptual gap of 

firms in their presumption of consumers´ underlying motivations to engage with a brand on 

SNSs (Figure 3 in section 3.4.4 on page 39). According to their research 61% of 1056 

surveyed consumers indicated to primarily engage with SNSs to get discounts, which is 

similarly reflected in the results provided by ExactTargt (2010) whereby 40% of 1427 

respondents stated to “Like” Facebook brand pages in order to receive discounts and 

promotions. We cannot confirm this in the light of our findings whereby the main 

motivations differ among the different groups (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”). With regard 

to the Figure 6 the main two initial motivations for those consumers still in a brand-

relationship are referable to information purposes. Both motivations are fulfilled by the 

branded content. It has to be noted here, that the motivation ”to show support for the brand 

to others” related to the U&G construct underlying personal identity, has not been used in 

the visualizations since it does not contain an appertaining counterpart. However, the 

intrinsic motivation of “showing support for the brand to others” scored 28.7% (i.e. the 3
rd
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most occurring motivation) for “Like”, 8.8% (i.e. the 5
th

 most occurring motivation) for 

“Hide” and 5.8% (i.e. 8
th

 most occurring motivation) for “Unlike”.   

 
Figure 6 "Like" Motivation/Activity Gap Disclosed 

With regard to the first five most occurring motivations (including the motivation to show 

support) to initially “Like” a brand page, consumers still “Liking” the particular brand 

reflect a highly intrinsic motivated brand-relationship initiation, hence the motivations are 

stemming from the self (Ryan & Deci, 2000). For consumers who decided to “Hide” the 

branded content the correspondence is lower. Here, only the desire to stay informed about 

the brand’s activities is being fulfilled by the brand.  

 
Figure 7 "Hide" Motivation/Activity Gap Disclosed 
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Fun and entertaining content did not become prevalent. The mean gap value for the group 

“Hide” scored 0.88, which well reflects the results emphasized in Figure 7.  

 

Similarly, one of the main two motivations to initiate a brand-relationship for those 

subsequently decided to “Unlike” the brand’s page, was to stay informed about the 

activities of the brand, which was likewise provided by the branded content (mean gap 

value: 0.69). However, the most frequently indicated initial motivation to “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page is attributable to the extrinsic motivation of receiving discounts and 

promotions (18.8%) (Figure 8). Overall, consumers that have exited the brand-relationship 

reflected a predominantly extrinsically motivated brand-relationship initiation (discounts 

and promotion: 18.8% and freebies: 9.9%). 

 
Figure 8 "Unlike" Motivation/Activity Gap Disclosed 

As a consequence, each group (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”) reflects at least one primarily 

intrinsic motivated action to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page, namely the inherent interest 

of staying informed about the brand’s activities, which is being granted by the subsequent 

firm-created advertising for all groups. For those who still “Like” the respective brand, the 

second most frequently indicated motivation to “Like” a brand on Facebook is due to the 

desire of staying up-to-date on future products and services. This motivation is likewise 

referable to intrinsic motivations, since it reflects the intrinsic motivation to “seek out 

novelty […] to explore and to learn” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). The most frequently 

indicated motivation for those subsequently decided to unsubscribe (“Hide”) from firm-

created content underlie fun and entertainment. The feeling of enjoyment depicts another 

pivotal role in intrinsically motivated actions, which is likewise confirmed in Shang et al.´s 

(2004) research on extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for consumers to shop online. 

Entertainment, as one intrinsic factor, was found to be a substantial reason for people using 

the Internet and is applicable to the use of SNSs alike. 
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In contrast, those that have decided to “Unlike” the brand’s Facebook page, were mostly 

extrinsically motivated by the chance to receive discounts and promotions. We therefore 

believe that the likelihood of FBus to “Unlike” a brand’s Facebook page, meaning exiting a 

brand-relationship once and for all, is higher as soon as the initial interest is not or only 

poorly anchored in the self (intrinsic) but lured by the chance of “valued outcomes” (Teo et 

al., 1999, p. 26). This is further suggestive in the higher number of respondents that decided 

to “Unlike” the brand as opposed to those decided o avoid the branded content by “Hiding”. 

Moreover, Figure 8 shows that out of 18.8% who indicated to be motivated to “Like” a 

brand’s Facebook page based on discounts and promotions, only 12.2% were rewarded. 

According to Deci et al. (1981, p. 2) extrinsic motivations, such as the desire to get 

discounts and promotions, that fail to materialise will lead to a decreased feeling of 

competence. Hence, a negative brand experience in this respect, thereby depicting a 

potential reason to abandon the brand in order to avoid the recurrence of diminished self-

competence. With respect to our findings we believe that “Hiding” firm-created content can 

be described as a middle-way for doubtful consumers to incrementally but not entirely 

disassociate oneself from the brand, while the act of “Unliking” denotes the final rejection 

of the brand. This middle-way occurs when consumers were originally and increasingly 

intrinsically motivated to “Like” the brand in the first place, hence reflect a stronger brand-

attachment. According to Keller (1998, p. 299) the relationship between a consumer and a 

brand can be described as a “type of "bond" ” and the “the strength of the bond connecting 

the brand with the self” is defined as brand attachment (Park et al., 2010, p. 2). Since 

intrinsic motivations stem from the self, we believe that the more consumers are 

intrinsically motivated to initiate the brand-relationship, the stronger the brand-attachment, 

and ultimately, the stronger the sustainability of the relationship between consumers and 

the brand as such. 

 

The opposite applies to mainly extrinsically motivated brand-relationship initiations (see 

“Unlike”). Here, the bond with the brand is not as strong since the connection of the brand 

with the self is rather extrinsic encouraged by the prospect of some “valued outcomes” (Teo 

et al., 1999, p. 26). We further believe that with respect to Deci et al.´s (1981) conclusion of 

decreased competence, the deficient or non-fulfilment of purely extrinsic motivations might 

even accelerate relationship termination (“Unlike”). These elucidations might explain why 

FBus turned their back on the brand for good (“Unlike”) instead of solely muting (“Hide”) 

the branded content. 

 

To sum up, the results indicate a fairly strong gap between the initial motivations engage 

oneself with a brand and the subsequent firm-created activities for both groups of “Hide” 

and “Unlike”, whereby the gap for the group of “Unlike” is slightly stronger. This is visible 

in both, the mean gap values (“Hide”: 0.88 & “Unlike”: 0.69) as well as in the above 

figures. In comparison to the mean value of the group “Like” with a score of 1.43 as well as 

compared to the stronger correspondence visible in Figure 6, we conclude in the light of our 

sample, the stronger the correspondence between the initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page with the subsequent firm-created advertising, the more likely FBus will 

continue the relationship with the respective brand on Facebook. This is in accordance with 

Taylor et al.´s (2011) findings on the importance of the correspondence of firm-created 

advertising with consumers´ underlying needs and goals inhering U&G. The lower the 
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correspondence the higher the likelihood of muting (“Hide”) branded-content or exiting 

(“Unlike”) the brand-relationship. The likelihood of exiting will be additionally increased 

by the existence of increasingly extrinsic motivations since we believe extrinsically arisen 

relationships are less steadfast, rather short-dated and highly dependent on some “separable 

outcome” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). 

 

The U&G theory implies that people are goal-directed, active media users, aware of their 

needs and accordingly decide on the proper vehicle to satisfy these needs (Ko et al., 2005). 

With regard to the Figures 6-7 there are gratifications sought (GS) as well as gratifications 

obtained (GO). Gratifications, which are sought rest upon the initial motivations to “Like” a 

brand’s Facebook page. In contrast, the gratifications actually obtained (or not) are 

provided by the brand, respectively, the firm-created advertising. With regard to the theory 

we believe the perceived advertising value increases when the differences between GS and 

GO decrease. Although initially developed on the basis of previous findings of Baird & 

Parasnis (2011) and ExactTarget (2010) both, GS and GO incorporate constructs related to 

the needs and gratifications-seeking motives (Taylor et al., 2011, p. 259), by which means 

subsequent statistical comparisons were possible. Which are entertainment (for fun and 

entertainment), personal identity (to show support for the brand to others), information (to 

learn more about the brand, exclusive content, to stay informed, updates on products and 

services and upcoming sales), remuneration (discounts, promotions and freebies) and 

empowerment (to interact) (McQuail et al., 2010; Wang & Fresemaier 2003). According to 

Taylor et al. (2011) firm-created advertising that corresponds to the motivational factors 

inhering U&G will prompt positive attitudes towards the advertising. Attitude towards 

advertisement depicts a response in a favourable or unfavourable manner to a specific 

advertising stimulus (Lutz, 1985). We argue likewise and claim that poor consistency is 

likely to trigger unfavourable responses towards the advertising, which is visible in Graph 3 

in section 5.3 on page 73. Taylor et al. (2011, p. 263) underpins this by stating that 

advertisement can be perceived as “invasive, when it intrudes on, distracts or irritates 

consumers by interfering with their goal-directed behaviors”. The content in Graph 3 

clearly demonstrates that the advertising is perceived as more favourable the higher the 

correspondence to the motivational factors, leading to the assumption that the smaller the 

gap the less the interference with consumers´ goals. Hence, with regard to our findings we 

can support Taylor et al.´s (2011, p. 263) conclusion whereby advertising is perceived as 

more favourable the better it fits consumers´ goal-directed behaviours.  These goals are 

incorporated in the GS and subsequently reflected in the scores of the gap values within 

which the degree of goal fulfilment is assessed (“in line” i.e. 2.0; “partially in line” i.e. 1.0; 

and “not in line” i.e. 0.0). The less the firm-created advertising meets the consumers´ 

underlying needs and goals (Lang, 2000), the less it will be of value to the consumers 

(Ducoffe, 1996, p. 22) and ultimately be perceived as less favourable. Hence, if the GO 

strongly deviate from the GS, the consequences for media behaviour in this respect bring 

along consumers unsubscribing from firm-created content or even exiting the brand-

relationship (“Unlike”) due to a lower perceived advertising value contradicting the 

consumers´ underlying needs and goals (Katz et al., 1973, p. 510). 

 

The data visualization shows that the total perceived advertising value scores highest for all 

groups (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”) the more the firm-created advertising is “in line” 



91 

 

with the initial motivations, hence corresponds to the motivational factors inhering U&G. 

 Nonetheless, we could not declare significant results for any of the groups; hence, we 

cannot claim on the basis of statistical significance, that the differences in the gap values 

are related to the levels of perceived advertising value for each group. We yet believe that 

the content of the figures speak for itself and propose the group of “Like” and “Unlike”, 

due to its significance levels, as suggestive for future research. 

 

6.2 Perceived Advertising Value and Relationship Continuation 

Within this section we aim to highlight the differences in the perceived advertising values 

for each group (“Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”) and its potential connectedness to 

relationship continuation (“Like”), relationship avoidance (“Hide”) and relationship 

termination (“Unlike”). 

 

As mentioned in the previous section H3a/b/c/ needs to be regarded with utmost care since 

we cannot predict a cause-and-effect relationship within which it is claimed that the high 

level of perceived advertising value for the group “Like” explains the perpetual relationship 

of the consumer with a particular brand and vice versa. However, the paired sample t-test 

revealed statistical significance between all pairs for the group of “Like” with respect to the 

perceived advertising values of entertainment, informativeness, irritation and overall value, 

which is in accordance with Ducoffe´s 1995 and 1996 research indicating these factors as 

important predictors of the value of (web) advertising. Hence, this clearly suggests that the 

level of perceived advertising value is concerned with consumers´ continuation of the 

brand-relationship. Moreover, Duncan & Moriarty (1998, p. 7) indicated that strategic 

consistency plays a vital role in mediating messages that aim to prompt positive brand 

perceptions. To recapitulate, strategic consistency bears upon the mediation of messages 

fitting to the respective consumers. According to the empirical findings, the group of 

“Like” represents a fairly high correspondence (1.43) speaking for a high strategic 

consistency of the firm-created messages. With reference to Duncan & Moriarty (1998, p. 

31) the higher the consistency, the more likely the messages will be transformed into the 

consumers´ perceptions, which are highly important for brand relationships. Since we know 

that the quality of a relationship can be managed (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006, p. 337) as 

opposed to the relationship itself, strategic consistency in messages (corresponding to the 

underlying needs and goals (U&G)), depicts the recipe for success in the attempt to foster 

the quality of the relationship between a consumer and a brand. There is every indication 

that consumers who still “Like” the respective brand on Facebook perceive the advertising 

as more consistent with their initial motivations and thereby consider the continuation of 

the brand-relationship as valuable and beneficial. 

 

However, at odd times, relationships are terminated or simply “fade away” (Grönroos, 

2004, p. 101), which is captured by consumers either exiting the relationship or turn their 

backs on the relationship by unsubscribing from firm-created content. According to 

Grönroos (2004) firms need to carefully handle these past relationships as a means to 

continuously learn to serve in a value network. We believe our findings, in the light of the 

differences in the perceived advertising values, give indication on the potential reasons for 

relationship exit and avoidance, just as for relationship continuation. Avoiding (“Hiding”) 

firm-created content can be a potential first step prior to relationship exit. Advertising 
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avoidance bears upon prior negative experiences, perceived ad clutter or goal-impediment 

(Cho & Cheon, 2004, p. 90). Advertising avoidance is defined as “all actions by media 

users that differentially reduce their exposure to ad content” (Speck & Elliott, 1997, p. 51). 

This is reflected in consumers´ behaviour of ignoring or flipping/skipping (Duff & Faber, 

2011, p. 51) advertising, thus “Hiding” firm-created content from their Newsfeed. 

 

The total perceived advertising value for the group “Hide” scored under-average low with a 

mean value of 3.3. The informativeness of the advertising seems to be the only mitigating 

factor with an over-average score of 3.8. More importantly and relevant however is the 

over-average score for irritation with a mean value of 3.9. According to Taylor et al. (2011, 

p. 263) advertisement that is perceived as invasive, distracts or irritates consumers will 

hamper their goal-directed behaviour. In the same vein, with reference to Cho & Cheon 

(2004) advertising avoidance can occur when it is being perceived as an obstacle to reach 

goals. Since we have found that media users are goal-oriented (U&G) and seek for 

gratifications to achieve their goals, we carefully suggest that the level of perceived 

advertising value, especially the irritating nature of the advertising will lead to advertising 

avoidance (“Hide”) of firm-created content and eventually to relationship exit (“Unlike”). 

 

Although the total perceived advertising value for “Unlike” scores lower (3.1) than for 

“Hide” (3.3), indicating a difference between the two groups and leading to the assumption 

that the irritating nature of the advertising should be significantly different for the group 

“Unlike” (4.3) from group “Hide” (3.9), the statistical results do not show an acceptable 

significance level with .085.  Nonetheless, we perceive the results as suggestive for future 

research and claim that with transgressive rise in the irritation scale of the perceived 

advertising value consumers are very likely to exit the brand-relationship once and for all. 

 

6.3 Perceived Advertising Value and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

The previous section discussed whether the level of perceived advertising value influences 

the consumers’ decision to continue, avoid, or exit the brand-relationship on Facebook. 

This section will discuss the effects of advertising value on the level and type of Consumer 

Brand-Related Activities (COBRA). 

 

Within marketing the focus of attention has shifted from a firm/product-centred view to one 

where the consumer enjoys the spotlight. CRM and relationship marketing gained 

increasing popularity where establishing relationships with consumers became a main 

objective. Grönroos (2004, p. 101) defined relationship marketing as a process to identify 

potential customers and establishing and nurturing a relationship with them to increase 

business and favourable word of mouth. Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) is 

connected to the communication process, which is the first of three key processes to 

relationship marketing as identified by Grönroos (2004). Moving from sales as the central 

component of business to seeing the relationship with customers as the most valuable asset 

to a company. While IMC is defined by Duncan & Everett (1993, p. 33) as “the strategic 

coordination of all messages and media used by an organization to influence its perceived 

brand value” it is also stressed that messages need to be appropriate for their audiences. The 

second key process of relationship marketing as proposed by Grönroos (2004) is the 

interaction process. In this process it is key to align resources and competences with what 
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is of value to the consumer, which in turn may lead to interaction. The previous section 6.1 

and showed that, indeed, the gap between initial motivations to start a brand-relationship on 

Facebook and the subsequent firm-created brand activities impact the level of perceived 

advertising value. Moreover, the level of perceived advertising value is linked to brand-

relationship continuation, advertising avoidance, and relationship exit as discussed in 

section 6.2. Building on this we evaluated whether the perceived advertising value has an 

influence on the type and level of interaction the consumer has with a brand’s Fanpage. 

 

The research by Downes & McMillan (2000) proposed that to look at interactivity two 

dimensions need to be acknowledged: the message-based dimension and the participant-

based dimension. At this stage we look at the participant-based dimension, which relates to 

individuals who participate in interactive media. Three main concepts of participant-based 

interactivity were revealed being: (1) control, (2) responsiveness, and (3) perceived goals 

(Downes & McMillan, 2000, p. 170). The concept of control relates to the consumers 

control of if and how to react to advertising. Responsiveness deals with the effort/costs of 

responding, leading to the assumption that the higher the perceived value of the advertising 

the less the perceived effort associated to the response. Hence, the better the firm-created 

advertising meets the needs and expectations of a consumer, the more likely he/or she will 

interact. The third concept, perceived goals, proposes that an individual’s communication 

goals are of importance for interactivity to happen. While individuals are willing to accept 

persuasive as well as informative messages, they respond to those that are in line with their 

own goals. Hence, when the firm-created advertising is in line with the consumers’ goals 

they are more likely to interact. This reasoning leads to believe that when the perceived 

advertising value is high a consumer is more likely to interact. 

 

The results of our research in section 5.5 showed, as hypothesized (H4), that there is indeed 

a positive relationship between the level of perceived advertising value and the level of 

interaction. This indicates that when the advertising is perceived as more valuable to the 

consumer, they are more willing to interact with the brand. It was furthermore tested which 

parts of perceived advertising value (informativeness, entertainment, irritation, or overall 

value assigned) leads to which type of interaction. These types of interaction are 

categorized to indicate different levels of effort required for interaction. The consumer-

brand-related activities (COBRA) by Muntinga et al. (2011) were adapted for this research 

into consuming (viewing content), contributing (adapted into three levels: 1
st 

“Liking”, 2
nd

 

“Commenting”, and 3
rd

 “Sharing”), and participating (participating for remuneration). The 

outcome of this research indicates that in an ongoing brand-relationship the level of 

informativeness especially affects the consuming type of behaviour, while all three levels of 

contributing are fuelled by the entertainment value of a brand’s advertising. Ducoffe (1995, 

p. 12) stated that Informativeness represents the “what” and Entertainment represents the 

“how” of advertising; hence, the information in the message (informativeness) and how it 

is delivered (entertainment). The conclusion that how the message is delivered results in 

higher contribution levels is an important one. The contributing type of interaction 

indicates that the participant-based concepts of control, responsiveness, and perceived goal 

are reached, as well as that through acts of “Liking”, “Commenting”, and “Sharing”, 

potential new consumers are reached. Moreover, Shang et al. (2004) found that 

entertainment is an important intrinsic factor explaining people’s use of the Internet. It can 
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now be concluded that entertainment is also an important intrinsic factor explaining 

interaction with a brand’s content on Facebook. 

 

Section 6.1 showed that the gap between the initial motivations to engage with a brand on 

Facebook and the subsequent firm-created advertising affects the perceived advertising 

value. In the same vein, it can be seen that the (already lower) perceived advertising value 

for those who decided to “Hide” or “Unlike” a brand on Facebook had a weaker effect on 

the level of interaction than those who still “Like” a brand on Facebook. This indicates that 

the (lower) perceived advertising value before the relationship was ended affected the level 

of interaction with a brand, whilst to less extent. 

 

Evaluating those who decided to avoid advertising by a particular brand on Facebook 

through “Hiding” content, only entertainment lead to a significant result for “Sharing” 

content (3
rd

 level of contributing). This indicates that while at some point it was decided 

that the firm-created content was not appreciated anymore on the Newsfeed, people did 

perform “Sharing” activities when the advertising was perceived as entertaining. 

 

While the results in section 5.5 did not show a relationship between the irritation value of a 

brand’s advertising and the different types of interaction for those who decided to avoid a 

brand’s advertising, irritation proves to be an important factor not to perform in COBRA 

before it was decided to end the brand-relationship (“Unlike”). Earlier we stated that the 

irritation value of advertising may be a cause for consumers to exit the brand-relationship, 

now we can also assume that the level of interaction with a brand before the relationship 

was ended is negatively influenced by the irritation value. Interestingly, however, is that the 

informativeness value of advertising by a brand consumers’ decided to “Unlike”, still 

strongly influenced the level of viewing the content. In the same vein, the entertainment 

value still lead this group to “Like” and “Share” content by this brand. This leads to believe 

that the intrinsic motivation for entertainment leads to brand interaction on Facebook even 

though there were factors that made the consumer decide to end the relationship, which 

again proves the importance of entertainment. 

 

6.4 Motivational Factors and Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

This section will deal with findings concerning consumers still in an active relationship 

with a particular brand (H5 & H6). We will shed light on why consumers´ initial 

motivations are related to their subsequent motivations to interact. Furthermore, we will 

outline in how far and why these motivations to interact are connected to the level and type 

of interaction. 

 

The most valuable asset for a firm derives from the relationship with its customers. With 

regard to the theories on relationship marketing, we have found that a relationship between 

a consumer and a firm, respectively a brand, can only flourish on the basis of interaction. 

Interaction depicts the foundation to reciprocity and ultimately lends value to the 

relationship (Vargo, 2009, p. 378). “Collaborative experience and dialogue” (Baird & 

Parasnis, 2011, p. 30) were the buzzwords describing the needful rethinking of brand 

managers to prompt and sustain interaction. In order to do so, Grönroos (2004, p. 102) 

indicates to adjust the “resources, competencies and processes with the customer’s value 
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generating processes”, which we understand to be consumers underlying motivations 

deriving from their needs and goals. Hence, we presume that interaction can be enhanced 

and sustained when the company’s advertising efforts correspond to the initial motivations 

of consumers to “Like” the brand’s Facebook page in the first place (Figure 9).  

 
Figure 9 "Like" Initial Motivations - COBRA Antecedents (positive) 

By the means of the antecedents of the COBRA typology by Muntinga et al. (2011), 

namely consumers´ motivations to interact with firm-created advertising, we analyzed 

whether the initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related to the 

subsequent motivations to interact (i.e. COBRA antecedents). The findings reflected in 

Figure 9 clearly show that extrinsic motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page, such as 

the motivation to receive discounts and promotions or freebies are strongly and positively 

related to the motivation to interact based on remuneration. This, although not regarded in 

Figure 9, would depict an explanation for the vast amount of consumers “Unliking” a 

brand’s Facebook page, since their initial motivation to receive discounts and promotions 

was insufficiently fulfilled, hence no foundation to interact on behalf of the consumers. 

According to Vargo (2009, p. 378) “the purpose of interaction, and thus of relationship, is 

value co-creation […] for mutual wellbeing”. Hence, with reference to the group of 

“Unlike”, no basis for interaction means no value co-creation and therefore ultimately no 

mutual wellbeing, which potentially result in a relationship exit. 

 

Consequently, consumers´ GS – the antecedents of behaviour – are indeed related to the 

subsequent motivation to interact thereby supports H5. Since we have learned that it is only 

the consumer that can assess and co-create value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, p. 11) by the 

means of participatory behaviour, hence interaction, we argued likewise that it is only 

him/her being able to potentially diminish value in the absence of interaction. The 

diminished value would then eventually be reflected in depreciating behaviour such as 

avoidance (“Hide”) or termination (“Unlike”) of the relationship. The motivational factor 

“to get updates on upcoming sales” is related to remuneration alike, although it belongs to 

the informative category. This unexpected result may be due to the inhering extrinsic 

motivation derived from the interest in sales, hence, the chance of getting a valued outcome 

(Teo et al., 1999, p. 26).  
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In contrast, the initial motivation “to show support for the brand to others” is positively and 

strongly related to both, personal identity and empowerment. This visible pattern in our 

sample is again in accordance with our prediction and proves that specific intrinsic 

motivations to initially “Like” are indeed related to similar intrinsic motivations of 

subsequent interaction with the brand. The COBRA antecedents, personal identity and 

empowerment, are attributable to a deeply anchored interest stemming from the self that 

encompass autonomous actions evoked from the inner feeling of enjoyment, interest and 

curiosity (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70), namely to present oneself, to express oneself, to gain 

recognition, to make one’s voice heard and to show support. We believe that consumers 

who initially “Liked” a brand due to the desire of showing support for the brand to others 

are very likely to be the most valuable asset for a company since this motivation is not at all 

bound to any specific mediated content created by the firm rather it thrives naturally.   

 

Moreover, we can partially support the relatedness of the informative motivations between 

relationship initiation and interaction, which is incorporated in the initial motivation to 

“Like” in order to get updates on future products and services and the motivation to interact 

based on informative issues. However, we could not find evidence for the residual 

informational initial motivations such as “to stay informed about the activities, to get 

updates on sales, to get access to exclusive content or to learn more about the brand”. This 

leads to the assumption that informational induced motivations do not necessarily trigger 

interaction based on informative purposes regardless of relationship initiation motives. This 

might be due to the connectedness of informative motivations with the consumption of 

firm-created content, hence passive engagement with the brand, which will be examined in 

the H6. Last but not least, we found that a relationship initiation, which derived from the 

inner motivation of fun and entertainment, is related to the equal motivation to interact. 

According to LaRose & Eastin (2010, p. 361) entertainment gratifications rest upon the 

“desire to take part in enjoyable activities”, thus, interaction based on enjoyment, which 

again describes a strong intrinsic motivation. This is in accordance with Shang et al. (2004) 

indicating that entertainment delineates an important intrinsic factor explaining people’s 

use of the Internet. 

 

Nonetheless, we could also detect a few negative but significant relationships, which are 

revealing and supportive of our H5 likewise (Figure 10). 

 

 
Figure 10 “Like” Initial Motivations - COBRA Antecedents (negative) 
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Consumers that were initially motivated to “Like” a brand in order to receive discounts and 

promotions are very unlikely to interact with the brand in order to present oneself, to 

express oneself, to gain recognition, to make one’s voice heard or to show support. Their 

motivation to interact is clearly attributable to extrinsic motivations with the outlook to 

“attain some separable outcome[s]” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70), thus rewards. Similarly, 

consumers interested in getting freebies will neither interact to keep track of the brand, to 

increase their knowledge about the brand, to be up-to-date on product/services nor to get 

inspiration. These consumers exclusively interact due to extrinsic motivations. Finally, the 

initial motivation to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page due to the desire of staying informed 

about the activities of the brand is negatively related to the motivation to interact based on 

remuneration. This depicts the exact opposite situation to the above results, hence, 

consumers intrinsically interested in the brand will not interact with the brand to receive 

some “valued outcomes” (Teo et al., 1999, p. 26), rather they are interested to “explore and 

learn” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70).  

 

To sum up the discussion on H5, our findings revealed that extrinsic motivations to initially 

“Like” a brand’s Facebook page are good predictors for subsequent extrinsic motivations to 

interact. Hence, these consumers will exclusively interact with the brand to gain some sort 

of reward.  With regard to the aspects inhering relationship marketing this discovery will 

exacerbate company’s attempt to sustain the value creation process, since it is dependent on 

interaction (S-D logic) on behalf of the consumer. In other words, once the firms do not 

provide desirable outcomes anymore, consumers are likely to refrain from interaction, 

hence diminish value co-creation, and eventually turn their backs on the brand by 

unsubscribing (“Hide”) from firm-created content or exiting (“Unlike”) the brand-

relationship for good. Highly valuable intrinsic predictors for interaction are based on the 

initial motivations to “Like” due to fun an entertainment as well as to show support for the 

brands to others. The latter is perceived as even more valuable in our opinion, since it is not 

bound to the mediation of specific firm-created content and relates to two COBRA 

antecedents (personal identity and empowerment) simultaneously. 

 

According to Ko et al. (2005, p. 59) there are two important dimensions underlying 

interactivity. Despite the ability to select, prioritize, search and spread messages (human-

message interaction), consumers can decide on whether to allow a one-way communication 

to become a “two-way, reciprocal communication [ …]” by participating in the “persuasion 

process”. With reference to Facebook, this participation is reflected in the features such as 

“Like”, “Comment” or “Share”. Companies are highly dependent on consumers´ 

motivation to interact, which emphasises once again their loss of control in the world of 

SM. 

 

The previous section has examined the relatedness of the initial motivations to “Like” a 

brand’s Facbeook page with consumers´ motivation to interact with the brand (antecedents 

of COBRA). In this section we will examine whether the motivations to interact are related 

to the type and level of consumer brand-related activities (H6) in order to determine the 

strongest influential factor on interactivity. This will help SM brand managers to adjust 

their messages not just according to the initial motivations but to the most promising 

interaction triggers. 
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As previously assumed, informativeness is indeed exclusively related to the consumption of 

firm-created content, hence triggers rather passive engagement with a brand. As a 

consequence, consumers are more likely to view, read or watch firm-created content when 

the COBRA antecedent is attributable to information. This is in accordance with Shao 

(2009) and Muntinga et al. (2011) who found that the lowest level of involvement (i.e. 

consuming) was linked to the motivation for information. 

 

 
Figure 11 "Like" COBRA Antecedents - COBRA Types 

According to Taylor et al. (2011), to make social network advertising more successful, 

firms need to provide some distinct value to the consumers, which they proposed to be 

anchored in entertainment as well as in information. Value arises solely by the means of 

interaction (S-D logic), and with respect to our findings there is a lack of sufficient 

evidence that information triggers action beyond consuming. This is in contradiction to 

Taylor et al.´s (2011) who emphasize the importance of the informative value of advertising 

in prompting interaction. 

 

In contrast, once again entertainment shines in Figure 11. It clearly shows that 

entertainment delineates not only a good but also the strongest predictor for any kind of 

interaction except for the participation in events for rewards. This leads to the assumption 

that entertainment does indeed play a pivotal role in consumers’ motivations, regardless of 

initial motivations to “Like” or motivations to interact. This further confirms Shang et al.´s 

(2004) finding that entertainment is a crucial intrinsic factor driving actions. Apparently 

consumers´ “desire to take part in enjoyable activities” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) 

prevails any other intrinsic motivation. With regard to the lowest level of involvement (i.e. 

consuming) we can once again support Shao (2009) and Muntinga et al. (2011) in their 

findings and confirm the identification of entertainment as motivation to consume firm-

created content. 

 

As opposed to Shao (2009) and Muntinga et al. (2011) we divided the contributing level of 

the COBRA typology into three sub-categories since we believe there is a need to 

distinguish between “Liking”, “Sharing” and “Commenting” due to the differences in its 
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levels of interactivity. Muntinga et al. (2011) identified that personal identity and 

entertainment (and integration and social interaction) are motivational factors for 

contributing. We can confirm their findings, whereby in our subdivision personal identity is 

solely referable to the second contribution level “Commenting”. This detection is very 

revealing since we believe the connectedness of personal identity with consumers´ 

contribution through “Commenting” on firm-created content is indeed reasonable. To 

recapitulate, personal identity covers the three sub-motivations: self-presentation, self-

expression and self-assurance (Muntinga et al., 2011, p. 29).  Hence, the second 

contributing level clearly expresses the inhering motivations of personal identity, namely to 

call attention to oneself as well as to give vent to one’s feelings, opinions or other self-

related issues. 

 

The third contributing level, namely “Sharing” of firm-created content is again attributable 

to entertainment, which is in conformity with Muntinga et al. (2011), however, we further 

found that empowerment is an important motivational factor impacting the third 

contributing level. To recapitulate, empowerment is comprised of consumers´ desire to 

show support as well as to make one’s voice heard. Especially the former motivational 

factor blend in well with the third contributing level since “Sharing” will help companies to 

spread awareness throughout the consumers’ network, thereby boosting free publicity by 

the means of consumers´ voluntary action taken. The latter motivational factor fits well 

alike, since a “Share” can be further combined with textual content, which underlines the 

desire to make one’s voice heard. Last but not least, Muntinga et al. (2011) found proof for 

the impact of remuneration on consumption. We cannot confirm this result in the light of 

our present sample. However, we could reveal its impact on the first contributing level 

(“Like”). We believe these findings are referable to Facebook events encouraging 

consumers to “Like” specific content in order to get in the mix of drawings or as a sign of 

appreciation for providing the chance of “valued outcomes” (Teo et al., 1999, p. 26). 

Howsoever, we cannot with certainty explain this result. More importantly though is the 

result of our final COBRA type, namely the participation in Facebook events for rewards, 

which is solely related to remuneration, hence further confirms the consistent 

connectedness of extrinsic motivations, either between the initial motivations and 

motivations to interact or between the COBRA antecedents and the COBRA types. 

 

To sum up, the eye-catching and surprising result of this section bears first and foremost on 

the motivational factor entertainment and its consistent relatedness to any COBRA type 

except for the event participation for rewards. As previously detected, entertainment seems 

to be an important factor in any stage of the brand-relationship between a consumer and the 

brand. We therefore believe that entertaining content, or “how” the content is presented, 

will help companies to keep their consumers involved and interacting. So to speak, we 

believe entertainment, as already proved to be an important intrinsic factor for Internet use 

and SM (Shang et al., 2004; Shao, 2009; Muntinga et al., 2011), may even serve as a 

mitigating or preventive factor in phases where falls of Fans (“Hide” or “Unlike”) are 

increasingly reported.  Additionally we believe that our pre-defined buzzwords of 

“collaborative experience and dialogue” (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 30) can be revived 

through “enjoyable activities” (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) by the means of 

entertainment gratifications.   
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Moreover, the results revealed which motivational factors to interact with a brand will lead 

to the subsequent type and level of interaction. Thereby, the motivational factor 

informativeness, solely triggers consumption, which goes against Shao´s (2009) and 

Muntinga et al.´s (2011) discovery. Hence, we believe that companies providing purely 

informative content should not expect high interactivity on their Facebook brand pages, 

unless it comes in a clear entertaining presentation. Figure 11 provides a good overview to 

brand managers in their attempt to trigger different types and levels of interactivity on 

behalf of their consumers on Facebook. Nonetheless, it should be kept in mind that the 

initial motivations (H5) are connected to interaction likewise; hence a holistic view is 

necessary to grasp the various linkages of consumers’ motivations.  

 

6.5 Effects on the Consumer Mindset 

The previous sections discussed whether the level of perceived advertising value influences 

the consumers’ decision to continue, avoid, or exit the brand-relationship on Facebook and 

the effects of advertising value on the level and type of Consumer Brand-Related Activities 

(COBRA). This section will evaluate the relationship between perceived advertising value 

as well as COBRA on brand-equity (H7 & H8). 

 

6.5.1 Perceived Advertising Value and Consumer Mindset 

With the rise of Web 2.0 companies felt a loss of control over what was being said about 

their brands and how that impacts brand perceptions. As argued by Booth & Matic (2011, 

p. 185), corporate marketing never had complete control due to the fact that a brand’s 

reputation has always belonged to the consumer and their perceptions of the brand. These 

perceptions can only be attempted to be controlled and influenced by the communication 

efforts of the company. This is true both for the traditional and Web 2.0 world. Like 

traditional WOM could not be controlled, nor can eWOM, however, positive eWOM can be 

encouraged. Brand value, in the light of the Service-Dominant logic (SD-Logic), is 

regarded as the collectively perceived value-in-use of the stakeholders (Merz et al., 2009, p. 

328). Value-in-use occurs when customers form dyadic relationships with brands, hence 

collaborative value co-creation between firm and stakeholder (Merz et al., 2009, p. 328). 

The two-way communication, made possible by Web 2.0, is one such way to create these 

relationships; however, they need to play according to the rules of the media platform. Like 

the study by Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 31), the current research showed that there is a gap 

between what the motivations are to get engaged with a brand and the communications 

activities performed by the firm on this platform (section 5.3). This research also showed 

that the extent of this gap indeed provides a tendency to how the consumer views these 

communication activities. Yan (2011, 9. 694) warns that the misuse of SNSs can have a 

highly negative impact on a brand, leading to the exact opposite of what could be achieved 

with proper use of this media platform. It may result in a loss of feeling of belongingness to 

the brand or even leading to the destruction of the motivations once driving the interaction 

(Yan, 2011, p. 694). Naturally, this will eliminate the potential value of SM for 

organizations and unleashes a negative effect on brand equity likewise (Yan, 2011, p. 694). 

The argumentation by Bruhn et al. (2012, p. 775), however, differs as they argue that firm-

created SM communication is under control of the company and always transports positive 
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brand-based communication content, leading to a positive influence of brand equity. While 

we agree that, indeed, the firm-created content released on Facebook aims to always 

transport positive brand-based communication content, our research shows that this 

communication in not necessarily perceived as positive and does not necessarily result in 

positive brand equity. 

 

This study confirmed our critics concerning Bruhn et al.’s (2012) statement saying that 

firm-created SM communication always results in positive brand equity. The results in 

section 5.7 on page 82 show that a Facebook brand relationship, leading to the decision to 

avoid or terminate the relationship, can negatively affect the consumer mindset. While 

those currently in an active brand-relationship indeed showed positive results on the brand 

equity measures. After the consumer decided to avoid the content created by the firm 

(“Hide”), and more so when it was decided to exit the brand-relationship (“Unlike”) the 

effects were highly negative. This concludes that even though firms communicate positive 

brand-content on Facebook, when it is decided to end the brand-relationship the brand is 

negatively affected. 

 

When looking at the effects of perceived advertising value on functional and hedonic brand 

image, and brand attitudes it is clear that the irritation value negatively influences brand 

perceptions for each of the brand-relationship groups. Both the informativeness and 

entertainment value, as well as the overall value assigned to the advertising positively 

influences brand perceptions for consumers in a currently active brand-relationship. 

Interesting is that even the “Hide” and “Unlike” brand-relationships are still positively 

influenced by the entertainment value of advertising in terms of hedonic brand image and 

brand attitude. This leads to the conclusion that the functional brand image, indicating the 

utilitarian value including reliability, credibility, and trustworthiness is positively 

influenced by a brand-relationship on Facebook. The same is the case for hedonic brand 

image, indicating a more symbolic value including attractiveness, brand character and 

personality, and desirability of the brand, as well as brand attitude, the overall brand 

evaluation. All three measurements of the consumer mindset are, however, negatively 

impacted by irritation for each brand-relationship group. Informativeness, nor 

entertainment or the overall value assigned to the brand’s Facebook activities can still have 

a positive influence on functional brand image once the consumer decided to either “Hide” 

or “Unlike” the brand. Entertainment, however, serves as a mitigating advertising value 

that, even though the relationship has been terminated, it still influences hedonic brand 

image positively. This could be assigned to the fact that entertainment is generally accepted 

as an intrinsic motivation, and therefore related to feelings of enjoyment and pleasure. The 

positive impact of informativeness is referable to the main two motivations for those that 

still “Like” the brand on Facebook. The brand-relationship initiation is predominantly 

grounded in the intrinsic motivation of staying informed about the brand’s activities as well 

as the reception of updates on future products/services, which both belong to 

informativeness. When this GS is no longer of interest or has been satisfied it will not 

impact brand perceptions. For those consumers that have unsubscribed from firm-created 

content there was no effect of infromativeness, which is attributable to their main interest in 

enjoyable or entertaining activities (LaRose & Eastin, 2010, p. 361) potentially prevailing 

the effect of purely informational content. Consumers who “Unliked” the brand’s Facebook 
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page were, in contrast, mainly extrinsically motivated when initiating the brand-

relationship, which possibly outweighs and respectively minimizes the effect of intrinsic 

motivations such as to explore and to learn (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70). This is in 

accordance with Deci et al. (1981, p. 2) stating that situational factors such as, but not 

limited to, rewards can affect a person’s intrinsic motivation. 

 

6.5.2 Consumer Brand-Related Activities and Consumer Mindset 

Section 6.3 (H4 discussion) showed that perceived advertising value is positively related to 

an increased level of interaction with a brand on Facebook. This implies that perceived 

advertising value is a driver of brand interaction. Section 6.5.1 (H7 discussion) furthermore 

showed that perceived advertising value indeed shows some relationships with the 

consumer mindset. This section will discuss the influence of the level and type of 

interaction on the consumer mindset. 

 

SM has turned the control of the relationship to the consumers, who are now the ones 

“driving the conversation” (Baird & Parasnis, 2011, p. 30). Lin & Lu (2012, p. 566) state 

that Fanpages provide a platform for firm-created content and that individuals who are 

attracted the brand and their messages will be likely to interact. This interaction strengthens 

the brand-relationship and creates brand value (Lin & Lu, 2012, p. 566). Vital to the 

success of the interactivity is the value it will create. Value is created by the means of 

interactions on the part of the consumer. Vargo (2009, p. 378) argues that what should be 

aimed to achieve with interaction, thus the relationship, is value co-creation. This is in line 

with Grönroos (2004) interaction process of relationship marketing, leading to the final of 

three key processes, the value process. Grönroos (2004) proposes that value is created 

through the existence of a relationship that involves mutual interactions, and hence value is 

transferred to and in part created tougher with the customers (Grönroos 2004, p. 103). 

 Lusch & Vargo (2006) contend that the process of value creation is even bound to 

interaction, making co-creation happen in the first place, which will further deliver a 

service experience to the consumer. So it can be said that the central notion of the S-D logic 

is that co-creation of value is an interactive concept (Lusch & Vargo, 2006, p. 285), thus, it 

points out the contingency of interactions deriving from consumers, which will ultimately 

create value. We approve the argumentation made by the S-D logic and believe that, in the 

context of Facebook, only a Fan’s interactive behaviour (i.e. “Like”, “Comment” and/or 

“Share”) will lend value to firm-created advertising. We further agree with Grönroos (2004, 

p. 103) claim that interaction can be prompted by “planned communication messages and 

programs” (i.e. firm-created advertising). Our results in section 5.7.2 on page 85 show that 

indeed the type and level of interaction influences the consumer mindset. Especially the 

predictive relationship between the various types of interaction and the function and 

hedonic brand image, as well as brand attitude for those in a currently active brand-

relationship is strong. 

 

Keller (1993, p. 4) argues that brand image implies the associations a consumer has linked 

to a particular brand, which in turn forms consumer behaviour. Adapted to the environment 

of Facebook we argued that consumer behaviour in terms of consumer brand-related 

activities (COBRA) precedes brand image and brand attitude. The study conducted by 

Bruhn et al. (2012), which compares firm-created content versus UGC made the interesting 
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division between functional and hedonic brand image. Functional brand image is related to 

attributes such as brand reliability, credibility, and trust, while hedonic brand image is 

related to a more affective state such as brand attractiveness, character, personality, and 

desirability. The results from Bruhn et al (2012, p. 782) showed that functional brand image 

is especially influenced by firm-created content, while SM communication generated by the 

user increases hedonic brand image. The reasoning behind this finding was that the level of 

consumer involvement plays a role as a high involvement leads to an increased willingness 

to spend free time on creating content (Bruhn et al., 2012, p. 782). This would lead to the 

belief that the more the consumer spends time interacting, the better the influence on 

hedonic brand image. While the current study does not include UGC, it does measure the 

type and level of interaction with a brand, which provides additional information to the 

study by Bruhn et al. (2012). The outcomes of this study indeed show that the level of 

interaction has a stronger positive effect on hedonic brand image, compared to functional 

brand image. This confirms that the more time a consumer spends with a brand on 

Facebook, the more positive hedonic brand image. The study by Bruhn et al. (2012) 

moreover implies that the type of involvement might be important, as the different COBRA 

types indicate different levels of involvement necessary. While all types of interaction with 

a brand show a positive predictive relationship with both functional and hedonic brand 

image, “Commenting” on content, which is most strongly related to UGC had a clear 

stronger impact on hedonic brand image than on functional brand image.  Based on our 

theoretical discussion we argued that brand image (both functional and hedonic) and brand 

attitude are closely related, hence, the differences in the outcomes should show the same 

patterns. However, hedonic and brand attitude are both more affective measures, while 

functional brand image is more utilitarian. This leads to believe that hedonic brand image 

and brand attitude show more similar patterns than functional brand image and brand 

attitude. This assumption was not confirmed as functional brand image and brand attitude 

show more similarities. 

 

When looking at the brand-relationships that were ended, either through advertising 

avoidance (“Hide”) or relationship exit (“Unlike”) only a few significant relationships with 

the consumer mindset can be found.  Interesting is the result form the group that decided to 

avoid advertising, which shows a strong positive relationship between “Sharing” content 

and the consumer mindset, as well as “Commenting” and hedonic brand image. This study 

found that both “Sharing” and “Commenting” on content is relatively strongly related to 

motivations of entertainment, personal identity, and empowerment. These are all intrinsic 

motivations, which could explain why, despite the choice to “Hide” the brand’s content, 

brand image and attitude are positively influenced.  

 

The type or level of interaction that occurred before a brand-relationship was completely 

ended (“Unlike”) showed that participating in events for rewards has a negative impact on 

both functional and hedonic brand image. In the same vein the positive effect of “Sharing” 

and “Commenting” could be assigned to the underlying factors of interaction, participating 

in events for rewards is strongly linked to remuneration. This is an extrinsic motivation and 

when participation in an event does not result in the gratification sought (reward) it is likely 

to negatively impact the functional and hedonic brand image. Credibility, reliability, and 

trustworthiness is likely to suffer as well as the affective perception of the brand. These 
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explanations are, however, assumptions due to the fact that we did not ask the respondent 

whether they (ever) won in these events. 

 

In conclusion it can be said that, indeed, the level of interaction shows a positive 

relationship to functional brand image, hedonic brand image, and brand attitude. This 

confirms the S-D logic concerning value creation and Grönroos’s (2004) third stage of the 

value creation process. Moreover, Bruhn et al.’s (2012) conclusions were confirmed as well 

as additional theory provided on the matter. Besides that the involvement with a brand by 

means of UGC, also the overall level of interaction, and more involved types of interaction 

with firm-created content show a positive relationship to hedonic brand image. 

7 Chapter 7: Conclusions 

This chapter will present the final conclusions of the study in terms of the three research 

questions and the main contributions. It will further present suggestions for future 

research, limitations, and managerial and societal impacts of SM as a whole and this study 

in specific.  

 

This research set out to find answers on how a brand-relationship on Facebook can affect a 

consumer’s mindset with the help of three research questions: 

 

RQ1: What is the influence of the gap between motivational factors to “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page and the subsequent firm-created Facebook communication, on perceived 

advertising value?  

RQ2: What is the influence of perceived advertising value on consumers’ brand-related 

activities? 

RQ3: What is the influence of (1) perceived advertising value and (2) consumer brand-

related activities on brand image and brand attitude? 

 

In terms of the misperceptions between the firm and the consumer section 5.3 on page 71 

showed that, indeed, a gap between gratifications sought (GS) and gratifications obtained 

(GO) is common on Facebook. It furthermore showed that the gap is significantly wider for 

consumers who have decided to avoid or exit the relationship, hence understanding the 

consumers and their expectations is important to create a lasting relationship on SNS. The 

discussion in 6.1 section page 86 successfully linked this gap to the U&G theory where 

initial motivations for consumers to engage with a brand on Facebook are the GS and the 

firm-created advertising the GO. The same section also pointed out that the GS and GO, 

which are more in line for consumers in a currently active brand relationship, perceive the 

created content of higher value than those that decided to unsubscribe or exit the 

relationship. It was, however, not statistically confirmed in section 6.1, that the gap 

influences the perceived advertising value. Therefore, although no predictive relationship 

was found in the face of this sample, as explained in section 5.4 on page 74 the difference 

in gap is captured in the level of perceived advertising value. In terms of perceived 

advertising value, section 5.4 moreover showed that the differences between the brand-

relationship groups concerning the perceived advertising value variables (informativeness, 

entertainment, irritation, and overall value assigned to the advertising) are likely to be 

attributable to relationship continuation, avoidance, and exit.  
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In terms of the influence of perceived advertising value on the type and level of COBRA, 

section 5.5 page 76 showed that the level of perceived advertising value in itself influences 

the level of interaction with a brand. The discussion in section 6.3 on page 92 shows that 

this is attributable to the second of the three main concepts of participant-based interactivity 

by Downes & McMillan (2000), namely (1) control, (2) responsiveness, and (3) perceived 

goals. While control is embedded in the notion of SM, the responsiveness deals with the 

effort/cost related to a response. Confirming that the higher the perceived advertising value, 

the lower the perceived effort/cost for interaction. In terms of the third concept of 

participant-based interactivity, perceived goals, section 5.6 on page 80 showed that the 

initial motivations to start a relationship with a brand are generally in line with a similar 

motivation for interaction with the brand. It furthermore indicated that the different types of 

brand-related interaction are driven by specific motivations. This concludes that both the 

initial motivations for consumers’ to engage with a specific brand on Facebook, as well as 

the motivations to interact with its content, therefore the perceived goals of the consumer, 

are important to understand in order to yield specific interaction. Section 5.5 on page 76 

furthermore showed that the different antecedents of perceived advertising value lead to 

specific types of interaction. As discussed in section 6.3 on page 92, informativeness, both 

in advertising value and as a motivation to interact, leads to a more passive attitude towards 

the firm-created content. The motivation for receiving entertainment and an entertaining 

value of the content both lead to a contributing type of interaction, generally perceived as 

important interaction for firms. While not proven to have a negative impact on interaction 

with a brand that is still currently “Liked”, section 5.5 on page 90 showed that irritation is 

negatively related to interaction types performed before the relationship was ended. This 

depicts and important topic for future research to understand what makes firm-created 

content on Facebook irritating to consumers.  

 

In terms of the effects of perceived advertising value on the consumer mindset, section 5.7 

on page 82 showed that the Facebook brand relationship has a positive influence on 

consumers that still have an active relationship, however, negative for those decided to 

avoid content or exit the relationship. It could be concluded in section 5.7.1 on page 83 that 

the functional brand image, indicating the utilitarian value including reliability, credibility, 

and trustworthiness is positively influenced by a brand-relationship on Facebook. The same 

is the case for hedonic brand image, indicating a more symbolic value including 

attractiveness, brand character and personality, and desirability of the brand, as well as 

brand attitude, the overall brand evaluation of the brand. All three measurements of the 

consumer mindset are, however, negatively impacted by irritation. It furthermore came 

forward that the entertainment value of advertising still results in a positive hedonic brand 

image and brand attitude after it was decided to avoid the advertising or exit the 

relationship. Moreover, it showed that the irritation value for the latter two groups was 

perceived as higher as opposed to those still in an active relationship with the brand. This 

again stresses the importance of “how” the message is delivered on Facebook and not 

merely what is being said, and moreover the tactics used which could evoke irritation. This 

leads to the recommendation for brand managers to carefully monitor their Fans’ reactions 

to their created content and to how often new content is dispersed. 
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In terms of the effects of the type and level of consumer brand-related activities on the 

consumer mindset, section 5.7.2 on page 85 shows that especially hedonic brand image and 

brand attitude enjoy positive influence from interaction. Functional brand image does show 

some positive influence from interaction, it is not as strong. The discussion in section 6.5.2 

on page 102 indicates that this is supposedly related to a more appreciative attitude towards 

entertaining content on SM, which does not impact credibility, reliability, or 

trustworthiness. Presumably, these might be more affected by use of the products/services 

itself and not by SM advertising. Those who performed in “Commenting” on and “Sharing” 

content before deciding to avoid the brand on Facebook indicated that their consumer 

mindset was positively affected by their brand-relationship. The group that decided to exit 

the brand-relationship, but used to participate in events for rewards, reflect a negative 

influence on both functional and hedonic brand image. In conclusion the consumer mindset 

is influenced both by the perceived advertising and the level of-consumer brand-related 

activities. Facebook users seem to appreciate entertainment in their advertising, and this is 

also an important driver for the more contributing types of interaction, which, again, result 

in a more positive influence on the consumer mindset. 

 

In summary this research shows that it is important for firms to create advertising which is 

in line with the motivations to initially engage with (“Like”) a brand on Facebook. This gap 

has proven to be bigger for individuals that decided to avoid the advertising (“Hide”) and 

those that decided to exit the brand-relationship entirely (“Unlike”). The gap is also 

reflected in the consumers’ perceived advertising value. The bigger the gap, the less they 

value the mediated firm-created content. While the smaller the gap, the more valuable the 

advertising is perceived. The initial motivations to engage with a brand on Facebook are 

generally in line with the motivations to interact. Understanding the initial motivations for a 

brand’s particular consumer on Facebook can therefore provide understanding for what 

drives them to interact. A clear integrated strategy between traditional and SM is therefore 

of importance, even more specifically a special strategy for each SM platform which is in 

line with the traditional media advertising. Both the level of perceived advertising and the 

underlying motivations to interact with a brand on Facebook lead to specific levels of 

different types of interaction. As the contributing types of interaction are perceived as more 

valuable for the brand it can be concluded that entertainment motivates these types of 

interaction, as well as firm-created content that is perceived as entertaining. While 

information is historically seen as the main objective of advertising it can be concluded that 

the information requires to be packaged in an entertaining, or enjoyable format. This 

conclusion is strengthened by the fact that entertainment is a strong influencer for positive 

brand image and brand attitude within a currently active brand-relationship. In the same 

vein, the level of interaction also strongly reflects on the consumer mindset. 

 

7.1 Main Contributions 

In the light of our conceptual model, we believe that the model is readily utilisable and 

could be further modified for distinct future research. The model was put to the test and 

produced proof of distinct patterns. The theories applied and the relationships incorporated, 

as reflected in the conceptual model, strengthen its applicability and straightforwardness, 

thereby making the model a vigorous tool for future research.  Due to this vigour, which 

implies dynamics, it is easily extendable to make it fit the requirements of new research in 
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the present area of investigation. Extensions to the conceptual model could be the 

consideration of different cultures and industries to unveil whether these factors influence 

consumers´ motivations, perceived advertising value or brand equity. We presume, albeit 

not a visible pattern in our study, to incorporate distinct cultures when attempting to 

investigate consumers´ SM behaviour and motivations.  We believe cultures reflecting a 

stronger gulf among each other might reveal different patterns in terms of their motivations 

to initiate a brand-relationship, their motivations to interact and the impact on brand equity 

alike. Men & Tsai (2013, p. 20), for instance, found crucial differences between US 

Americans (for remuneration) and Chinese (for information) in their motivations to engage 

with a brand. With respect to our survey data, the respondents were all European citizens 

(mainly northern Europe: Germany, Netherlands and Sweden), and might therefore not 

present strong variations among each other in the usage of SM. Furthermore, we believe 

our study at hand can be a pioneer for subsequent similar investigations that consider the 

effect of brands from different industries. Our study detected sufficient evidence that makes 

the assignment of additional factors, such as the industry a brand belongs to, reasonable. 

The extensions of the model, as mentioned, would enable the researcher to subsequently 

categorize consumers´ motivations according to industry-specific and/or cultural 

characteristics. Hence, we believe our conceptual model can serve as a template for further 

similar investigations with the possibility to modify according to the existent requirements, 

such as industry or culture.  

Moreover, the study at hand has proved the virtue of the extension of Muntinga et al.´s 

(2011) COBRA typologies due to the distinct results among each new contributing level.  

Our sub-divisions served as a means to meet the different interactivity levels inhering 

Facebook, where the 1
st
 contributing level is “Like”, the 2

nd
 contributing level “Comment” 

and 3
rd

 contributing level “Share” and last but not least the participation in Facebook events 

for rewards (e.g. games). Our findings are indicative that the division of contributing levels 

will generate more detailed results. These inclusive results will help SM brand-managers to 

detect which firm-created content triggers what kind of interaction. On the basis of this 

information, companies will be able regain some level of control by deliberately steering 

different consumer brand-related activities by the means of tailored content.  

Similarly, the inclusion of former consumers (Fans) as a means to investigate past 

relationships disclosed sound results. The extension revealed major differences in 

consumers´ motivations, perception of the advertising value as well as their mindset. With 

reference to Grönroos (2004, p.101), who emphasizes the need and carefulness of 

companies in the management of past relationships just as current relationships, we advise 

to consider the former Fans (especially “Unlike”) in the examination of consumer 

behaviour and Facebook Fanpages alike. Our findings showed large differences especially 

between the group of “Like” and “Unlike”. We therefore believe that past relationships will 

yield new insights concerning the effects of the misuse of firm-created advertising on 

Facebook and should therefore be treated with equal dedication. 

 

7.2  Recommendation for Future Research and Limitations  

Our empirical results and discussion yielded several suggestions for future research. The 

findings underlying H3a/b/c proved that the irritation value of advertising for all brand-
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relationship groups provided negative results, whereby the group of “Unlike” scored worst, 

the group for “Hide” scored slightly better and the least irritation existed for the group of 

“Like”, giving confirmation that irritation is negatively related to relationship continuation. 

It would therefore be interesting to investigate whether a transgressive rise in the irritation 

scale of the perceived advertising value will eventually reach two tipping points recording 

brand-relationship avoidance and termination. 

Furthermore, it was unveiled that entertainment is an important factor in various facets such 

as driving interaction and impacting brand equity. The findings lead to the assumption that 

entertaining firm-created advertising could potentially represent a mitigating factor that 

compensates for other unsatisfied intrinsic or extrinsic motivations of the consumer. Future 

research could probe the cause for the impact of entertainment on consumer behaviour and 

consumer mindset in dealing with SM. 

Finally, within this study the irritation value of the advertising on Facebook was measured. 

It was concluded in this study that the irritation value of advertising on Facebook is 

possible attributable to relationship continuation or exit and is negatively related to both 

interaction with the brand as well as brand perceptions. This conclusion stresses the 

necessity to detect the actual source of consumers´ irritation in the consumption of firm-

created advertising. A dedicated study around the concept of advertising irritation on SM 

could shed light on what exactly is perceived as irritating, annoying, deceptive, confusing, 

and what sort of advertising is perceived to insult people’s intelligence.  

 

While the results of this study provide significant insight in the consumers’ brand-

relationships on Facebook, which can serve as a blueprint for future research, it also 

contains some limitations, leading to suggestions to improve the presented research model. 

In respect to our method, we suggest to consider probability sampling for future 

investigations in order to draw conclusions to the wider population.  Although we believe 

our results, despite the moderate number of responses, unveiled distinct patterns in the 

various statistical analyses we recommend a probability-sampling technique, wherein each 

case possesses the equal chance of being selected from the population and thereby making 

generalizations possible. Our findings only pertain in the light of our sample and cannot be 

generalized. This depicts a limitation of our study at hand, underpinning the necessity to 

regard the findings with utmost care. Future research could consider the commission of a 

panel to undertake the extensive research and simultaneously grab the chance to extend by 

the inclusion of industry-specific and cultural factors.   

Another limitation of our study at hand is reflected in the lack of cause-and-effect 

detections. This is especially critical when aiming to examine causes, such as whether the 

gap caused the perceived advertising value and ultimately the avoidance of branded content 

or termination of the brand-relationship. Our findings were suggestive and demand further 

investigation, however we cannot confirm a cause-and-effect relationship. A further 

investigation would call for a causal research design aiming to detect cause-and-effect 

relationships.  The re-assessment and subsequent approval of our suggestive findings would 

entail that certain levels of gap will be the cause for the perceived advertising value. In the 

same vein, it could be examined in how far different levels of perceived advertising value 

(H2) depict the cause for brand-relationship continuation, avoidance and/or termination. 
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The detection of an impact of the gap on the level of perceived advertising value and 

ultimately on the perpetuation of the brand-relationship would further confirm the 

importance of examining the actual source of the gap, consolidated in consumers´ 

motivations and firm’s created advertising.  

 

7.3 Managerial and Societal Implications 

Besides the main contributions inhering our study at hand, we believe our results contain 

practical and societal implications alike, which will support companies in the attempt to 

establish a reciprocal and sustainable relationship with its consumers on SM platforms such 

as Facebook. 

 

7.3.1 Recommendation for SM Deployment 

Our findings emphasize the necessity for companies on Facebook to look beyond the 

simple Fan generation as a means to expand the Fanbase. More importantly is the manner 

of both the attraction of new Fans as well as the retention of the Fanbase. We believe that 

companies might struggle with the usability of SM platforms since the cost-benefit ratio is 

not as obvious as it is for traditional relationship marketing efforts, such as loyalty 

programs. As a consequence, a desultory presence on SM combined with the spread of 

conventional and aimless messages often appears on the agenda. This becomes especially 

critical when it negatively affects consumers´ brand perceptions, such as brand attitude and 

image. Our findings will help companies to cultivate brand-relationships on SM platforms 

such as Facebook with the same dedication incorporated in any other efforts that foster 

customer retention and recruitment in order to create a lifetime value (brand equity). 

Certainly the shift from one-way to two-way communication has exacerbated the 

management of relationships with consumers due to the newly gained power on behalf of 

the consumer. Our study aims to partially compensate for this loss in control by presenting 

findings that will guide companies to better adjust their messages to consumers´ needs and 

goals, which will ultimately open into a collaborative experience and dialogue (Baird & 

Parasnis, 2011, p. 30). 

First and foremost, companies should try to get to know their consumers: what drives them 

to interact with the branded content? This question has arisen in the very beginning of the 

development of the study at hand alike. We presumed interaction must be attributable to an 

actually rather mundane element, humans’ nature of motivations. We screened consumers´ 

motivation through various lenses starting with the probable most decisive one: the 

motivation to engage with a brand in the first place. The stronger the consumers are 

intrinsically motivated the more steadfast and durable the brand-relationship, as reflected in 

our findings. Companies that do not aim to provide discounts, freebies and other incentives 

on a regular basis should abstain from luring consumers extrinsically as a means to “Like” 

their Facebook brand page, since consumers will then consciously or unconsciously 

envisage regularly recurring rewards. Hence, extrinsic enticements will raise certain 

expectations on behalf of the consumer in terms of the perpetuation of their brand-

relationship.  This does not imply, though, that promotional gifts or other reward-specific 

incentives are generally detrimental. In contrast, showing appreciation to the consumers by 

implementing unexpected rewards will lead to a memorable brand experiences without 

diminishing intrinsic motivations (Deci et al., 1999). Generally the findings have revealed 
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that the better the firm-created advertising fits the initial motivations, the higher the 

perceived advertising value, the level of interaction and the effect on brand perceptions. 

Nonetheless, despite the importance of consumers´ initial motivations to engage with a 

brand on Facebook, entertainment has proven to depict an important factor driving 

interaction and impacting brand equity regardless of the initial motivations. This is in 

contrast to the informational value of messages, which resulted in the plain consumption of 

branded content by consumers and no effect on brand equity. Yet informativeness reflected 

one of the main two initial motivations for all groups and therefore seems to play a vital 

role for consumers despite its poor impact. We therefore suggest that informative messages 

should still be mediated, especially when desired by the consumers, however delivered in 

an entertaining and sparkling manner (Ducoffe, 1995, p. 12). 

Despite the interaction trigger of entertainment, we believe to further foster interaction on 

Fanpages, companies need to regularly react on consumer posts, providing the feeling of 

being heard and appreciated (personal identity and empowerment). Showing support for the 

company depicted a fairly strong motivation for consumers to initially engage with the 

brand and is believed to be a vital and promising element for companies to establish 

sustainable relationships with its consumers. Hence, companies should not turn the 

consumers adrift after the firm-created content was posted, in contrast, constant monitoring 

of and regular interaction with consumers is the cornerstone for the cultivation of 

relationship marketing on SM. 

 

7.3.2 Recommendation for Facebook Feature Development 

Since Facebook is a platform that regularly renews its features to extend the possibilities for 

the advertising industry or/and the FBus, our outcomes may be applied by developing a 

new feature for Facebook.  The idea incorporates a win-win situation for both, the 

consumers and the firms. With immediate effect consumers that are about to “Like” a 

Facebook page can voluntarily specify from a pre-determined list the reasons for engaging 

with that particular brand. As a consequence subsequent advertising created by the 

appertaining firm will solely mediate content according to the previous declared reasons of 

the consumer. On the basis of our suggested research investigation on consumers´ 

motivation in relation to different industries, the pre-defined list could incorporate the 

salient industry-specific consumer motivations. Firms can decide whether to generally 

implement such a tool on their Fanpages (against payment to Facebook) and if so, firms 

will be able to get to know their consumers even better and will sooner or later possess 

more detailed consumer profiles of those having activated the feature. In turn, consumers 

can decide to activate or deactivate this add-on. In the event of activation, consumers 

contribute to their own advertising customization and conduce to a firms´ success in CoRM 

(community relationship management).  

 

7.3.3 Societal Implications 

The examination of the users of SM platforms such as Facebook generally holds one 

prevailing issue that spreads to various directions interesting to investigate: the digital self. 

According to Witek & Grettano (2012, p. 245) the Timeline reflects a user’s identity, which 

can be transferred to a user’s whole presence on SM, portraying a digital profile of the self. 

This profile arises from the information a “netizen” (citizen of the web) is willing to share. 
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But it is more than the information a “netizen” consciously provides, it is most notably how 

he/she behaves on SM, which is described as the digital footprint: “the online portfolios of 

who we are, what we do, and by association, what we know …” (Richardson, 2008, p. 

16). For the current study we especially looked at who the consumers are, in the sense of 

their underlying motivations, and what they do. Fundamentally, the digital footprint already 

raises critical societal debatable issues, however, exceeds the scope of this study. 

Facebook allows its users to enter relationships with friends (”Befriend”) or brands 

(“Like”) just as easy as it is to terminate them again (“Unfriend” and “Unlike”).  Similar 

pertains for the feature of “Hiding”. FBus can “Hide” both, firm-created as well as friend-

created content. Psychologically, these possibilities strongly deviate from how human 

beings behave in real life. In reality, we will not bid goodbye to brands by dispersing 

everything that has to do with the brand (just as “Unliking”). Moreover, we would not shut 

our eyes and cover our ears to “Hide” a friend’s words. Facebook and other SM platforms 

present utopian possibilities for digital behaviour of users in an online relationship, 

regardless if it is with a brand or friend, which could potentially challenge an unambiguous 

education in the dealing with SM. The emergence of SM is not all too long ago (e.g. 

Facebook: 2004) depicting a rather recent phenomenon nowadays, however, this will 

change in the future. Presumably, in a few decades, the society or especially those who 

grew up with SM (“SM natives”) cannot imagine a life without SM. Just as the imagination 

of a life without SM will be exacerbated, so might be the dealing with it alike. We therefore 

believe it is of utmost importance to investigate and shed light on user behaviour on SM 

nowadays and keep educating oneself with the growing implications of SM on society, to 

observe whether there can be recorded advances, regresses or continuances in the society in 

the dealing with SM. These detections will help to prepare for methods, which might be 

required in the event of, for instance degeneration of relationships, in order to preserve the 

societal value. The degeneration of relationships is already observable at this stage. The 

automatic provision of updates posted by friends on SM has partially replaced an FBu´s 

active approach to communicate with his/her friends. The use of features such as “Like”, 

“Share” and “Comment” are common means to communicate in order to make one’s 

position clear to somebody.  

Besides this holistic implications of SM and SNS on society, research conducted in the area 

of advertising on these new media platforms impact how it will look like in the future. This 

brings us back to the introduction of this study, companies´ intrusion into the consumers´ 

network has changed FBus´ social intercourse. Suddenly we receive advertising messages 

while exchanging news with a friend. We cannot imagine this happening, for instance while 

being on the phone with a friend. FBus might not have asked for brands invading their 

intimate network. For a matter of fact, the intrusion is societal questionable, however not 

reversible, and therefore, the least companies can do: align their firm-created advertising 

according to consumers´ underlying motivations, which are consolidated in their needs and 

goals. Companies need to bring to mind that they invaded consumers´ playground as 

“uninvited crashers of the Web 2.0 party” (Fournier & Avery, 2011, p. 193) and therefore 

need to play (i.e. market) according to the rules (i.e. consumers´ desires). The current 

research provides brand managers with a better understanding of the consumer to adapt to 

this new playground and thereby enhancing the brand-relationship while respecting the 

consumers’ space. As well said by Ducoffe (1996, p. 32) “if accepted wisdom holds true, 
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the market will eventually punish unethical conduct and reward firms that better satisfy 

consumer needs”. This research contributes to the understanding of what satisfies the SM 

consumer, but more importantly, that deception of ads and other irritating factors lead to a 

negative effect on brand equity. Hence, good practice is awarded and bad practice will 

suffer a loss on the consumer lifetime value. 



113 

 

References 

6, P. & Bellamy, C., 2011. Principles of Methodology: Research Design in Social Science. 

London: Sage Publications. 

Aaker, D. A., 1991. Managing Brand Equity. New York: The Free Press. 

Aaker, D. A., 1992. Managing the most important assets: Brand equity. Strategy & 

Leadership, 20(5), pp. 56-58. 

Aaker, D. A., 1997. Measuring brand equity across products and markets. California 

Management Review, 38(3), pp. 102-120. 

Alokananda, B. & Kaiyum, M., 2011. A study on social media networks: Impact of intrinsic 

motivators and demographic factors (student paper): Umeå University. 

American Marketing Association, n.d. American Marketing Association: Dictionary. 

[Online]  

Available at: http://www.marketingpower.com/_layouts/dictionary.aspx 

[Accessed 20 March 2013]. 

Ang, L., 2011. Community relationship management and social media. Journal of 

Database Marketing & Customer Strategy Management, 18(1), pp. 31-38. 

Bagó, P., 2011. Social customer relationship management. Global Journal of Enterprise 

Information System, 3(1), pp. 35-46. 

Bagozzi, R. P. & Dholakia, U. M., 2002. Intentional social action in virtual communities. 

Journal of Interactive Marketing , 16(2), pp. 2-20. 

Baird, C. H. & Parasnis, G., 2011. From social media to social customer relationship 

management. Strategy and Leadership, 39(5), pp. 30-37. 

Ballantyne, D. & Varey, R. J., 2006. Creating value-in-use through marketing interaction: 

the exchange logic of relating, communicating and knowing. Marketing Theory, 6(3), pp. 

335-348. 

Ball-Rokeach, S. J., 1998. A theory of media power and a theory of media use: Different 

stories, questions, and ways of thinking. Mass Communication & Society, 1(1/2), pp. 5-40. 

Booth, N. & Matic, J. A., 2011. Mapping and leveraging influencers in social media to 

shape corporate brand perceptions. Corporate Communications: An international Journal, 

16(3), pp. 184-191. 



114 

 

Boyd, D. M. & Ellison, N. B., 2008. Social networking sites: Definition, history, and 

scholarship. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 13(1), pp. 2010-230. 

Bruhn, M., Schönmüller, W. & Schäfer, D. B., 2012. Are Social Media replacing traditional 

media in terms of brand equity creation?. Management Research Review, 35(9), pp. 770-

790. 

Bryman, A., 2012. Social Research Methods. 4th ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bryman, A. & Bell, E., 2007. Business Research Methods. 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Calder, B. J., Malthouse, E. C. & Schaedel, U., 2009. An experimental study of the 

relationship between online engagement and advertising effectiveness. Journal of 

Interactive Marketing, 23(4), pp. 321-331. 

Carson, D., Gilmore, A., Perry, C. & Gronhaug, K., 2001. Qualitative Marketing Research. 

London: Sage Publications. 

Cheung, D. M. & Lee, M. K., 2010. A theoretical model of intentional social action in 

online social networks. Decision Support System, 49(1), pp. 24-30. 

Cho, C.-H. & Cheon, H. J., 2004. Why do people avoid advertising on the internet?. 

Journal of Advertising, 33(4), pp. 89-97. 

Christodoulides, G., Jevons, C. & Bonhemme, J., 2012. Memo to marketers: Quantitative 

evidence for change. How user-generated content really affects brands. Journal of 

Advertising Research, 52(1), pp. 53-64. 

Chu, S.-C. & Kim, Y., 2011. Determinants of consumer engagement in electronic 

word-of-mouth (eWOM) in social networking sites. International Journal of Advertising, 

30(1), pp. 47-75. 

Cobb-Walgren, C. J., Ruble, C. A. & Donthu, N., 1995. Brand equity, brand preference, 

and purchase intent. Journal of Advertising, 24(3), pp. 25-40. 

Daugherty, T., Eastin, M. S. & Bright, L., 2008. Exploring consumer motivations for 

creating user-generated content. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 8(2), pp. 1-24. 

David, M. & Sutton, C. D., 2011. Social research: An introduction. 2nd ed. London: SAGE 

Publications. 

Deci, E. L., Nezlek, J. & Sheinman, L., 1981. Characteristics of the rewarder and intrinsic 

motivation of the rewardee. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40(1), pp. 1-10. 



115 

 

Deci, E. L., Ryan, M. R. & Koestner, R., 1999. A meta-analytic review of experiments 

examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation. The American 

psychologist, 125(6), pp. 627-668. 

Deshpande, R., 1983. "Paradigms Lost": On Theory and Method in Research in Marketing. 

Journal of Marketing, 47(4), pp. 101-110. 

Downes, E. J. & McMillan, S. J., 2000. Defining interactivity: A qualitative identification 

of key dimensions. New Media and Society, 2(2), pp. 156-179. 

Ducoffe, R. H., 1995. How consumers assess the value of advertising. Journal of Current 

Issues & Research in Advertising, 17(1), pp. 1-18. 

Ducoffe, R. H., 1996. Advertising value and advertising on the web. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 36(5), pp. 21-35. 

Duff, B. R. & Faber, R. J., 2011. Missing the mark. Journal of Advertising, 40(2), pp. 51-

62. 

Duncan, T. & Moriarty, S. E., 1998. A communication-based marketing model for 

managing relationships. Journal of Marketing, 62(2), pp. 1-13. 

Duncan, T. R. & Everett, S. E., 1993. Client perceptions of integrated marketing 

communication. Journal of Advertising Research, 33(3), pp. 30-39. 

Ehrenberg, A. S., 1974. Repetitive Advertising and the Consumer. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 14(2), pp. 25-34. 

Eisenberger, R. & Camaron, J., 1996. Detrimental effects of reward. Reality or myth?. The 

American Psychologist, 51(11), pp. 1153-1166. 

ExactTarget, 2010. Subscribers fans and followers - Facebook x-factors (report #5). 

[Online]  

Available at: 

http://www.exacttarget.com/uploadedfiles/resources/SFF5_Facebook_Final.pdf 

[Accessed 28 January 2013]. 

ExactTarget, 2011a. Subscribers fans and followers - The social break-up (report #8). 

[Online]  

Available at: http://www.exacttarget.com/resources/SFF8.pdf 

[Accessed 28 January 2013]. 

ExactTarget, 2011. Subscribers fans and followers - The meaning of like (report #10). 

[Online]  



116 

 

Available at: http://www.exacttarget.com/resources/SFF10_highres.pdf 

[Accessed 28 January 2013]. 

ExactTarget, n.d. Company: ExactTarget. [Online]  

Available at: http://www.exacttarget.com/company 

[Accessed 20 February 2013]. 

Facebook, 2013. Newsroom and Company Information. Facebook. [Online]  

Available at: http://newsroom.fb.com/Key-Facts 

[Accessed 15 February 2013]. 

Faircloth, J. B., Capella, L. M. & Alford, B. L., 2001. The effect of brand attitude and 

brand image on brand equity. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 9(3), pp. 61-75. 

Fournier, S., 1998. Consumers and their brands: Developing relationship theory in 

consumer research. Journal of Consumer Research, 24(4), pp. 343-373. 

Fournier, S. & Avery, J., 2011. The uninvited brand. Business Horizon, 54(3), pp. 193-207. 

Goodstein, R. C., 1993. Category-based applications and extensions in advertising: 

Motivating more extensive ad processing. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(1), pp. 87-99. 

Grönroos, C., 2004. The relationship marketing process: communication, interaction, 

dialogue, value. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 19(2), pp. 136-148. 

Gummesson, E., 2004. Return on relationships (ROR): the value of relationship marketing 

and CRM in business-to-business contexts.. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 

19(2), pp. 136-148. 

Harwood, T. & Garry, T., 2010. 'It's Mine!' - Participation and ownership within virtual co-

creation environments. Journal of Marketing Management, 16(4), pp. 398-418. 

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K. P., Walsh, G. & Gremler, D. D., 2004. Electronic word-of-

mouth via consumer-opinion platforms: What motivates consumers to articulate themselves 

on the Internet?. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18(1), pp. 38-52. 

Hoffman, D. L. & Novak, T. P., 1996. Marketing in hypermedia computer-mediated 

environments: Conceptual foundations. Journal of Marketing, 60(3), pp. 50-68. 

Kaplan, A. M. & Haenlein, M., 2010. Users of the world unite! The challenges and 

opportunities of Social Media. Business Horizon, 53(1), pp. 59-68. 

Katz, E., Blumler, J. G. & Gurevitch, M., 1973. Uses and gratifications research. Business 

Source Premier, 37(4), pp. 509-523. 



117 

 

Keller, K. L., 1993. Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand 

equity. Journal of Marketing, 57(1), pp. 1-22. 

Keller, K. L., 1998. Branding perspectives on social marketing. Advances in Consumer 

Research, 25(1), pp. 299-302. 

Keller, K. L. & Lehmann, D. R., 2003. How do brands create value?. Marketing 

Management, 12(3), pp. 26-31. 

Kelly, L., Kerr, G. & Drennan, J., 2010. Avoidance of advertising in social networking 

sites: the teenage perspective. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 10(2), pp. 16-27. 

Kim, A. J. & Ko, E., 2012. Do social media marketing activities enhance customer equity? 

An empirical study of luxury fashion brand. Journal of Business Research, 65(10), pp. 

1480-1486. 

Kim, J. Y., Shim, J. P. & Ahn, K. M., 2011. Social networking service: Motivation, 

pleasure, and behavioural intention to use. Journal of Computer Information System, 51(4), 

pp. 92-101. 

Ko, H., Cho, C.-H. & Roberts, M. S., 2005. Internet uses and gratifications: A structural 

equation model of interactive advertising. Journal of Advertising, 34(2), pp. 57-70. 

Kotler, P. H., 1991. Marketing Management: Analsysis, Planning, and Control. 8th ed. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc.. 

Lang, A., 2000. The limited capacity model of mediated message processing. Journal of 

Communication, 50(1), pp. 46-70. 

LaRose, R. & Eastin, M. S., 2010. A social cognitive theory of internet uses and 

gratifications: Toward a new model of media attendance. Journal of Broadcasting & 

Electronic Media, 48(3), pp. 358-377. 

Lee, M. & Youn, S., 2009. Electronic word of mouth (eWOM): how eWOM platforms 

influence consumer product judgement. International Journal of Advertising, 28(3), pp. 

473-499. 

Lee, S. Y. & Cho, Y.-S., 2010. Do web users care about banner ads anymore? The effects 

of frequency and clutter in web advertising. Journal of Promotion Management, 16(3), pp. 

288-302. 

Lin, K.-Y. & Lu, H.-Y., 2011. Intention to continue using Facebook fan pages from the 

perspective of social cognitive theory. CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 

14(10), pp. 565-570. 



118 

 

Lipsman, A., Mudd, G., Rich, M. & Bruich, S., 2012. The power of “Like”. How brands 

reach (and influence) fans through social-media marketing. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 52(1), pp. 40-52. 

Long, R. G., White, M. C., Friedman, W. H. & Brazeal, D. V., 2000. The ‘qualitative’ 

versus ‘quantitative’ research debate: A question of metaphorical assumptions?. 

International Journal of Value-Based Management, 13(2), pp. 189-197. 

Lusch, R. F., Vargo, S. L. & O'Brien, M., 2007. Competing through service: Insights from 

service-dominant logic. Journal of Retailing, 83(1), pp. 5-18. 

Lusch, R. F., Vargo, S. L. & Tanniru, M., 2010. Service, value networks and learning. 

Journal of Academic Marketing Science, 38(1), pp. 19-31. 

Lutz, R. J., 1985. Affective and cognitive antecedents of attitude toward the ad: A 

conceptual framework,". In: L. F. Alwitt & A. A. Mitchell, eds. Psychological processes 

and advertising effects: theory, research and application. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates, pp. 45-63. 

Mackenzie, S. B., Lutz, R. J. & Belch, G. E., 1986. The role of attitude toward the ad as a 

mediator of advertising effectiveness: A test of competing explanations. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 23(2), pp. 130-143. 

Mangold, W. G. & Faulds, D. J., 2009. Social media: The new hybrid element of the 

promotion mix. Business Horizon, 52(4), pp. 357-365. 

Mathwick, C., 2002. Understanding the online consumer: A typology of online relational 

norms and behavior. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 16(1), pp. 40-55. 

McGriff, J. A., 2012. A conceptual topic in marketing management: The emerging need for 

protecting and managing brand equity: The case of online consumer boycotts. International 

Management Review, 8(1), pp. 49-54. 

McQuail, D., 2010. McQuail´s Mass Communication Theory. 6th ed. London: SAGE 

Publications Ltd.. 

Men, L. R. & Tsai, W.-H. S., 2013. Beyond liking or following: Understanding public 

engagement on social networking sites in China. Public Relations, 39(1), pp. 13-22. 

Merz, M. A., He, Y. & Vargo, S. L., 2009. The evolving brand logic: a service-dominant 

logic perspective. Journal of Academic Marketing Science, 37(3), pp. 328-344. 

Mick, D. G., 1992. Levels of subjective comprehension in advertising processing and their 

relations to ad perceptions, attitudes, and memory. Journal of Consumer Research, 18(4), 

pp. 411-424. 



119 

 

Muntinga, D. G., Moorman, M. & Smit, E. G., 2011. Introducing COBRAs: Exploring 

motivations for brand-related social media use. International Journal of Advertising, 30(1), 

pp. 13-46. 

Myron, D., 2010. Social CRM is growing up fast. CRM Magazine, 16(6), pp. 4-4. 

Na, W. & Marshall, R., 2005. Brand power revisited: measuring brand equity. Journal of 

Product & Brand Management, 14(1), pp. 49-56. 

Naylor, R. W., Lamberton, C. P. & West, P. M., 2012. Beyond the “like” button: The 

impact of mere virtual presence on brand evaluations and purchase intentions in social 

media settings. Journal of Marketing, 76(6), pp. 105-120. 

New York Times, 2012. Facebook Inc. New York Times Business Day. [Online]  

Available at: 

http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/business/companies/facebook_inc/index.html 

[Accessed 15 February 2013]. 

Nielsen, 2012. State of the Media: Social Media Report 2012. Nielsenwire. [Online]  

Available at: http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/social/2012/ 

[Accessed 15 February 2013]. 

Oliver, R. L., 1997. Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on the Consumer. New York: 

McGraw-Hil. 

Park, C. W., MacInnis, D. J., Eisingerich, A. B. & Iacobucci, D., 2010. Brand attachment 

and brand attitude strength: Conceptual and empirical differentiation of two critical brand 

equity drivers. Journal of Marketing, 74(6), pp. 1-17. 

Phillips, S., 2007. A brief history of Facebook. The Guardian. [Online]  

Available at: http://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/2007/jul/25/media.newmedia 

[Accessed 15 February 2013]. 

Prahalad, G. K. & Ramaswamy, V., 2004. Co-creation experiences: the next practice in 

value creation.. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18(3), pp. 5-14. 

Reid, M., Luxton, S. & Mavondo, F., 2005. The relationship between integrated marketing 

communication, market orientation, and brand orientation. Journal of Advertising, 34(4), 

pp. 11-23. 

Richards, J. I. & Curran, C. M., 2002. Oracles "Advertising": Searching for a definition. 

Journal of Advertising, 3(2), pp. 63-77. 

Richardson, W., 2008. Footprints in the digital age. Educational Leadership, 66(3), pp. 16-

19. 



120 

 

Rios, R. E. & Riquelme, H. E., 2008. Brand equity for online. Marketing Intelligence & 

Planning, 26(7), pp. 719-742. 

Ruggiero, T. E., 2000. Uses and gratification theory in the 21st century. Mass 

Communication & Society, 3(1), pp. 3-37. 

Ryan, R. M. & Deci, E. L., 2000. Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), pp. 68-78. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A., 2009. Research Methods for Business Students. 

5th ed. Essex: Pearson Eduction Ldt.. 

Schlosser, A. E., Shavitt, S. & Kanfer, A., 1999. Survey of internet users' attituded toward 

internet advertising. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 13(3), pp. 35-54. 

Shang, R.-A., Chen, Y.-C. & Liao, H.-J., 2006. The value of participation in virtual 

consumer communities on brand loyalty.. Internet Research, 16(4), pp. 398-418. 

Shao, G., 2009. Understanding the appeal of user-generated media: a uses and gratification 

perspective. Internet Research, 19(1), pp. 7-25. 

Shiu, E., Hair, J., Bush, R. & Ortinau, D., 2009. Market Research. Berkshire: McGraw-Hill 

Education. 

Smith, N., 2013. How Much Is a Facebook Friend Worth? $174.17. Business News Dayly. 

[Online]  

Available at: http://www.businessnewsdaily.com/4402-value-facebook-friend-

marketing.html 

[Accessed 26 April 2013]. 

Smock, A. D., Ellison, N. B., Lampe, C. & Wohn, D. Y., 2011. Facebook as toolkit: A uses 

and gratification approach to unbundling feature use. Computers in Human Behaviour, 

27(6), pp. 2322-2329. 

Sobh, R. & Perry, C., 2006. Research design and data analysis in realism research. 

European Journal of Marketing, 40(11/12), pp. 1194-1209. 

Solomon, M. R., Bamossy, G. J., Askegaard, S. & Hogg, M. K., 2010. Consumer 

Behaviour. A European Perspective. 5th ed. Essex: Prentice Hall. 

Speck, P. S. & Elliot, M. T., 1997. Predictors of advertising avoidance in print and 

broadcast media. Journal of Advertising, 26(3), pp. 61-76. 



121 

 

Sun, S., Rubin, A. M. & Haridakis, P. M., 2008. The role of motivation and media 

involvement in explaining internet dependency. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic 

Media, 52(3), pp. 408-431. 

Sun, Y. et al., 2010. Do males and females think in the same way? An empirical 

investigation on the gender differences in Web advertising evaluation. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 26(6), pp. 1614-1624. 

Taylor, D. G., Lewin, E. L. & Strutton, D., 2011. Friends, fans, and followers: Do ads work 

on social networks? How gender and age shape receptivity. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 51(1), pp. 258-275. 

Teddlie, C. & Tashakkori, A., 2009. Foundations of mixed methods research: Integrating 

quantitative and qualitative approaches in the social and behavioural sciences.. CA: 

SAGE. 

Teo, T. S., Lim, V. K. & Lai, R. Y., 1999. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in Internet 

usage. The international Journal of Management Science, 27(1), pp. 25-37. 

Vance, A., 2012. Facebook: The making of 1 billion users. Bloomberg Businessweek. 

[Online]  

Available at: http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-10-04/facebook-the-making-of-

1-billion-users#p6 

[Accessed 15 February 2013]. 

Vargo, S. L., 2009. Toward a transcending conceptualization of relationship: a service-

dominant logic perspective. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 24(5/6), pp. 373-

379. 

Vargo, S. L. & Lusch, R. F., 2004. Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. 

Journal of Marketing, 68(1), pp. 1-17. 

Wang, Y. & Fesemaier, D. R., 2003. Assessing motivation of contribution in online 

communities: An empirical investigation of an online travel community. Electronic 

Markets, 13(1), pp. 33-45. 

Waters, R. D., Burnett, E., Lamm, A. & Lucas, J., 2009. Engaging stakeholders through 

social networking: How nonprofit organizations are using Facebook. Public Relations 

Review, 35(2), pp. 102-106. 

Witek, D. & Grettano, T., 2012. Information literacy on Facebook: an analysis. Reference 

Service Review, 40(2), pp. 242-257. 

Woodcock, N., Green, A. & Starkey, M., 2011. Social CRM as a business strategy. Journal 

of Database Marketing & Customer Strategy Management, 18(1), pp. 50-64. 



122 

 

Yan, Y., 2011. Social media in branding: Fulfilling a need. Journal of Brand Management, 

18(9), pp. 688-696. 

Yoo, B. & Donthu, N., 2001. Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-

based brand equity scale. Journal of Business Research , 52(1), pp. 1-14. 

Zahay, D., Peltier, J., Schultz, D. E. & Griffin, A., 2004. The role of transactional versus 

relational data in IMC programs: Bringing customer data together. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 44(1), pp. 3-18. 

Zeithaml, V. A., 1988. Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, and Value: A Means-End 

Model and Synthesis of Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52(3), pp. 2-22. 

 

 



123 

 

8 Appendices 

Appendix I: Survey and Statistical Tables (Tables 1-6) 

Appendix I: Table 1: Survey Construction 

Survey Content Theoretical Concepts Theory 

Q1-Q3 Demographics (Gender, 

Age & Nationality) 
  

Part 1: “Liking” a Brand’s Facebook Page 

Q4: Brand name (optional)   

Q5: Top 2 motivations for 

initially Liking the particular 

brand on Facebook. 
Motivational Factors 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q6: The 2 main activities of the 

brand. 
Firm-Created Advertising 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q7: The value of the content. Perceived Advertising Value* Ducoffe (1996, p. 28) 

Q8: Type and level of 

interaction with the brand on 

Facebook.  

Consumer Brand-Related 

Activities (Type and Level) 
Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 16) 

Q9: Motivations to interact with 

the brand on Facebook.  
Consumer Brand-Related 

Activities (Motivations) 
Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 26) 

Q10: Effect of the brand’s 

activities on brand perceptions. 
Brand Equity (Image & 

Attitude) 
Bruhn et al. (2012, p. 779)  

Part 2: “Hiding” a Brand’s Facebook Page 

Q11: Have you ever Hidden a 

brand’s Facebook page? 
  

Q12: Brand name (optional)   

Q13: Top 2 motivations for 

initially Liking the particular 

brand on Facebook. 
Motivational Factors 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q14: The 2 main activities of 

the brand. 
Firm-Created Advertising 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q15: The value of the content. Perceived Advertising Value* Ducoffe (1996, p. 28) 

Q16: Type and level of 

interaction with the brand on 

Facebook before Hiding.  

Consumer Brand-Related 

Activities (Type and Level) 
Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 16) 

Q17: Effect of Hiding 

(underlying reasons) on brand 

perceptions.  

Brand Equity (Image & 

Attitude) 
Bruhn et al. (2012, p. 779)  
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Part 3: “Unliking” a Brand’s Facebook Page 

Q18: Have you ever Unliked a 

brand’s Facebook page? 
  

Q19: Brand name (optional)   

Q20: Top 2 motivations for 

initially Liking the particular 

brand on Facebook. 
Motivational Factors 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q21: The 2 main activities of 

the brand. 
Firm-Created Advertising 

ExactTarget (2010, p. 3) & 

Baird & Parasnis (2011, p. 34) 

Q22: The value of the content. Perceived Advertising Value* Ducoffe (1996, p. 28) 

Q23: Type and level of 

interaction with the brand on 

Facebook before Unliking.  

Consumer Brand-Related 

Activities (Type and Level) 
Muntinga et al. (2011, p. 16) 

Q24: Effect of Unliking 

(underlying reasons) on brand 

perceptions.  

Brand Equity (Image & 

Attitude) 
Bruhn et al. (2012, p. 779)  

*Perceived Advertising Value = PAV in Analysis 

 

 

Appendix I: Table 2: Overview of connections between hypotheses, theoretical 

concepts and survey 

H1: The gap between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the 

firm-created advertising differs between different stages in the Facebook brand-relationship 

(i.e. “Like”, “Hide” and “Unlike”). 

 
Like 

 
Motivational factors (Q5) vs. Firm-created advertising for “Like” (Q6) 
Motivational factors (Q13) vs. Firm-created advertising for “Hide” (Q14) 
Motivational factors (Q20) vs. Firm-created advertising for “Unlike” (Q21) 
 

Hide 
Unlike 

H2: The level of perceived advertising value is attributable to the differences in the gap 

between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s Facebook page and the firm-created 

advertising.  

 
Like 
 

 
Motivational factors (Q5) vs. Firm-created advertising (Q6)  Level of perceived 

advertising value (Q7) 
Motivational factors (Q13) vs. Firm-created advertising (Q14)  Level of perceived 

advertising value (Q15) 
Motivational factors (Q20) vs. Firm-created advertising (Q21)  Level of perceived 

advertising value (Q22) 
 

Hide 

 
Unlike 
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H3a/b/c: The level of perceived advertising value is attributable to (a) relationship 

continuation (“Like”), to avoidance (“Hide”) and to exit (“Unlike”).  
 

Like 
 

Level of perceived advertising value for “Like” (Q7) 
Level of perceived advertising value for “Hide” (Q15) 
Level of perceived advertising value for “Unlike” (Q22) 

 

Hide 
Unlike 

H4: Perceived advertising value influences consumer’s brand-related activities. 

 
Like 
 

 
Perceived advertising value (Q7)  Type & level of consumer brand-related activities 

(Q8) 
Perceived advertising value (Q15)  Type & level of consumer brand-related activities 

(Q16) 
Perceived advertising value (Q22)  Type & level of consumer brand-related activities 

(Q23) 

Hide 

 
Unlike 

H5: The initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related to the motivations 

for consumer brand-related activities.  

 
Like 
 

 
Motivational factors (Q5)  Motivations for consumer brand-related activities (Q9) 
 

H6: The motivations for consumer brand-related activities influence the type and level of 

consumer brand-related activities.  

 
Like 

 

 
Motivations for consumer brand-related activities (Q9)  Type & level of consumer 

brand-related activities (Q8) 
 

H7: Perceived advertising value influences hedonic/functional brand image and brand attitude. 

 
Like 

 
Perceived advertising value (Q7)  Brand image (Q10) 
Perceived advertising value (Q15)  Brand image (Q17) 
Perceived advertising value (Q21)  Brand image (Q24) 

 

Hide 
Unlike 

Like Perceived advertising value (Q7)  Brand attitude (Q10) 
Perceived advertising value (Q15)  Brand attitude (Q17) 
Perceived advertising value (Q21)  Brand attitude (Q24) 

 

Hide 
Unlike 

H8: The type and level of consumer brand-related activities influences hedonic/functional 

brand image and brand attitude. 

 
Like 

 
Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (Q8)  Brand image (Q10) 
Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (Q16)  Brand image (Q17) 
Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (Q23)  Brand image (Q24) 

 

Hide 
Unlike 

Like Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (Q8)  Brand attitude (Q10) 
Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (16)  Brand attitude (Q17) 
Type & level of consumer brand-related activities (Q23)  Brand attitude (Q24) 

Hide 
Unlike 

 



126 

 

Appendix I: Table 3: Cronbach’s Alpha results 

Cronbach’s Alpha     

 “Like” “Hide” “Unlike” Original 

Perceived Advertising Value .93 .91 .93 n/a 

- Informativeness .90 .90 .94 .82 

- Entertainment .93 .97 .96 .85 

- Irritation .91 .77 .79 .78 

- Overall Adv. Value .85 .86 .90 .84 

     

COBRA Motivations .85    

- Information .81    

- Entertainment .81    

- Personal Identity .88   n/a 

- Empowerment .42    

- Remuneration .89    

     

Consumer Mindset (brand Equity) .94 .93 .94  

- Brand Attitude .88 .85 .85 .97 

- Functional Brand Image .94 .94 .95 .98 

- Hedonic Brand Image .88 .91 .90 .95 

*Note: Irritation is a reverse coded variable in the Perceived Advertising Value scale 
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Appendix I: Table 4: Linear Regression: Motivational Factors & Consumer Brand-

Related Activities (H5) 

 

 

Appendix I: Table 5: Pearson Correlation: Motivational Factors & Consumer Brand-

Related Activities (H6) 
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Appendix I: Table 6: Confirmation Hypotheses 

Hypothesis:  

H1 

The gap between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page and the firm-created advertising differs between 

different stages in the Facebook brand-relationship (i.e. “Like”, “Hide” 

and “Unlike”). 

Confirmed 

H2 
Perceived advertising value is attributable to the differences in the 

gap-levels between motivational factors to initially “Like” a brand’s 

Facebook page and the firm-created advertising. 

Suggestive 

H3 

The level of perceived advertising value is attributable to (a) 

relationship continuation (“Like”), to avoidance (“Hide”) and to exit 

(“Unlike”). 
Suggestive 

H4 
Perceived advertising value influences consumer’s brand-related 

activities. 
Confirmed 

H5 
The initial motivations to “Like” a brand’s Facebook page are related 

to the motivations for consumer brand-related activities. 
Confirmed 

H6 
The motivations for consumer brand-related activities influence the 

type and level of consumer brand-related activities. 
Confirmed 

H7 
Perceived advertising value influences hedonic/functional brand image 

and brand attitude. 
Confirmed 

H8 
The level of consumer brand-related activities influences 

hedonic/functional brand image and brand attitude. 
Confirmed 
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Appendix II: Questionnaire 
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