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Abstract 

By creating close and long-term relationships between the company and the customers, 

marketers can succeed in creating brand loyal customers. It has been argued that 

satisfaction is the main and primary driver to loyalty, researchers argue for different 

drivers that can enhance customer satisfaction: economic benefit, engagement, 

entertainment and information.  

 

Although satisfaction and brand loyalty has been extensively researched, satisfaction 

and brand loyalty has not been researched for sustainable brands in a social media 

context. The purpose of this study was to explain how the combined drivers influence 

satisfaction and how satisfaction influences brand loyalty in a social media context for 

sustainable brands. Hypotheses were created for each of the drivers, economic benefit, 

engagement, entertainment and information, as well as one hypothesis for satisfaction to 

loyalty. Data was collected in form of an online questionnaire from 253 respondents, 

whereof 163 followed a sustainable brand on social media and hence, were a part of this 

study’s population. 

 

Economic benefit and engagement were found to not influence satisfaction on a 

sustainable brand’s social media profile. Entertainment and information were both 

found to have a positive influence on satisfaction on a sustainable brand’s social media 

profile. The four drivers tested in this study together explains 30,1% of what influences 

satisfaction, while 69,9% is explained by other unknown factors. Satisfaction explains 

24,2 % of what influences brand loyalty. However, one can not say anything about 

whether or not satisfaction is the main driver which has the most influence on loyalty, 

since satisfaction is the only independent variable that was tested in this study. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background  

By creating close and long-term relationships between the company and the customers, 

marketers can succeed in making the customer return to the company and repeatedly 

purchase their products (Armstrong et al., 2012; Solomon et al., 2013). The brand of the 

product is a critical part of why the customers continuously purchase a specific product. 

The brand and the reliability of the products’ features, benefits and quality can 

contribute in creating a lasting impression in the customers’ minds (Armstrong et al., 

2012).  

 

Customers who continuously purchase products from one specific brand can be seen as 

brand loyal. Sheth and Park (1974, p. 450) define brand loyalty as “...a positively biased 

emotive, evaluative and/or behavioral response tendency toward a branded, labeled or 

graded alternative or choice by an individual in his capacity as the user, the choice 

maker and/or the purchasing agent”. In other words, brand loyalty can be seen as the 

repeated purchases by customers who are committed to the brand over time and hold a 

positive attitude towards the brand (VonRiesen & Herndon, 2011; Solomon et al., 

2013). Brand loyalty is considered to be important both from a marketer’s perspective, 

as well as a financial perspective (Harris & Goode, 2004), since it is more profitable to 

keep current customers than attracting new ones (Armstrong et al., 2012).  It is stated by 

Harris and Goode (2004) that customers that are loyal are easier to reach out to, can act 

as promoters for the company, tend to buy more and are willing to spend more. 

 

Sustainability is one factor that can affect and enhance brand loyalty. A sustainable 

product is a product which has a positive impact on the environment, or a positive social 

impact. A sustainable product addresses conditions of production with consideration to 

human and natural resources (Brach, Walsh & Shaw, 2017). According to Naser et al. 

(2013) there is a positive relationship between brand loyalty and products that are 

communicated as environmentally friendly.  

 

According to Fulton and Seung-Eun (2013), if a brand or a product is sustainable it is 

important for the company to communicate in a sense that makes the customer aware of 

it and understands it. It is therefore not up to the customer to find out if the product is 
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sustainable or not, it is up to the company to create this awareness. The company needs 

to communicate to the customers about the sustainable products that are available. If the 

company makes the customer aware of the product’s sustainability, the company has an 

opportunity to influence the customer’s purchase decision and initiatives. By 

emphasizing a sustainable image, brand loyalty will increase for the sustainable brands 

(Park & Kim, 2016). The relation between the company and the customer and how the 

customer perceives the brand, if it is sustainable or not, is a critical issue in marketing 

(Brach, Walsh & Shaw, 2017). 

 

One way for a company to make the customer aware about the sustainability is to 

communicate with its customers on social media (Reilly & Hynan, 2014; Tuten & 

Solomon, 2015; Nisar & Whitehead, 2016). Social media are considered to be a 

powerful tool to use when companies want to influence customers’ behavior and 

perceptions of a brand (Williams & Cothrell, 2000), social media also provides useful 

platforms when brands want to build relationships with its customers (Yung-Cheng et 

al., 2010; Kim, Park, & Shyam Sundar, 2013). The number of users on social media has 

increased during the last couple of years (Tuten & Solomon, 2015). Kim, Park and 

Shyam Sundar (2013) argue that the increase of users on social media has led 

companies to see new opportunities to interact with its customers. When companies 

interact with its customers on social media the aim is to enhance, maintain and retain 

relationships (Vivek, Beatty & Morgan, 2012).  

 

On social media, brands and customers can create profiles where it is possible to 

produce content in form of text, videos and pictures. Customers and brands can interact 

by liking, commenting and/or sharing content (Tuten & Solomon, 2015). A brand 

profile should be used in a way that enables and helps the company to create value and 

long-term relationships with the customers (Craig, 2007). Nisar and Whitehead (2016) 

state that users of social media interact with brand profiles to receive updates about 

products. Customers engaging and sharing content about a brand on social media can 

generate emotional attachment, which can lead to positive outcomes in terms of long 

term relationships between customers and companies (Craig, 2007).  

 



  
 

3 

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

Apart from creating and sustaining relationships, one of the incentives of having a 

social media profile as a brand is that it should generate loyalty from already existing 

customers (Schau, Muñiz & Arnould, 2009; Tuten & Solomon, 2015; Nisar & 

Whitehead, 2016). If the customers are engaged and share content from a brand the 

likelihood to purchase the product, become loyal and talk positively about the brand 

increases (Laroche, Habibi & Richard, 2013; Tuten & Solomon, 2015). According to 

Laroche et al. (2012) and Laroche, Habibi and Richard (2013) a brand’s presence on 

social media have positive effects on brand loyalty. Several authors (e.g. Clark & 

Melancon, 2013; Risius & Beck, 2015; Nisar & Whitehead, 2016) found that brand 

profiles have a positive impact when it comes to building and maintaining customer 

satisfaction and loyalty. Clark and Melancon (2013) found indications that social media 

users that follow brand profiles show higher levels of customer satisfaction and loyalty 

than non-followers do. 

 

It has been argued that satisfaction is the main and primary driver to loyalty (Anderson 

& Sullivan, 1993; Bloemer & Kasper, 1995; Oliver, 1999), satisfaction can be referred 

to as the perception an individual holds towards a brand, in relation to their expectation 

(Schiffman & Kanuk, 2004; Armstrong et al., 2012). Much attention has been drawn to 

satisfaction and its antecedents, researchers argue for different drivers that can enhance 

customer satisfaction: economic benefit, engagement, entertainment and information 

(e.g. Chow & Si, 2015; Flores & Vasquez-Parraga, 2015; Limpasirisuwan & Donkwa, 

2017). Economic benefit is referred to as the monetary benefits a customer may receive 

from interacting with a brand. Engagement concerns the participation of the customers 

and how they engage with the company as well as with other customers. Entertainment 

refers to whether the customer feels entertained and aroused, while information refers to 

the validity and access of information provided from the company to the customers 

(Chow & Si, 2015; Flores & Vasquez-Parraga, 2015; Limpasirisuwan & Donkwa, 

2017). Although the drivers to satisfaction have been previously and extensively 

researched, there is a need to address these drivers in a different context (Anderson & 

Sullivan, 1993; Bloemer & Kasper, 1995; Oliver, 1999; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner & 

Gremler, 2002; Kietzmann et al., 2011; Laroche et al., 2012; Laroche, Habibi & 

Richard, 2013).  
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Departing from previous research it would be possible to gain a deeper understanding 

how the relationship between different drivers to brand loyalty act in different 

situations. Laroche, Habibi and Richard (2013) state that their findings of social media’s 

positive impact on loyalty were based on results from people who interact with any type 

of brand, it is therefore suggested to further research and investigate brand loyalty 

through social media within a specific brand type. Kietzmann et al. (2011) and Laroche 

et al. (2012) further argue that brand loyalty through social media should be tested 

within a specific type of brand, Hamid et al. (2017) state that further research should be 

conducted in how sustainability is applied in social media. It is also stated that social 

media is the most effective channel when communicating sustainable consciousness 

(Hamid et al., 2017). According to Reilly and Hynan (2014) sustainability in a social 

media context is a research field that should be investigated further. Laroche, Habibi 

and Richard (2013) states that by investigating specific brand types, deeper insights 

could be generated regarding how loyalty is influenced. It is therefore of interest to fill 

the gap in research that Kietzmann et al. (2011), Laroche et al. (2012) and Laroche, 

Habibi and Richard (2013) state, to delve deeper into brand loyalty on specific brand 

types’ social media platforms, together with Hamid et al. (2017) suggestions on how 

effective sustainability is on social media. Combined with Anderson and Sullivan 

(1993), Bloemer and Kasper (1995), Oliver, (1999) and Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner and 

Gremler (2002) further recommendations on how economic benefit, engagement, 

entertainment and information influences satisfaction in a social media context, this 

study aims to explain how the four different drivers to customer satisfaction has an 

influence on satisfaction and how satisfaction influences brand loyalty in a social media 

context for a specific brand type, sustainable brands.  

 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explain how the combined drivers influence satisfaction 

and how satisfaction influence brand loyalty in a social media context for sustainable 

brands. 
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2 Theory 

2.1 Social Media Brand Profile 

Brand managers can create brand profiles online where it is possible to interact and 

communicate with the customers (Tuten & Solomon, 2015). On a social media brand 

profile, the company can produce content, i.e. videos, pictures and text, customers can 

then interact with the brand by liking, sharing or commenting the content. A brand’s 

presence on social media can be a factor that has an influence on brand loyalty, since it 

is a way for a company to create and sustain long-term relationships with its customers 

(Craig, 2007). Chaffey et al. (2006) argue that online marketing communications is an 

essential part in building long-term relationships with customers since it increases the 

number of interactions between companies and customers.  

 

2.2 Brand Loyalty 

Brand loyalty can be defined as the repeated purchases by customers who are 

committed to the brand over time and hold a positive attitude towards the brand 

(VonRiesen & Herndon, 2011; Solomon et al., 2013). The increase in market 

competition has increased the importance of brand loyalty (Ha & John, 2010), it is 

argued that brand loyalty can be used as an indicator on how successful a company’s 

marketing efforts and strategies are (Reicheld et al., 2000). It is proposed that brand 

loyalty is one of the essential parts of profitability and a company’s competitive 

advantage (Aaker, 1996; Reichheld et al., 2000). Marketing efforts may change 

customer’s behavior, and it is argued that brand loyalty can contribute to lowering 

marketing costs, since loyal customers already possess an intention to purchase products 

from a specific brand (Gözükara & Çolakoğlu, 2016).  

 

Sustainability is one factor that positively can influence brand loyalty (Naser et al., 

2013; Park & Kim, 2016). A sustainable brand or product addresses conditions of 

production with consideration to human or natural resources, since it has a positive 

impact on the environment or a positive social impact (Brach, Walsh & Shaw, 2017).  
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2.3 Satisfaction 

One of the drivers to brand loyalty is satisfaction (Oliver, 1980; Hennig-Thurau, 

Gwinner & Gremler, 2002). Satisfaction is defined as the perception an individual holds 

towards a brand in relation to their expectation (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2004; Armstrong 

et al., 2012). Satisfaction is an important factor when a brand is present on social media 

(Kim & Park, 2017). It is stated that customer satisfaction can generate brand loyalty 

and that satisfaction is the main driver to loyalty (Oliver, 1980; Hennig-Thurau, 

Gwinner & Gremler, 2002; Bennett, Härtel & McColl-Kennedy, 2005; Gustafsson, 

Johnson & Roos, 2005; Chow & Si, 2015; Nisar & Whitehead, 2016; Limpasirisuwan 

& Donkwa, 2017). According to Balabanis et al. (2006) and Olsen (2007) brand loyalty 

can not be created by satisfaction, satisfaction can only influence brand loyalty, while 

Ha and John (2010) concluded that satisfaction has a significant influence on the 

development of brand loyalty.  

 

Heitman et al. (2007) state that the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty is 

positive, however, Curtis et al. (2011) argue that the relationship is not as strong as it 

previously has been defined and that there is a disagreement regarding how strong the 

relationship between satisfaction and brand loyalty actually is (Curtis et al., 2011). 

Olsen (2007) discusses that the relationship between satisfaction and loyalty is affected 

by in which context it is applied. Customers that are satisfied are more likely to 

repeatedly purchase products from the brand they are satisfied with (Tsai et al., 2006).  

 

H1: Satisfaction with a brand’s social media profile has a positive influence on loyalty. 

 

2.3.1 Economic Benefit  

Chow and Si (2015) and Kyguoliene, Zikiene and Grigaliunaite (2017) state that the 

greater economic benefit a brand’s social media profile gives the customer, the greater 

level of satisfaction the customer will experience. Economic benefits relate to the 

monetary benefits a customer can get by following a brand profile on social media, e.g. 

discounts, coupons, give-aways or competitions. However, Gummerus et al. (2012) 

state, that economic benefits have no influence on satisfaction. Customers that are 

interested in economic benefit in terms of competitions and lotteries, are customers that 

are not really interested in the brand anyway (Gummerus et al., 2012). 
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H2: Economic benefit derived from a brand’s social media profile has a positive 

influence on customer satisfaction. 

 

2.3.2 Engagement  

One way for a company to increase customer satisfaction is by being present on social 

media. On social media companies can interact and engage with its customers and 

address customer service issues the customers’ may have (Clark & Melancon, 2013). 

Limpasirisuwan and Donkwa (2017) argue that the customers’ satisfaction with a social 

media brand profile increases when communication is encouraged. The most prominent 

consequence of customer engagement and participation is satisfaction (Bowden, 2009; 

Brodie et al., 2013). The customer’s participation can be referred to as the customers’ 

involvement in actions and how actively the customers are trying to be a part of an 

organization, for example by liking and commenting posts on a brand’s social media 

profile. Participation can also involve the customers’ sharing of ideas and suggestions 

with a company (Chen et al., 2011). Flores and Vasquez-Parraga (2015) further argue 

that engaging the customers and making them participate can enhance satisfaction. 

Apenes Solem (2016) support that customers’ participation has an influence on 

satisfaction, however it is only shown to have an effect short term. Hornik et al. (2015) 

state that customers have a larger tendency to share negative information with other 

users and that customers are more sensitive to information that is negative. It is also 

stated that negative information is more detailed than positive and that people tend to be 

more receptive to negative information than to positive information (Hornik et al., 

2015). 

 

However, Cermak et al. (1994) state that customer participation can lead to higher 

levels of satisfaction due to the fact that the customers then can feel that they have 

invested time and thought. If the outcome of participation leads to more customized 

offerings, the customers are also more likely to feel satisfied (Apenes Solem, 2016). 

However, Kyguoliene, Zikiene and Grigaliunaite (2017) state that customers do not 

reach satisfaction through participation. Chow and Si (2015) further argue that there 

does not exist any relationship between interactivity on a brand profile on social media 

for the creation of satisfaction. Interactivity is referred to as whether customers 

participate and interact with each other on a brand’s social media profile by responses 

(Chow & Si, 2015). 
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H3: Customer engagement on a brand’s social media profile has a positive influence on 

customer satisfaction. 

 

2.3.3 Entertainment 

Chow and Si (2015) argue that emotional value has an impact on customer satisfaction 

with a social media brand profile. The emotional value connected to satisfaction 

concerns if the customers are entertained and feel aroused - if it is so, the customers are 

more likely to feel satisfied. Chow and Si (2015, p. 50) define entertainment as the 

perceived “enjoyment, fun, or relaxation generated by following a brand page”. Aurier 

and Guintcheva (2014) as well as Kyguoliene, Zikiene and Grigaliunaite (2017) state 

that customers can feel entertained through getting the opportunity to explore new 

products, customers may also feel entertained when interacting with other customers 

and the company itself (Chow & Si, 2015). By being exposed to content of a brand’s 

social media profile that is eye catching, and if the interaction with a brand makes the 

customer feel enjoyed and stimulated, the possibility for customers to feel entertained 

increases (Chow & Si, 2015). When the customer feels entertained, based on the above 

mentioned criteria, the customer is more likely to feel satisfied (Aurier & Guintcheva, 

2014; Stathopoulou & Balabanis, 2016). Kim, Gupta and Koh (2011) support that 

satisfaction can be an outcome if the customer feels entertained. 

 

H4: Entertainment on a brand’s social media profile has a positive influence on 

customer satisfaction. 

 

2.3.4 Information 

According to Limpasirisuwan and Donkwa (2017), if accurate information is presented 

on a brand’s social media profile to the customers, the customers are more likely to feel 

satisfied. By using a language that is simple and easy to understand the likelihood that 

the customers feel satisfied increases (Gloor et al., 2017). Chow and Si (2015) state that 

the information quality influences customer satisfaction with a brand profile on social 

media. The information quality refers to different perspectives of how customers 

perceive the overall value and excellence of the information posted (Lynn, 2013). When 

it comes to information that concerns product-related learning, Chow and Si (2015) 

state that there is not a positive influence on satisfaction while Nambisan and Baron 
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(2010) argue that information regarding products is one factor that is connected to a 

positive satisfaction attitude.  

 

H5: Information that is presented in a way that is easy to understand on a brand’s 

social media profile has a positive influence on customer satisfaction.  

 

2.4 Conceptual Model 

Existing literature emphasizes four different drivers to satisfaction through a brand’s 

social media profile; economic benefit, engagement, entertainment and information (e.g. 

Chow & Si, 2015; Flores & Vasquez-Parraga, 2015; Limpasirisuwan & Donkwa, 2017). 

Satisfaction is said to be the main driver to brand loyalty (Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; 

Bloemer & Kasper, 1995; Oliver, 1999). The hypotheses were applied in a social media 

context for sustainable brands. In the first step economic benefit, engagement, 

entertainment and information acted as independent variables and hypotheses H2-H5 

were tested against satisfaction. Secondly satisfaction, H1, was tested against brand 

loyalty.  

 

Figure 2.1: Satisfaction and Loyalty Conceptual Model (own) 
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3 Methodology  

3.1 Research Approach 

The research approach is the basis of how the different methodological approaches are 

chosen. The point of departure determines the decisions regarding the research 

approach, the research approach is the guide to the subsequent decisions (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

 

3.1.1 Deductive Research 

According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) and Bryman and Bell (2015) a deductive 

research approach indicates the relationship between theory and the practical aspects of 

the study. In deductive research, information is collected in order to focus and delve 

deeper into the specific topic in a structured way. With a deductive approach, the 

research departs from a known theory, test it within new contexts, and base the result 

upon that theory (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). Since the 

authors of this study aim to test theories in new contexts and contribute to the existing 

theories, the deductive approach was found most suitable. The study was grounded in 

theory and measured through operationalized concepts, which is typical for a deductive 

research approach.  

 

The results of this study were based on hypotheses testing. According to Bryman and 

Bell (2015), a hypothesis is a particular type of research question. Within a deductive 

approach the hypothesis is formulated based on a theoretical framework, the hypothesis 

is formulated in order to test it to see if there is a relationship between two or more 

variables. Since the hypotheses were testable, they were also possible to verify or 

falsify. Therefore, the hypotheses testing ended in an acceptance or rejection of the 

hypothesis (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016). 

                         

3.1.2 Quantitative Research 

Quantitative research is most commonly used when the research has a deductive 

approach. It can, because of the testing of an already existing theory, have an 

explanatory nature and hence trying to explain the relationship between independent 

and dependent variable (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). In a quantitative research 
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the phenomenon is researched in a structured and systematic way in order to be able to 

quantify the problem. The aim with a quantitative research is to create a better 

understanding of the topic at hand and to have a possibility to generalize the result. Data 

collection in a quantitative research is structured and formalized, the results are 

presented in numbers and statistics, and can be assumed to be measurable (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). The data which is presented is reliable 

and the results have a high ability to be replicated (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

Since the purpose of this study is to explain the relationship between independent and 

dependent variables, in order to be able to either accept or reject existing theory, the 

quantitative research was deemed suitable. The aim is to explain how economic benefit, 

engagement, entertainment and information influences customer satisfaction and how 

satisfaction influences brand loyalty through social media presence for sustainable 

brands.  

 

3.2 Research Design 

When a research has an explanatory approach the aim is to investigate relationships 

between variables. One should also look at the variables independently to be able to 

detect if and how the independent variable(s) affects the dependent. Explanatory 

research design can only be used when an extensive amount of information exists in the 

field and is a design that is commonly used when the research has a quantitative 

approach (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

In this research the explanatory research design was most suitable since the purpose was 

to explain how different drivers influences customer satisfaction and how satisfaction 

influences brand loyalty through social media presence for sustainable brands. Through 

using an explanatory research design, which is in alignment with the purpose, the 

relationship between independent and dependent variables was tested in order to detect 

if there was any influence on satisfaction and brand loyalty.   

 

3.2.1 Cross-sectional Research Design 

According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) and Bryman and Bell (2015) the cross-

sectional research design is when data is collected from the population or sample, at one 

single time. The collected data will therefore vary in terms of different respondents, it 
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can vary from the respondents’ nationality or organizations they are working for. This 

type of research design is used when the researchers want to collect data which is 

connected to two or more variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015) 

and investigate how those are connected and have an impact on one another (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015). The cross-sectional design was applied since this study aims to understand 

how the different independent variables are connected to dependent.  

 

3.3 Data Sources 

In a quantitative research approach several alternatives of collecting empirical data are 

possible. However, researchers need to be careful when collecting the data, since the 

empirical data can come from different sources (Bryman & Bell, 2015). One such 

approach is to collect data from primary sources. Primary data is data that is collected 

for the specific study and its purpose, the information is therefore suitable for the study 

and up-to-date. It is therefore important that the researchers make sure that the collected 

data is relevant, authentic and impartial (Bryman & Bell, 2015). In this study primary 

data sources were used because gathering primary data allowed, and helped, the 

researchers to reach the purpose and reject or accept the hypotheses. The main reason 

for using primary data is because of the lack of existing data in the specific context that 

could contribute to the study and its purpose. The primary data was collected through an 

online self-completion questionnaire.  

 

3.4 Data Collection Method 

When choosing which data collection method to use in a study it is important to 

consider the research purpose, since the method needs to match the purpose. The data 

collection is about collecting and examining the data in order to be able to answer the 

purpose (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015). According to Bryman and 

Bell (2015) a questionnaire is a collection method where the questions are handed out 

online or by hand and where the respondents answer the questions by themselves. The 

questionnaire contains a certain amount of questions that the researchers have created in 

order to be able to reach the purpose. The questions asked should be easy to understand, 

there should not be any complex words, no leading questions, no implicit assumptions 

or unbalanced questions. How the questions are phrased will affect how the respondent 

interprets the question and therefore it will affect the answers (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 
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When developing a questionnaire the researcher needs to be aware that a risk of a low 

respondent rate exists, however, the use of a questionnaire is beneficial since it is cost 

efficient and can reach a large number of respondents (Jones et al., 2008). Using a 

questionnaire as a data collection method is beneficial since it is cheap to manage and 

quick to manage, one can reach a large amount of people from different geographic 

areas, the respondent can not be affected by the researcher, there is no difference in how 

the questions were asked and the respondent can answer the questionnaire when it suits 

them the best. The negative aspect with using a questionnaire is that the respondent can 

not ask any questions, it is important to think of the number of questions so that the 

respondent does not get tired. Lastly, the researcher does not know who is answering 

the questions (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

 

Since this study has a quantitative approach, and uses primary data, an online 

questionnaire was the most suitable way of collecting data. By using an online 

questionnaire it was possible to reach a large portion of possible respondents in a 

limited amount of time. Also, by having a questionnaire the cost of conducting the study 

was kept low.  

 

3.5 Data Collection Instrument 

In this chapter it is explained how the questionnaire was developed and how it was 

presented to the respondents. How the questions are connected to the theories is shown 

through an operationalization. Before the questionnaire was sent out to the selected 

sample, experts in the field and possible respondents of the population reviewed the 

questionnaire in order to approve it.  

 

3.5.1 Operationalization and Measurement of Variables 

According to Mueller (2007) an operationalization develops a theoretical concept into 

empirical material which then can be analyzed. Through having an operationalization 

the study can be replicated in the future since the process of finding the concepts and 

measurements is clear and easy to follow (Bryman & Bell, 2015). When doing the 

operationalization, it is important to decide upon the level of measurement, for example 

an ordinal or nominal scale. With higher measurement levels the results will be stronger 

(Mueller, 2007). An operationalization was used in order to show the link between the 

theoretical concepts, create a definition of the measurable variables and create material 
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for the research (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). The 

operationalization is also helpful in order to see how the concepts and theories are put 

into measurable variables, hence, the validity and reliability of the research. All 

questions used had an ordinal 5-point likert scale, which will be explained in the next 

chapter.  

 

The questions were developed based on the theory previously presented, as well as 

adapted from questions previously used by Gustafsson, Johnson and Roos (2005), Clark 

and Melancon (2013), Laroche, Habibi and Richard (2013) and Chow and Si (2015). 

 

Table 3.1: Operationalization of Theoretical Concepts (own) 

Variable Codes Theoretical definition Operationalized definition  Measurements 

Brand Loyalty Loy_1 

Loy_2 

Loy_3 

Loy_4 

Brand loyalty can be defined as the 

repeated purchases by customers who 

are committed to the brand over time 

and holds a positive attitude towards the 

brand (VonRiesen & Herndon, 2011; 

Solomon et al., 2013). 

By investigating the dependent 

variable brand loyalty, it will be 

possible to detect how satisfaction 

influences brand loyalty. 

Loy_1: I often purchase products from 

this brand. 

 

Loy_2: I consider myself loyal to this 

brand. 

 

Loy_3: This brand is my first choice.  

 

Loy_4: I hold a positive attitude towards 

this brand.  

Satisfaction  Sat_1 

Sat_2 

Sat_3 
Sat_4 

Satisfaction refers to the perception an 

individual holds towards a brand in 

relation to their expectation (Schiffman 

& Kanuk, 2004; Armstrong et al., 

2012).  

This concept aims to measure how 

the drivers to satisfaction 

influences satisfaction, and how 

satisfaction influences brand 

loyalty.  

Sat_1: I expect to feel satisfied with this 

brand.  

 

Sat_2: I am usually satisfied with this 

brand. 

 

Sat_3: When I think of this brand I feel... 

 
Sat_4: From my previous experiences 

with this brand I feel...  

Economic 

Benefit 

Eco_1 

Eco_2 

Eco_3 
 

The economic benefit relates to the 

monetary benefits a customer can get by 

following a brand profile, e.g. 

discounts, coupons, raffles or 

competitions (Gummerus et al., 2012; 

Chow & Si, 2015; Kyguoliene, Zikiene 

& Grigaliunaite, 2017). 

By investigating the concept of 

economic benefit one can 

distinguish if receiving monetary 

benefits through a brand’s social 

media profile influences the 

customers’ satisfaction.  

Eco_1: I participate in competitions on 

this brand’s profile. 

 

Eco_2: I receive discounts by interacting 

with this brand’s profile. 

 

Eco_3: I participate in give-aways on this 

brand’s profile 
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Engagement Eng_1 

Eng_2 

Eng_3 

Eng_4 

The customer's engagement can be 

referred to as if they are involved in the 

actions and are actively trying to be a 

part of the company. It can also involve 

the customers sharing of ideas and 

suggestions with a company or with 

other customers and respond to 

comments that is connected to the brand 

(Chen et al., 2011; Chow & Si,2015). 

By investigating the concept of 

engagement one can detect if 

engagement from the customers on 

a brand’s social media profile 

influences the customers’ 

satisfaction. 

Eng_1: I leave comments on this brand’s 

profile.  

 

Eng_2: I like posts on this brand’s 

profile. 

 

Eng_3: I post suggestions of 

improvement to this brand’s profile. 

 
Eng_4: I interact with other customers on 

this brand’s profile. 

Entertainment Ent_1 

Ent_2 

Ent_3 

Ent_4 

Entertainment is connected to the 

emotional value, if the customers feels 

entertained and aroused, by being 

exposed to content of a brand profile 

that is eye-catching and if the 

interaction with a brand makes the 

customer feel excited and stimulated.  

Entertainment can also be achieved 

when the customers are exposed to new 

products (Aurier & Guintcheva, 2014; 

Chow & Si, 2015; Kyguoliene, Zikiene 

& Grigaliunait, 2017). 

This concept aims to measure if 

entertainment through a 

sustainable brand’s social media 

profile influences the customers’ 

satisfaction.  

Ent_1: The content of this brand profile 

draws my attention. 

 

Ent_2: The content of this brand profile 

makes me feel excited. 

 

Ent_3: The content of this brand profile 

makes me feel stimulated. 

 

Ent_4: The content of this brand profile 

shows me their new products. 

Information Inf_1 

Inf_2 

Inf_3 

The information from a company to the 

customer should be well communicated, 

in terms of a simple and understandable 

language, the company could also 

include information about the product 

(Nambisan & Baron, 2010; Lynn, 2013; 

Chow & Si, 2015; Gloor et al., 2017; 

Limpasirisuwan & Donkwa, 2017).  

By investigating the concept of 

information one can detect if the 

information from a company’s 

social media brand profile 

influences the customers’ 

satisfaction.  

Inf_1: This brand profile communicates 

information about their products. 

 

Inf_2: This brand profile communicates 

with a language that is easy for me to 

understand.  

 

Inf_3: This brand profile communicates 

information that is easy for me to 

understand. 

 

3.5.2 Questionnaire Design 

When creating a questionnaire and deciding upon the design, the language and phrasing 

of the questions and statements should be done in a way that ensures that it is 

understandable for all respondents, making the phrasing essential when creating the 

questionnaire (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The questions are asked in a closed ended format, 

meaning that the respondent is given one or more alternatives to choose from when 

answering the question. It can either be a short answer, a single word or in the form of a 

scale where the respondent can tick a specific pre-determined answer. By using closed 

ended questions the replies are easy to process, as well as easy to compare (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015). Lietz (2010) argues that the questions and 

statements should be as short as possible, in order to make the respondent answer all 
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questions. The layout of the questionnaire is another aspect that is of importance 

according to Bryman and Bell (2015), it should be attractive and the length of it should 

be kept in mind. However, the content is still of greatest importance.  

 

When formulating the questions one needs to consider how the answers will be 

analyzed. Depending on how the questions are asked, and which answering alternatives 

the respondent gets, the information that the researchers can gain from it will differ. In 

order to be able to measure the different variables, different measurement scales can be 

used. Nominal scale is when it is only possible to answer yes or no, or in other 

predetermined categories. Ordinal scale is when the respondent can rank their answers 

in a specific order. Interval scale is when the questions are asked in an interval, with the 

same distance between them (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Christensen et al., 2016). See 

Appendix 1 for complete questionnaire. All questions for the dependent and 

independent variables used an ordinal 5-point likert scale ranging from “1 - disagree” to 

“5 - agree”, except for three questions. Eco_2 had an added sixth point in the scale 

labeled “do not know” and Sat_3 and Sat_4 used a scale ranging from “1 - dissatisfied” 

to “5 - satisfied”.   

 

In this study, the questionnaire was sent out online, meaning that the questionnaire had 

to be easy to navigate, the questions and the definitions had to be clear (Christensen et 

al., 2016). At the beginning of the questionnaire, a filter question was used in order to 

make sure that all of the respondents followed a sustainable brand on social media, the 

respondents could either answer yes or no. If the respondents answered no they 

proceeded to a “Thank you for participating”-page and if answering yes the respondent 

proceeded to the questionnaire. In order to make the definition of sustainable brands 

clear for the respondent, and in order to give a hint of what kind of brand to think of 

when answering the questionnaire, a list of different brands were shown. These brands 

were chosen from an index of sustainable brands in 2017 and that had a social media 

brand profile. For example ICA, IKEA, Google, Apoteket and Kung Markatta 

(Sustainable Brand Index, 2017).  The second question in the questionnaire was asked 

to ensure that the respondents were following a sustainable brand, since the respondents 

were asked to bare this specific brand in mind when proceeding with the questionnaire.  
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3.5.3 Pretesting 

A pretest of the questionnaire was conducted before it was sent out to the respondents. 

According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) and Bryman and Bell (2015) a pretest is 

conducted in order for the researchers to make sure that all questions are easy to 

understand, to see that the questions are in the best possible order to create a flow in the 

questionnaire and that the instructions in the introduction are clear enough. The pretest 

should be conducted by potential respondents as well as by experts in the investigated 

topic. Through this process, potential errors are avoided and it evaluates the questions 

reliability and validity (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016; 

Christensen et al., 2016).  

 

The questionnaire was reviewed by two experts in the field, and it was also pretested on 

12 potential respondents. The experts are researchers within the marketing field, 

especially in quantitative research. The pretest was done by letting potential respondents 

complete the questionnaire, in the same way as if the questionnaire would have been 

sent out to them. Afterwards, a discussion around how the respondent interpreted the 

questions was conducted. Also, suggestions of improvement were given and changes 

were done in order to reach full potential. The experts in the field viewed the 

questionnaire and gave suggestions of improvement and some changes were therefore 

made to the questionnaire.  

 

3.6 Sampling 

When conducting a research it is essential to specify the sample of the study, the sample 

is a segment from a specific population. Bryman and Bell (2015) define a population as 

the unit from which a sample is then selected from. A population can be, among others, 

a specific nation, city or company. From the specific population a sample is chosen that 

is suitable for the purpose of the study. By making use of a sample, instead of the whole 

population, time can be saved as well as money (Kumar, 2005). One should be careful 

when using samples since the sample does not necessarily fully represent the 

population, which can make sampling errors occur. It could mean that the beliefs of the 

sample differ from the population’s beliefs (Aaker et al., 2011; Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

According to Bryman and Bell (2015) the sampling frame is a part of the population 

from where the sample will be selected. Since the authors have reached out to the 
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participants through social media, the sampling frame consisted of people who use 

social media, specifically the ones that follow a sustainable brand on social media. 

 

The sample in this study is a non-probability sample, a sample which is pre-decided and 

indicates that some people in the population have a larger chance of being selected 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015). Depending on how the researchers reach out to their sample 

different techniques exist, one being convenience sampling. With convenience sampling 

the sample is selected on the basis that it is available for the researchers. A disadvantage 

of using this sampling technique is that the result might not be possible to generalize, 

since it can not be ensured that the sample is representative for the entire population 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

For this specific study, non-probability sampling was used since there were limitations 

in time and money and that the questionnaire was aimed towards people who are 

interacting with a sustainable brand on social media. Therefore, the population is people 

who are interacting on social media and who are interacting with a sustainable brand. 

The sample was reached through the technique of convenience sampling. Because of 

limitations in time and money, and with the desire that in easiest way possible reaching 

out to a large population, the convenience sampling technique was applied. Due to the 

purpose and the need of the respondents to be active on social media the convenience 

sample started with the people that the researchers is connected with on social media. 

Hence, people who the researchers of this study could easily reach out to. Since the 

sample frame is from the researchers’ own connections on social media the results 

might be biased.  

 

3.6.1 Sample Selection and Data Collection Procedure 

When using a convenience sample technique there is no specific number of respondents 

to reach (Aaker et al., 2011; Bryman & Bell, 2015). The sample size is determined 

based on the specific research needs and resources (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 

2009). However, according to Voorhis and Morgon (2007), a sample should not be 

smaller than 50 participants. A formula that can be used as a guideline for the sample 

size is = 50 respondents + 8 * number of independent variables (Green, 1991; Carmen, 

Wilson & Betsy, 2007). By applying the formula this study should aim for at least 90 

respondents (50+(8*5)=90).  
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The questionnaire was sent out through the researchers’ Facebook and Instagram 

accounts with a short introduction and a link to the questionnaire. The questionnaire 

was posted on a Tuesday since it is stated by Bryman and Bell (2015) that Tuesdays are 

the most beneficial to send out questionnaires. The questionnaire was also sent out as 

private messages to people in the researchers’ network with the intention to increase the 

number of respondents. After 10 days, there were 253 respondents in total. However, 

after the filter question, 163 of the respondents remained since they were a part of the 

study´s population.  

 

3.7 Data Analysis Method  

The data gathered from the questionnaire was analyzed using the software program 

SPSS.  

 

3.7.1 Data Coding 

One of the advantages with a questionnaire is that the coding of the answers can be 

determined beforehand, which makes the process of transforming and preparing the data 

for analysis quite simple (Bryman & Bell, 2015). For the questions using a likert scale, 

the answers were already coded when the respondents completed the questionnaire. 

Since the respondents answered on a scale ranging from 1 to 5, except for Eco_2 which 

had an additional sixth point in the scale, the answers were not coded and the number 

the respondent answered was the number that was put into SPSS. The control variables 

were coded as follows. Females were coded as = 1, while males were coded = 2, since 

none of the respondents answered “Other” it was not coded. The different age spans 

were coded as 18 - 24 = 1, 25 - 34 = 2, 35 - 44 = 3, 45 - 54 = 4 and 55 and over = 5. The 

respondents’ occupation was coded as student = 1, employed = 2 and unemployed = 3.  

 

3.7.2 Descriptive Statistics  

Descriptive statistics is an analysis method used to compare variables through SPSS 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). Measures of location, shape and variability are 

the most commonly used descriptive statistics. Measures of location describes the centre 

of the distribution, e.g. mode, median and mean. Measures of variability is a 

measurement that explains how much the average values are different from the mean. 

While measuring the shape one makes use of skewness and kurtosis, those explain the 
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nature of the distribution (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). According to Hair et al. (2015) the 

values for kurtosis should be between ±3 and for the skewness should be between ±1. 

To understand the skewness or kurtosis one can conduct a box plot analysis to identify 

potential outliers. The outliers occur when the answers from respondents are too 

divergent from the other answers. To strive for a normal distribution, the outliers can be 

excluded (Moore, McCabe & Craig, 2009)     

 

3.7.3 Linear Regression Analysis 

A regression analysis describes the relationship between the independent and dependent 

variable (Christensen et al., 2010). The aim with the linear regression analysis is to 

explain and predict the dependent variable with the help of independent variable(s). 

Through a linear regression analysis it is possible to test the hypothesis. Depending on 

how many independent variables, one can do either a simple or multiple linear 

regression. The simple linear regression analysis is used when measuring the 

relationship between one or two independent variables and the dependent variable 

(Moore, McCabe, & Craig, 2009; Hair et al., 2010). The direction and strength of the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables are described by the Beta 

coefficient, which is a number that is presented while running a multiple linear 

regression analysis (Hair et al., 2015). Another number to pay attention to when running 

a multiple linear regression analysis is the adjusted R2. The adjusted R2 explains to what 

degree the independent variable explain the dependent (Moore, McCabe & Craig, 2009; 

Hair et al., 2010). The adjusted R2 number can be between 0-1. The closer to 1 the 

number is, the stronger the assumption is that the dependent variable is explained by the 

independent variable (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

In this study, a multiple linear regression was conducted as the first step of testing the 

four independent variables (economic benefit, entertainment, engagement and 

information) towards the dependent variable satisfaction. In the second step a simple 

linear regression analysis was conducted in order to test the independent variable 

satisfaction towards the dependent loyalty.  

 

3.8 Quality Criteria 

When conducting a research it is important to consider its quality criteria, which refers 

to validity and reliability. According to Aaker et al. (2011) validity is a measurement 
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instrument to use in order to see if the measure is measuring what it is supposed to. 

Through the use of validity the study can also be reliable. Reliability is if the measure is 

stable over time, hence, if the study would be conducted again the same result would be 

found, and if there is an internal consistency. Validity can be reached through three 

different measurements; content, construct and criterion (Aaker et al., 2011; Bryman & 

Bell, 2015).  

 

3.8.1 Content Validity 

Content validity is about making sure that the measure is reflecting the content of the 

concept. This can be achieved by asking people with expertise in the field if they 

believe the content of the measure reflects the concept or through finding previous 

research in the same field of study (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009; Aaker et al., 

2011; Bryman & Bell, 2015). In order to maximize the content validity the 

questionnaire has been reviewed by two experts in the field. After the questionnaire was 

reviewed through the pretest, the comments and suggestions of improvement were 

considered and some changes were done in order to reach content validity. The research 

field was found through previous research and studies, were a gap in the research was 

found and hereby investigated. By doing so, the study has reached content validity.  

 

3.8.2 Construct Validity 

Another way of ensuring validity is to make sure that the operationalization matches 

and measures the concepts it is supposed to measure. In order to reach construct validity 

the researchers should use correlation analysis, by demonstrating the differences the 

researchers can provide established validity arguments (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

According to Malhotra (2015) the Pearson correlation coefficient is the most commonly 

used statistic, it provides information regarding the strength and direction of the 

association between variables. The correlation coefficient value varies from -1,0 to 

+1,0, values close to ±1,0 indicates a strong relationship, while values close to 0 

indicates a weak relationship. The direction of the relationship can be seen based on 

whether the coefficient is positive or negative (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Malhotra, 2015). 

Pearson correlation coefficient can also check that the questions within each construct 

not measure the exactly same thing, but still measures the construct. When the validity 

within a construct is checked, all questions (items) for the variable should be included in 

the Pearson correlation coefficient analysis. The value needs to be larger than 0,5, 
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however it can not be equal to 1, because then it measures the exact same thing (Hair, 

2006). However, when conducting a Pearson correlation coefficient analysis for the 

average of each construct, the value should not be larger than 0,8. If the value exceeds 

0,8 it means that the constructs are almost measuring the exact same thing (Hair et al., 

2010). 

 

Construct validity was reached through a Pearson correlation coefficient test made in 

SPSS in order to show that the question measured what it was supposed to measure, and 

not measured the same constructs.  

                 

3.8.3 Criterion Validity 

If there is something in the answers that can differ and therefore affect the validity, the 

researchers should adopt the criterion validity. People are one such thing that can differ 

and should therefore be seen as a criterion if it is relevant to the concept. Depending on 

the criterion, in relation to the measure, the outcome can differ (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

3.8.4 Reliability 

Reliability refers to the stability of the measurement instrument, how consistent the 

measure of the concept is. If the study would be conducted once again and the result 

would not differ, the study is said to be stable and therefore reliable. In order to 

establish reliability in a study three different measures exist. Stability is if the measure 

is stable over time, and refers to if the study would be conducted again it would 

generate the same results. Internal reliability is if one indicator of a concept matches 

another indicator within the same concept. If the respondent has a high score on one 

question, another question within the same concept should have a high score too. 

Otherwise the indicators do not show the relationship the researchers aim for and cannot 

be considered as reliable. A common way of testing the internal reliability is through 

conducting a Cronbach’s alpha analysis (Moore, McCabe & Craig, 2009; Bryman & 

Bell, 2015). Bryman and Bell (2015) explain Cronbach’s alpha as “it essentially 

calculates the average of all possible split-half reliability coefficients” (p. 159). The 

measure can vary from 0 to 1, where 0 is no internal reliability and 1 is perfect internal 

reliability. In order to have the ability to reach an acceptable level of internal reliability 

0,8 is the number to strive for (Hair et al., 2010; Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). However, 

Sekaran and Bougie (2013) argue that 0,6 is a number that is considered to be the lowest 
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acceptable number in a Cronbach’s alpha analysis. If the number is below 0,6, the 

questions should be overlooked and be either revised or discarded (Sekaran & Bougie, 

2013). The third and last measure is inter-observer reliability, which is the thought of 

establishing a specific judgement in how to analyze a specific situation or answer when 

there are multiple researchers doing the research (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

 

Cronbach's alpha analysis was conducted in SPSS in order to assure the reliability for 

this specific study. As the literature suggest, when the Cronbach’s alpha was below 0,6, 

the questions were revised or discarded (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). 

 

3.9 Ethical Considerations  

By making sure that the respondents have all the information they need about the study 

before deciding whether or not to participate, eliminates whether there is a lack of 

informed consent or not. In combination with addressing that the answers will be 

anonymous and that it will not be possible to connect the answer to a certain person or 

organization, potential harm to the participants will be minimized. Hand in hand with 

lack of informed consent is the invasion of privacy, which is when the researcher should 

consider what the respondent can see as sensitive. The researcher should therefore treat 

all respondents sensitively (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016).  

 

In the design of the questionnaire, the ethical considerations were considered in order to 

protect the participants. In the initial page of the questionnaire, an explanation of the 

purpose and how the answers would be treated was presented, in order to minimize the 

harm to participants. All answers received from the questionnaire were kept 

anonymous, it was therefore not possible to see whom answered what. This was done in 

order minimize harm to their privacy concerns. That the participants had to be above 18 

years old was another ethical and legal aspect that was addressed. Email addresses were 

provided to the participants, in order for them to be able to contact the researchers if 

there was any further questions. A section for the participants to freely leave comments 

on the questionnaire was also provided. This was done to give the participants the 

opportunity to express additional thoughts. 
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3.10 Chapter Summary  

Table 3.2: Methodological Chapter Summary (own) 

Research Approach Deductive  

Research Method Quantitative 

Research Design Explanatory purpose - cross-sectional research design 

Data Sources Primary data 

Data Collection 

Method 

Questionnaire 

Sampling Non-probability sampling through convenience sampling 

technique  

Data Analysis Method SPSS - descriptive statistics, multiple linear regression  

Quality Criteria Content validity, construct validity, criterion validity and 

reliability 

Ethical Considerations Harm to participants, lack of informed consent and invasion of 

privacy  
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4 Results 

253 people participated in the questionnaire, whereof 163 followed a sustainable brand 

on social media and hence, were a part of the study’s population. 29,4% of the 

respondents identified themselves as males and 70,6% as females, see Appendix 3. The 

distribution of ages of the respondents, as well as occupation is presented in Appendix 2 

and 4. The collected data was imported into SPSS in order to be possible to conduct a 

descriptive statistic analysis, box plot and multiple linear regression analysis, as well as 

the Cronbach’s alpha and Pearson Correlation analysis. The comments received from 

the questionnaire did not support the research and where therefore discarded and not a 

part of the study. The comments were similar to “no comments” or “good luck”. The 

information about what sustainable brand the respondent followed on social media was 

only used to make sure that the respondent had a specific sustainable brand in mind 

when answering the questionnaire.  

 

When running the descriptive statistics analysis, it was found that some values for 

skewness and kurtosis were not between ±1 for the skewness and ±3 for kurtosis, as can 

be seen in Table 4.1. The outliers can be seen in Appendix 5, a box plot analysis was 

conducted in order to get a better understanding of the outliers. The box plot figure can 

be found in Appendix 6. Cronbach’s alpha test was done in order to assure the 

reliability of the constructs. All of the constructs had a Cronbach’s alpha above 0,6. 

Exact values are presented in Appendix 7. The Cronbach’s alpha was done when the 

outliers were included, and since it had a value above 0,6 it was decided to keep the 

outliers, since it still represent people’s opinions. Another reason for keeping the 

outliers is because sustainability is a sensitive topic and people tend to have strong 

opinions about it (Dabija et al., 2017; Hamid 2017). 
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Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics (own) 

 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 
Skewness  Kurtosis  

 Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

Loy_1 
Loy_2 
Loy_3 
Loy_4 

163 
163 
163 
163 

1 
1 
1 
2 

5 
5 
5 
5 

3,67 
3,69 
3,62 
4,47 

1,305 
1,249 
1,282 

,756 

-,626 
-,593 
-,430 

-1,466 

,190 
,190 
,190 
,190 

-,733 
-,673 

-1,060 
1,814 

,378 
,378 
,378 
,378 

Sat_1 
Sat_2 
Sat_3 
Sat_4 

163 
163 
163 
163 

1 
3 
2 
2 

5 
5 
5 
5 

4,44 
4,31 
4,37 
4,30 

,778 
,707 
,778 
,704 

-1,415 
-,531 

-1,163 
-,606 

,190 
,190 
,190 
,190 

2,069 
-,869 
,898 

-,374 

,378 
,378 
,378 
,378 

Eco_1 
Eco_2 
Eco_3 

163 
163 
163 

1 
1 
1 

5 
6 
5 

1,99 
3,04 
1,70 

1,317 
1,978 
1,187 

1,128 
,423 

1,611 

,190 
,190 
,190 

,067 
-1,399 
1,436 

,378 
,378 
,378 

Eng_1 
Eng_2 
Eng_3 
Eng_4 

163 
163 
163 
163 

1 
1 
1 
1 

5 
5 
5 
5 

1,65 
3,06 
1,47 
1,49 

1,063 
1,309 
1,002 
1,044 

1,582 
-,098 
2,127 
2,229 

,190 
,190 
,190 
,190 

1,636 
-1,054 
3,357 
4,075 

,378 
,378 
,378 
,378 

Ent_1 
Ent_2 
Ent_3 
Ent_4 

163 
163 
163 
163 

1 
1 
1 
1 

5 
5 
5 
5 

3,51 
3,35 
3,25 
4,21 

1,146 
1,103 
1,107 

,885 

-,397 
-,199 
-,265 

-1,018 

,190 
,190 
,190 
,190 

-,517 
-,677 
-,455 
,605 

,378 
,378 
,378 
,378 

Inf_1 
Inf_2 
Inf_3 

163 
163 
163 

1 
2 
2 

5 
5 
5 

4,04 
4,60 
4,66 

,964 
,662 
,612 

-,755 
-1,798 
-1,762 

,190 
,190 
,190 

-,036 
3,321 
2,667 

,378 
,378 
,378 

 

The construct validity was tested with the help of Pearson correlation coefficient. The 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to ensure that the items within the construct 

measured what it was supposed to measure, and that it did not measure the exact same 

thing. It was found that each item within the constructs satisfaction and information had 

a value above 0,5, without reaching 1, see Appendix 9 and 13. However, Loy_4, Eco_2, 

Ent_4 and Eng_2 had values below 0,5, see Appendix 10-12. By deleting these items, 

the reliability of each construct increased and therefore these items were excluded from 

further analysis. 

 

In Table 4.2, the Pearson correlation coefficient is presented for the constructs. It could 

be seen that none of the constructs measured the exact same thing, meaning that no 

value was larger than 0,8. It could also be seen that all of the constructs had a positive 

relationship, except for economic benefit and information. The values of the 

relationships were only significant for some of the constructs. However, even though 

some of the values were not considered significant, the constructs are developed to 
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measure different things, which means that validity exists even though the correlation is 

not significant.  

 

Table 4.2: Pearson Correlation Construct Level (own) 

  Loyalty Satisfaction Economic B Engagement Entertainment  Information 

Loyalty  Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

1 
 
 

163 

     

Satisfaction Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

,505** 
 

,000 
163 

1 
 
 

163 

    

Economic B Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

,089 
 

,261 
163 

,114 
 

,147 
163 

1 
 
 

163 

   

Engagement Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

,149 
 

,058 
163 

,059 
 

,452 
163 

,577** 
 

,000 
163 

1 
 
 

163 

  

Entertainment Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

,278** 
 

,000 
163 

,440** 
 

,000 
163 

,134 
 

,088 
163 

,245** 
 

,002 
163 

1 
 
 

163 

 

Information Pearson 

Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

,281** 
 

,000 
163 

,537** 
 

,000 
163 

-,021 
 

,789 
163 

,029 
 

,716 
163 

,572** 
 

,000 
163 

1 
 

163 

** Significant at level <0,01  

 

A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to test the hypotheses, the results 

are presented in Table 4.3 and Table 4.4. In Table 4.3 the hypotheses tests for H2-H5 

are presented, and in Table 4.4 results from testing H1 is presented. In both tables, the 

control variables gender, age and occupation were included in the analysis as Model 1. 

In Table 4.3, in Model 2-5 the control variables were analyzed together with each of the 

independent variables. For Model 6 all of the control variables together with the 

independent variables were included. In table 4.4, in Model 2 the independent variable 

was analyzed together with the control variables. The Beta, significance level, adjusted 

R2, F-value and degrees of freedom are presented for each variable.  
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From the results in Table 4.3 one can detect that H4 and H5 were supported. This means 

that information that is presented in a way that is easy to understand and entertainment 

on a brand’s social media profile has a positive influence on customer satisfaction. H4 

has a significance level <0,05 while H5 has a significance level <0,001. When looking 

at H2 and H3 they are not significant neither when tested independently or together, 

therefore they have to be rejected. When looking at the significance level of the models, 

all had a significance level <0,001. 

 

Table 4.3: Multiple Linear Regression – Step 1 (own)  

  Model 1  

Control 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

All 

Result  

Intercept  

Sig. 

 4,384 

,000 

4,270 

,000 

4,334 

,000 

3,574 

,000 

2,053 

,000 

2,050 

,000 

 

Control variables         

Gender Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

,062 

,107 

,435 

,067 

,107 

,396 

,057 

,108 

,467 

-,016 

,099 

,823 

-,035 

,093 

,605 

-,041 

,092 

,546 

 

Age Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

-,101 

,057 

,319 

-,078 

,057 

,447 

-,106 

,057 

,294 

-,061 

,051 

,503 

-,069 

,048 

,420 

-,024 

,049 

,787 

 

Occupation Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

-,015 

,120 

,882 

-,034 

,121 

,738 

-,027 

,121 

,789 

-,029 

,109 

,750 

,056 

,103 

,514 

,025 

,102 

,772 

 

Independent variables         

Economic Benefit Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

 ,111 

,044 

,166 

   ,137 

,046 

,103 

H2 - Rejected 

Engagement Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

  ,079 

,055 

,326 

  -,079 

,060 

,360 

H3 - Rejected 

Entertainment Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

   ,439 

,045 

,000 

 ,197 

,053 

,020 

H4 – Supported** 

Information Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

    ,543 

,067 

,000 

,438 

,080 

,000 

H5 – Supported*** 

R2  ,016 ,027 ,022 ,201 ,293 ,331  

Adjusted R2  −,003 ,003 −,003 ,181 ,275 ,301  

F-value 

Sig.  

 ,839 

,474 

1,117 

,351 

,872 

,482 

9,937 

,000 

16,380 

,000 

10,971 

,000 

 

Degrees of Freedom 

(df) Regression 

 3 4 4 4 4 7  

** Significant at level <0,05 

*** Significant at level <0,001 
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From the results in Table 4.4 one can see that H1 is supported, meaning that satisfaction 

with a brand’s social media profile has a positive influence on loyalty with the 

significance level <0,001. However, the significance level for Model 2 is 0,683.  

 

Table 4.4: Multiple Linear Regression – Step 2 (own) 

  Model 1  

Control 

Model 2 Result  

Intercept  

Sig. 

 3,558 

,000 

-,247 

,683 

 

Control variables     

Gender Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

,063 

,187 

,421 

,033 

,163 

,634 

 

Age Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

-,132 

,098 

,191 

-,082 

,086 

,352 

 

Occupation Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

,055 

,209 

,587 

,062 

,182 

,477 

 

Independent variable     

Satisfaction Beta 

Std. Error 

Sig.  

 ,499 

,120 

,000 

H1 – Supported *** 

R2  0,015 0,261  

Adjusted R2  −0,003 0,242  

F-value 

Sig.  

 ,813 

,488 

13,923 

0,000 

 

Degrees of Freedom (df) 

Regression 

 3 4  

*** Significant at level <0,001 
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5 Discussion 

Model 1-5 in Table 4.3 present models where the control variables and the drivers to 

satisfaction are tested independently. In Model 1 it can be seen that the control variables 

gender, age and occupation has no influence on satisfaction for a brand’s social media 

profile, since the significance level and the F-value is not significant. This means that to 

be able to explain satisfaction with brands social media profiles, at least one more 

variable needs to be included.  

 

In Model 2 Table 4.3, economic benefit is added to the control variables. The influence 

of the control variables is still not significant. Economic benefit does not have a 

significant influence on satisfaction with a brand’s social media profile when it is tested 

independently in Model 2, and neither when it tested combined with the other variables 

in Model 6. Therefore H2 is rejected. The significance level of H2 in Model 2 is 0,166 

and in Model 6 it is 0,103, which is considered an unacceptable significance level. The 

Pearson correlation coefficient presented in Table 4.2 between economic benefit (H2) 

and engagement (H3) is relatively high, 0,577, which can be an indicator that the 

constructs might be similar and therefore have influenced the results. Therefore a 

multiple linear regression analysis was conducted without engagement, presented in 

Appendix 14. It could be seen when running a new regression without engagement that 

H2 still is rejected since the significance level did not become <0,05. Despite what 

Chow and Si (2015) and Kyguoliene, Zikiene and Grigaliunaite (2017) state, that 

economic benefit has a positive influence on customer satisfaction, H2 is rejected. It is 

therefore possible to say that the economic benefit is something that does not influence 

the customers’ satisfaction on a sustainable brand’s social media profile. Based on this 

result, discounts, give-aways or competitions might not be of high importance for a 

sustainable brand to focus on on their social media profiles when wanting to increase 

satisfaction. Rejecting H2 goes hand in hand with what Gummerus et al. (2012) 

concludes, that economic benefit has no influence on satisfaction. Therefore, Gummerus 

et al. (2012) statements are supported, that customers who are interested in the 

economic benefits a brand’s social media profile might give them, are those who are not 

interested in the brand in any other way than the economic benefit. 

 

In Model 3, in Table 4.3, engagement is added to the control variables. The control 

variables influence on satisfaction with a brand’s social media profile is still not 
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considered significant, neither is the influence of engagement. H3 is rejected, meaning 

that customer engagement does not have a significant influence on customer 

satisfaction. This conclusion is in-line with Kyguoliene, Zikiene and Grigaliunaite 

(2017) findings, that customers does not reach satisfaction through participation. 

However, these findings contradict Bowden (2009), Brodie et al. (2013), Clark and 

Melancon (2013) and Limpasirisuwan and Donkwa (2017) findings, that satisfaction is 

the most prominent consequence of customer engagement and participation. Chen et al. 

(2011), Flores and Vasquez-Parraga (2015) and Apenes Solem (2016) state that 

customer engagement, in terms of interacting with the customer, can enhance 

satisfaction. However, due to the rejection of H3 a conclusion can be drawn that it does 

not have a positive influence on customer satisfaction on social media for a sustainable 

brand. This might be explained by what is discussed by Hornik et al. (2015), that 

customers tend to share negative information, rather than positive. This could mean that 

the hypothesis is rejected because of customers’ tendency to express their reactions 

when they are negative rather than positive. However, since adjusted R2 is so close to 0 

(-0,003) it shows that engagement barely has any influence at all on satisfaction.  

 

In Model 4 in Table 4.3, entertainment is added to the control variables. The control 

variables can still not explain the influence of satisfaction. When tested on its own, H4 

is supported at the significance level <0,001 in Model 4, when tested with the other 

independent variables in Model 6 it is still supported, however at a significance level of 

<0,05. In Model 6 Table 4.3, when all the drivers are tested against satisfaction the 

adjusted R2 is 0,301, which means that the drivers explain 30,1% of what influences 

satisfaction.  

 

H4 is supported, signifying that entertainment has a positive influence on customer 

satisfaction for sustainable brands on social media, meaning that if the brand 

successfully can create an emotional value for the customer they become satisfied. It 

would therefore be beneficial for the brand to create content that is eye catching and 

makes the customer feel enjoyed and stimulated, since this would increase customer 

satisfaction. Supporting H4 is aligned with Kim, Gupta and Koh (2011), Aurier and 

Guintcheva (2014), Chow and Si (2015) and Stathopoulou and Balabanis (2016) that 

states that entertainment has a positive influence on customer satisfaction.  
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Model 5 has a significance level <0,001. The Beta value for Model 5 is 0,439, meaning 

that entertainment has a relatively strong positive relationship to satisfaction. 

Information has the strongest Beta value and is therefore considered to have the 

strongest influence on satisfaction. H5 is supported, which indicates that a brand profile 

would benefit in terms of customer satisfaction to present information that is accurate, 

as well as using a language that is simple and easy to understand, which supports Chow 

and Si (2015) and Gloor et al. (2017) findings. If doing so, the customer satisfaction 

increases. Since H5 is supported, Nambisan and Baron (2015) findings are supported, 

that information that concerns product-related learning has a positive influence on 

satisfaction.  

 

In Model 2 Table 4.4, H1 is supported, meaning that satisfaction has a positive 

influence on loyalty for sustainable brands on social media. The Beta is 0,499 which 

explains the positive relationship between satisfaction and loyalty. This is aligned with 

what Heitman et al. (2007) states, that the relationship between loyalty and satisfaction 

is positive. The adjusted R2 is 0,242 which means that satisfaction only influence 

loyalty to 24,2%, the rest is explained by other factors. Even though it is said that 

satisfaction is the main driver to loyalty (Oliver, 1980; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner & 

Gremler, 2002; Bennett, Härtel & McColl-Kennedy, 2005; Gustafsson, Johnson & 

Roos, 2005; Chow & Si, 2015; Nisar & Whitehead, 2016; Limpasirisuwan & Donkwa, 

2017), from the results of this study it can be seen that satisfaction is not the only driver. 

The adjusted R2 value of 0,242 can be explained with the help of other researchers’ 

arguments that satisfaction is only one of the drivers to loyalty (Oliver, 1980; Hennig-

Thurau, Gwinner & Gremler, 2002). However, one can not say anything about whether 

or not satisfaction is the main driver which has the most influence on loyalty, since 

satisfaction is the only independent variable that was tested in this study.  
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5.1 Conceptual Model 

Figure 5.1: Satisfaction and Loyalty Conceptual Model with Results (own)  
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6 Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to explain how the combined drivers influence satisfaction 

and how satisfaction influences brand loyalty in a social media context for sustainable 

brands. From the results it can be concluded that H2, H4 and H5 were supported. This 

shows that satisfaction with a sustainable brand’s social media profile is proven to have 

a positive influence on loyalty. Entertainment in terms of enjoying, fun and eye-

catching content has a positive influence on satisfaction on a sustainable brand’s social 

media profile. Information that is presented in a way that is easy to understand is also 

shown to have a positive influence on satisfaction on a sustainable brand’s social media 

profile. H2 and H3, economic benefit in terms of monetary benefits and engagement in 

terms of participation, were rejected which shows that satisfaction on a sustainable 

brand’s social media profile is not influenced by economic benefit or engagement. The 

four drivers tested in this study together explains 30,1% of what influences satisfaction, 

while 69,9% is explained by other unknown factors. Satisfaction explains 24,2 % of 

what influences brand loyalty.  

 

6.1 Managerial Implications 

From the four independent variables that were tested against satisfaction, information 

was the one that was shown to have the largest influence on satisfaction. This shows 

that it is of high importance for companies to make sure that the information that is 

posted on their social media profiles is easy to understand, uses a simple language and 

provides accurate information. By doing so, companies have the opportunity to 

influence their customers’ satisfaction positively. Entertainment is also shown to have a 

positive influence on satisfaction, the influence is not as high as for information, 

however it is something that companies should focus on, on their brand’s social media 

profile. 

 

From this study, it is suggested that economic benefit and engagement does not have an 

influence on satisfaction. This shows that marketers do not need to focus on economic 

benefits on brands’ social media profiles in order to increase satisfaction. However, 

there might still be other advantages in using economic benefits that are not addressed 

in this study.  
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The same is implied for engagement, even though it is shown in this study that 

engagement does not have an influence on satisfaction, it might still be advantageous in 

other senses.  

 

Satisfaction was shown to have a positive influence on loyalty, which shows that a 

brand’s social media profile should aim for as high satisfaction levels as possible in 

order to achieve brand loyalty in terms of loyal customers.  

 

6.2 Academic Implications  

Presented in the introduction chapter, a gap in the research was seen from Kietzmann et 

al. (2011), Laroche et al. (2012) and Laroche, Habibi and Richard (2013) suggestions on 

brand loyalty for specific brand types, combined with Hamid et al. (2017) suggestions 

on how persuasive sustainability is in social media. Together with Anderson and 

Sullivan (1993), Bloemer and Kasper (1995), Oliver, (1999) and Hennig-Thurau, 

Gwinner and Gremler (2002) further recommendations on how the four drivers of 

satisfaction influences satisfaction on social media, all these further recommendations in 

research was combined. By combining previous recommendations, it was possible to 

gain a comprehensive view of how the combined drivers influence satisfaction and how 

satisfaction influences brand loyalty in a social media context for sustainable brands. 

The contribution of this study is that two of the drivers, entertainment and information, 

has a positive influence on satisfaction for sustainable brands on social media. 

Likewise, satisfaction is shown to have a positive influence on brand loyalty. The study 

also contributed with a rejection of economic benefit and engagement as drivers of 

satisfaction, which contradicts what previous research has concluded. 
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7 Limitations and future research 

7.1 Limitations 

This study had a sample size of 253 respondents, however only 163 were a part of the 

study’s population. Although this number of respondents was considered a reasonable 

number, an increase in the sample size would lead to an increase in possibilities to 

generalize the results. That the respondent’s age distribution, as well as gender and 

occupation was not diverse was another factor that decreased the possibility to 

generalize the results.   

 

Due to time limitations, the questionnaire was only pretested once. If the questions 

would have been pretested more than once the Pearson correlation coefficient for the 

constructs that were > 0,5 could increase, which in turn would increase the construct 

validity. Another outcome of the time limitation was the usage of a convenience sample. 

If another sample collection method was applied, together with a larger sample size, the 

intercept for satisfaction-loyalty might increase. Also, the use of convenience sample 

makes it difficult to generalize the results (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

 

7.2 Future Research 

To assure the reliability of the study it is recommended further research to test the 

stability, in order to make sure that the results are stable over time and that it would be 

the same results if the study would be conducted again.  

 

The four drivers tested in this study only explains 30,1% of what influences satisfaction, 

while 69,9% is explained by other unknown factors. Therefore suggestions for further 

research is to conduct a research with an increased number of drivers that can explain 

what influences satisfaction. Even though this study focuses on sustainable brands as a 

brand category, it is not focused on any specific brands in terms of any specific product 

categories. It might be valuable to explore product categories within sustainable brands 

in future research in order to gain a deeper understanding, and to see whether or not the 

type of the product influences satisfaction or brand loyalty. It is also suggested to 

further research how the four drivers of satisfaction could be connected to brand loyalty 

and test how it influences brand loyalty.   
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Appendix 1 – Questionnaire Design  
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Appendix 2 – Age 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cummulative 

Percent  

18 - 24 69 42,3 42,3 42,3 

25 - 34 60 36,8 36,8 79,1 

35 - 44 19 11,7 11,7 90,8 

45 - 54 10 6,1 6,1 96,9 

55 and over  5 3,1 3,1 100,0 

Total  163 100 100  

 

Appendix 3 – Gender 
 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cummulative 

Percent  

Female 115 70,6 70,6 70,6 

Male 48 29,4 29,4 100,0 

Other 0 - - 100 

Total  163 100 100  

 

 

Appendix 4 – Occupation 
 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cummulative 

Percent  

Student 94 57,7 57,7 57,7 

Employed 67 41,1 41,1 98,6 

Unemployed 2 1,2 1,2 100 

Total  163 100 100  
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Appendix 5 – Skewness and Kurtosis 
  

Item Skewness Kurtosis 

Loy_4 −1,466  

Sat_1 −1,415  

Sat_3 −1,163  

Eco_1 1,128  

Eco_3 1,611  

Eng_1 1,581  

Eng_3 2,127 3,357 

Eng_4 2,229 4,075 

Ent_4 −1,018  

Inf_2 −1,798 3,321 

Inf_3 −1,762  

 

Appendix 6 – Box Plot  
 

 
 

  



  
 

XII 

 

Appendix 7 – Cronbach’s Alpha 
 

 Cronbach’s 

alpha, all items 

Cronbach’s 

alpha, after 

deleted items 

Loyalty 0,768 0,804 

Satisfaction 0,860  

Economic Benefit 0,664 0,791 

Engagement  0,761 0,844 

Entertainment 0,848 0,866 

Information 0,792  

 

Appendix 8 – Pearson Correlation – Loyalty 

Correlations 

 Loy_1 Loy_2 Loy_3 

Loy_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,639** ,450** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Loy_2 Pearson Correlation ,639** 1 ,647** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Loy_3 Pearson Correlation ,450** ,647** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  

N 163 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Appendix 9 – Pearson Correlation – Satisfaction 

Correlations 

 Sat_1 Sat_2 Sat_3 Sat_4 

Sat_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,615** ,555** ,560** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 163 

Sat_2 Pearson Correlation ,615** 1 ,582** ,665** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 163 

Sat_3 Pearson Correlation ,555** ,582** 1 ,683** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  ,000 

N 163 163 163 163 

Sat_4 Pearson Correlation ,560** ,665** ,683** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000  

N 163 163 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 10 – Pearson Correlation – Economic Benefit 

Correlations 

 Eco_1 Eco_3 

Eco_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,658** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 

N 163 163 

Eco_3 Pearson Correlation ,658** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  

N 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Appendix 11 – Pearson Correlation – Engagement  

Correlations 

 Eng_1 Eng_3 Eng_4 

Eng_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,664** ,545** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Eng_3 Pearson Correlation ,664** 1 ,730** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Eng_4 Pearson Correlation ,545** ,730** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  

N 163 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Appendix 12 – Pearson Correlation – Entertainment 

Correlations 

 Ent_1 Ent_2 Ent_3 

Ent_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,693** ,599** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Ent_2 Pearson Correlation ,693** 1 ,761** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Ent_3 Pearson Correlation ,599** ,761** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  

N 163 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 



  
 

XIV 

 

 
Appendix 13 – Pearson Correlation – Information 

Correlations 

 Inf_1 Inf_2 Inf_3 

Inf_1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,539** ,537** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Inf_2 Pearson Correlation ,539** 1 ,771** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 

N 163 163 163 

Inf_3 Pearson Correlation ,537** ,771** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  

N 163 163 163 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Appendix 14 – Regression – Without Engagement 
  

  Model 1  
Control 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
All 

Result  

Intercept  
Sig. 

 4,384 
,000 

4,270 
,000 

4,334 
,000 

3,574 
,000 

2,053 
,000 

2,060 
,000 

 

Control variables         

Gender Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

,062 
,107 
,435 

,067 
,107 
,396 

,057 
,108 
,467 

-,016 
,099 
,823 

-,035 
,093 
,605 

−,045 
,092 
,505 

 

Age Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

-,101 
,057 
,319 

-,078 
,057 
,447 

-,106 
,057 
,294 

-,061 
,051 
,503 

-,069 
,048 
,420 

-,040 
,048 
,641 

 

Occupation Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

-,015 
,120 
,882 

-,034 
,121 
,738 

-,027 
,121 
,789 

-,029 
,109 
,750 

,056 
,103 
,514 

,021 
,102 
,803 

 

Independent variables         

Economic Benefit Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

 ,111 
,044 
,166 

   ,092 
,037 
,176 

Rejected 

Entertainment Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

   ,439 
,045 
,000 

 ,181 
,051 
,029 

Supported** 

Information Beta 
Std. Error 
Sig.  

    ,543 
,067 
,000 

,442 
,080 
,000 

Supported*** 

R2  0,016 0,027 0,022 0,201 0,293 0,328  

Adjusted R2  −0,003 0,003 −0,003 0,181 0,275 0,302  

F-value 
Sig.  

 ,839 
,474 

1,117 
,351 

,872 
,482 

9,937 
,000 

16,380 
,000 

12,672 
,000 

 

Degrees of Freedom (df) 

Regression 
 3 4 4 4 4 6  

** Significant at level <0,05 

*** Significant at level <0,001 

 

 


