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ABSTRACT	
  

	
   Communications	
  practitioners	
  have	
  long	
  studied	
  factors	
  related	
  to	
  consumers’	
  

impressions	
  of	
  brands	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  their	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  brands.	
  	
  While	
  early	
  

research	
  has	
  focused	
  on	
  traditional	
  advertising	
  methods,	
  newer	
  research	
  is	
  geared	
  towards	
  

understanding	
  how	
  interactive	
  features	
  are	
  changing	
  this	
  relationship.	
  The	
  rise	
  of	
  newer	
  

computer-­‐mediated	
  communication	
  (CMC)	
  technologies,	
  specifically	
  social	
  media,	
  has	
  lead	
  

to	
  many	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  way	
  organizations	
  market	
  their	
  brands	
  as	
  they	
  allow	
  for	
  unique,	
  

interactive	
  communication	
  between	
  an	
  organization	
  and	
  its	
  publics.	
  

While	
  the	
  notion	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  a	
  core	
  feature	
  of	
  CMC,	
  has	
  no	
  one	
  definition,	
  

researchers	
  continue	
  to	
  examine	
  its	
  effects	
  within	
  the	
  digital	
  sphere.	
  This	
  exploratory	
  study	
  

investigated	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  networking	
  site,	
  Facebook,	
  as	
  

well	
  as	
  level	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  towards	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  perceptions	
  

of	
  the	
  brand	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  their	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand.	
  

The	
  study	
  utilized	
  a	
  2x2	
  (high	
  interactivity,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  X	
  high	
  involvement,	
  

low	
  involvement)	
  factorial	
  design	
  with	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  and	
  level	
  of	
  involvement	
  as	
  

independent	
  variables	
  and	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  reputation	
  and	
  

purchase	
  intent	
  as	
  dependent	
  variables.	
  	
  To	
  explore	
  these	
  relationships,	
  this	
  study	
  utilized	
  

a	
  controlled	
  online	
  experiment	
  with	
  96	
  adults.	
  	
  	
  Participants	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  one	
  of	
  four	
  

possible	
  conditions,	
  and	
  the	
  data	
  were	
  analyzed	
  using	
  a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  in	
  

SPSS.	
  	
  While	
  this	
  study	
  did	
  not	
  find	
  any	
  significant	
  effects	
  for	
  interactivity	
  or	
  product	
  

involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  impressions	
  or	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand,	
  it	
  did	
  find	
  that	
  

interactivity,	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent	
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were	
  all	
  highly,	
  positively	
  correlated	
  with	
  one	
  another.	
  	
  Implications	
  and	
  recommendations	
  

for	
  future	
  research	
  are	
  discussed.	
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CHAPTER	
  1	
  
INTRODUCTION	
  

	
  
Advertisers	
  and	
  public	
  relations	
  practitioners	
  have	
  long	
  studied	
  factors	
  related	
  to	
  

brand	
  perception,	
  purchase	
  intent	
  and	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  brands.	
  While	
  early	
  research	
  

focuses	
  on	
  traditional	
  advertising	
  and	
  public	
  relations	
  methods,	
  newer	
  research	
  is	
  geared	
  

toward	
  understanding	
  how	
  communications	
  practitioners	
  have	
  adapted	
  their	
  techniques	
  

with	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  interactive	
  media.	
  	
  Due	
  to	
  this	
  rise	
  in	
  organizational	
  use	
  of	
  interactive	
  

media,	
  this	
  study	
  sought	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  exhibited	
  on	
  a	
  brand’s	
  

Facebook	
  page	
  affects	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  and	
  perception	
  of	
  reputation	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  

purchase	
  intent	
  for	
  both	
  high	
  involvement	
  and	
  low	
  involvement	
  products.	
  	
  

Because	
  this	
  study	
  seeks	
  to	
  understand	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  users’	
  

perceptions	
  and	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  brands,	
  it	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  first	
  understand	
  what	
  a	
  brand	
  

is.	
  	
  Geller	
  (2012)	
  describes	
  a	
  brand	
  as	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  attributes	
  that	
  contribute	
  to	
  its	
  

identity.	
  These	
  attributes	
  consist	
  of	
  a	
  logo,	
  words,	
  type	
  font,	
  personality,	
  service,	
  price,	
  

colors	
  and	
  design.	
  Brands	
  typically	
  exhibit	
  a	
  brand	
  image	
  which	
  is	
  defined	
  as	
  “product	
  

knowledge	
  that	
  enables	
  consumers	
  to	
  identify	
  a	
  specific	
  brand”	
  (Meenaghan,	
  1995,	
  p.	
  24).	
  	
  

Once	
  a	
  brand	
  is	
  created,	
  organizations	
  undeniably	
  place	
  heavy	
  emphasis	
  on	
  

advertising,	
  public	
  relations	
  and	
  marketing	
  to	
  build	
  their	
  brands.	
  	
  In	
  2004,	
  the	
  American	
  

Marketing	
  Association	
  defined	
  marketing	
  as	
  “an	
  organizational	
  function	
  and	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  

processes	
  for	
  creating,	
  communicating	
  and	
  delivering	
  value	
  to	
  customers	
  and	
  for	
  managing	
  

customer	
  relationships	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  benefit	
  the	
  organization	
  and	
  its	
  stakeholders”	
  (Wilkie	
  

&	
  Moore,	
  2012,	
  p.	
  63).	
  	
  While	
  the	
  definition	
  of	
  marketing	
  has	
  remained	
  the	
  same,	
  the	
  

techniques	
  employed	
  to	
  carry	
  out	
  marketing	
  practices	
  is	
  continually	
  changing.	
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Traditionally,	
  organizations	
  have	
  utilized	
  media	
  that	
  allow	
  for	
  one-­‐way,	
  

asymmetrical	
  communication	
  such	
  as	
  print	
  and	
  televised	
  advertisements	
  (Hoffman	
  &	
  

Novak,	
  1996).	
  	
  	
  Communication	
  practitioners	
  utilized	
  a	
  rather	
  passive,	
  one-­‐to-­‐many	
  model	
  

of	
  communication	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  reached	
  both	
  segmented	
  and	
  un-­‐segmented	
  publics	
  

through	
  marketing	
  efforts	
  that	
  did	
  not	
  necessarily	
  easily	
  allow	
  customer	
  feedback	
  

(Hoffman	
  &	
  Novak,	
  1995).	
  	
  With	
  traditional	
  advertising,	
  consumers	
  receive	
  information	
  in	
  

a	
  “linearly	
  ordered	
  string”	
  as	
  they	
  have	
  no	
  control	
  over	
  the	
  order	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  receive	
  or	
  

are	
  exposed	
  to	
  information	
  (Bezjian-­‐Avery,	
  Calder	
  &	
  Iacobucci,	
  1998,	
  p.	
  24).	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  

years	
  ago,	
  an	
  individual	
  may	
  have	
  see	
  a	
  print	
  advertisement	
  in	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  newspaper,	
  but	
  

did	
  not	
  have	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  choose	
  to	
  be	
  exposed	
  to	
  the	
  ad	
  or	
  to	
  easily	
  provide	
  feedback	
  

regarding	
  the	
  ad.	
  	
  Such	
  communication	
  allowed	
  for	
  limited	
  feedback	
  from	
  the	
  consumer.	
  	
  	
  

These	
  traditional	
  communications	
  efforts,	
  however,	
  have	
  changed	
  drastically	
  with	
  the	
  

development	
  of	
  computer-­‐mediated	
  communication	
  (CMC),	
  especially	
  with	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  the	
  

Internet.	
  	
  The	
  rapid	
  development	
  of	
  CMC,	
  specifically	
  the	
  Internet,	
  has	
  significantly	
  changed	
  

the	
  nature	
  in	
  which	
  organizations	
  market	
  their	
  brands.	
  	
  As	
  it	
  allows	
  many-­‐to-­‐many	
  

communication	
  and	
  simultaneous	
  feedback,	
  organizations	
  can	
  interact	
  with	
  their	
  publics	
  

instantly	
  without	
  being	
  physically	
  present.	
  	
  More	
  importantly,	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  social	
  

media	
  on	
  the	
  Internet	
  has	
  strengthened	
  CMC	
  by	
  bringing	
  millions	
  of	
  online	
  users	
  together	
  

on	
  a	
  particular	
  CMC	
  platform	
  (or	
  social	
  networking	
  site).	
  

Computer-­‐mediated	
  communication	
  allows	
  users	
  to	
  communicate	
  with	
  one	
  another,	
  

interpersonally,	
  without	
  actually	
  being	
  face-­‐to-­‐face.	
  As	
  the	
  Internet,	
  which	
  allows	
  for	
  

computer-­‐mediated	
  communication	
  between	
  an	
  organization	
  and	
  its	
  publics,	
  has	
  

developed,	
  it	
  has	
  become	
  a	
  fundamental	
  tool	
  for	
  communications	
  practitioners.	
  	
  For	
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example,	
  the	
  Internet	
  supports	
  discussion	
  groups,	
  multi-­‐player	
  games	
  and	
  communications	
  

systems,	
  file	
  transfer,	
  electronic	
  mail,	
  and	
  global	
  information	
  access	
  and	
  retrieval	
  systems	
  

(Hoffman	
  &	
  Novak,	
  1995).	
  	
  Additionally,	
  it	
  has	
  transformed	
  the	
  manner	
  in	
  which	
  brands	
  

communicate	
  as	
  it	
  allows	
  for	
  instantaneous,	
  interactive	
  discourse.	
  Customers	
  can	
  now	
  pose	
  

questions	
  and	
  receive	
  answers	
  directly	
  and,	
  at	
  times,	
  even	
  immediately.	
  	
  

Over	
  the	
  past	
  several	
  years,	
  social	
  media,	
  a	
  modern	
  interpersonal	
  communication	
  

technology	
  and	
  channel	
  of	
  networked	
  CMC,	
  has	
  developed	
  rapidly	
  affecting	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  

relationships	
  between	
  brands	
  and	
  consumers.	
  With	
  regard	
  to	
  communication	
  structure,	
  

“social	
  media	
  have	
  led	
  to	
  a	
  dramatic	
  shift	
  from	
  mass	
  communication	
  to	
  interactive	
  digital	
  

communication”	
  (Khang,	
  Ki,	
  &	
  Ye,	
  2012,	
  p.	
  281).	
  	
  	
  

Social	
  media	
  are	
  highly	
  utilized,	
  popular	
  channels	
  of	
  CMC	
  that	
  continue	
  to	
  develop	
  

and	
  affect	
  interpersonal	
  communication.	
  	
  Though	
  there	
  is	
  some	
  confusion	
  regarding	
  what	
  

is	
  considered	
  to	
  be	
  social	
  media,	
  the	
  term	
  most	
  often	
  refers	
  to	
  some	
  form	
  of	
  CMC	
  that	
  is	
  

built	
  upon	
  the	
  foundations	
  of	
  Web	
  2.0	
  and	
  allows	
  for	
  the	
  creation	
  and	
  exchange	
  of	
  user-­‐

generated	
  content	
  (Kaplan	
  &	
  Haenlein,	
  2010).	
  	
  Web	
  2.0	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  common	
  

applications/services	
  such	
  as	
  blogs,	
  video	
  sharing,	
  social	
  networking	
  and	
  podcasting	
  found	
  

on	
  the	
  Internet	
  today.	
  	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  it	
  is	
  “a	
  more	
  socially	
  connected	
  Web	
  in	
  which	
  people	
  

can	
  contribute	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  they	
  can	
  consume”	
  (Anderson,	
  2007,	
  p.	
  4).	
  

While	
  the	
  emergence	
  and	
  development	
  of	
  the	
  Internet	
  has	
  revolutionized	
  the	
  way	
  

people	
  communicate	
  by	
  allowing	
  both	
  individuals	
  and	
  organizations	
  to	
  communicate	
  

online	
  interpersonally	
  and	
  immediately	
  (without	
  requiring	
  users	
  to	
  be	
  face-­‐to-­‐face),	
  social	
  

media	
  have	
  amplified	
  the	
  manner	
  in	
  which	
  this	
  communication	
  occurs.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  with	
  

the	
  emergence	
  of	
  brand	
  pages	
  on	
  the	
  popular	
  social	
  media	
  site	
  Facebook,	
  which	
  allows	
  for	
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social	
  networking,	
  brands	
  can	
  now	
  establish	
  a	
  “direct	
  communication	
  channel”	
  with	
  their	
  

fans	
  and	
  customers	
  (Lipsman,	
  Mud,	
  Rich	
  &	
  Bruich,	
  2012,	
  p.	
  5).	
  	
  Additionally,	
  unlike	
  

websites,	
  which	
  rely	
  on	
  user	
  inquiry	
  to	
  be	
  directed	
  toward	
  a	
  particular	
  site,	
  social	
  media	
  

allows	
  brands	
  to	
  be	
  exposed	
  to	
  a	
  vast	
  variety	
  of	
  users	
  in	
  a	
  networked	
  community.	
  	
  For	
  

example,	
  as	
  of	
  March	
  2012,	
  the	
  Skittles	
  brand	
  website	
  attracted	
  23,000	
  U.S.	
  unique	
  visitors	
  

while	
  the	
  Skittles	
  brand	
  page	
  on	
  Facebook	
  attracted	
  320,000	
  visitors—14	
  times	
  as	
  many	
  

visitors	
  as	
  the	
  Skittles	
  brand	
  website	
  (Lipsman	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012).	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  after	
  surveying	
  

more	
  than	
  1,000	
  social	
  media	
  users,	
  Mashable	
  reported	
  that	
  50	
  percent	
  of	
  consumers	
  

found	
  a	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  page	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  useful	
  than	
  a	
  brand’s	
  actual	
  website	
  (Murphy,	
  

2012).	
  	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  survey	
  issued	
  by	
  Mashable,	
  82	
  percent	
  of	
  consumers	
  also	
  

reported	
  that	
  Facebook	
  was	
  a	
  good	
  place	
  to	
  interact	
  with	
  brands	
  (Murphy,	
  2012).	
  	
  This	
  is	
  

especially	
  relevant	
  as	
  a	
  core	
  characteristic	
  of	
  CMC	
  and	
  social	
  media	
  is	
  its	
  interactive	
  

functions.	
  

Interactivity	
  is	
  a	
  “process-­‐related,	
  variable	
  characteristic	
  of	
  communication	
  

settings”	
  (Rafaeli	
  &	
  Sudweeks,	
  1997,	
  p.	
  3).	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  media	
  site	
  Facebook,	
  

users	
  can	
  post	
  clickable	
  links,	
  videos	
  and	
  photos,	
  receive	
  comments	
  and	
  engage	
  in	
  

interactive	
  dialogue	
  all	
  on	
  one	
  Web	
  page;	
  and	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  functions,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  site’s	
  

contingent	
  message	
  capabilities,	
  contribute	
  to	
  a	
  Web	
  page’s	
  interactivity.	
  Within	
  the	
  

context	
  of	
  new	
  media	
  and	
  technology,	
  interactivity	
  is	
  a	
  growing	
  topic	
  of	
  mass	
  

communication	
  research.	
  	
  Interactive	
  features	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  considerably	
  

contribute	
  to	
  its	
  uniqueness;	
  and	
  now	
  many	
  organizations	
  are	
  modeling	
  their	
  website	
  

layouts	
  to	
  include	
  interactive	
  features	
  commonly	
  found	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  Such	
  features	
  

include	
  news	
  feeds,	
  quizzes,	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  view	
  audiovisual	
  content	
  and	
  various	
  feedback	
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mechanisms	
  (Park,	
  Rodgers	
  &	
  Stemmle,	
  2011).	
  	
  While	
  scholars	
  continue	
  to	
  thoroughly	
  

examine	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  CMC	
  via	
  website	
  interactivity,	
  few	
  have	
  examined	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  how	
  

the	
  inherent	
  interactive	
  features	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  like	
  Facebook	
  are	
  utilized	
  effectively.	
  	
  	
  

Among	
  many	
  other	
  things,	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  facilitate	
  the	
  generation	
  of	
  perceptions	
  

and	
  attitudes	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  formation	
  and	
  maintenance	
  of	
  relationships	
  among	
  users	
  and	
  

between	
  users	
  and	
  organizations—and	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  factors	
  contribute	
  to	
  a	
  brand’s	
  

reputation.	
  	
  	
  According	
  to	
  Doorley	
  and	
  Garcia	
  (2011),	
  reputation	
  adds	
  value	
  to	
  the	
  actual	
  

worth	
  of	
  a	
  company	
  and	
  is	
  built	
  on	
  performance,	
  behavior	
  and	
  communication.	
  	
  	
  A	
  key	
  

component	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  is	
  its	
  relationship	
  with	
  its	
  publics.	
  	
  For	
  a	
  brand	
  to	
  achieve	
  a	
  

positive	
  reputation	
  with	
  its	
  publics,	
  it	
  must	
  establish	
  a	
  relationship	
  that	
  is	
  two-­‐way	
  

symmetrical,	
  or	
  in	
  other	
  words,	
  mutually	
  beneficial	
  (Doorley	
  &	
  Garcia,	
  2011).	
  	
  	
  Brands	
  can	
  

utilize	
  social	
  media	
  to	
  listen	
  to	
  their	
  publics,	
  monitor	
  what	
  they	
  are	
  talking	
  about	
  and	
  

directly	
  respond	
  to	
  any	
  questions	
  or	
  concerns.	
  	
  

A	
  recent	
  national	
  survey	
  issued	
  by	
  the	
  Pew	
  Research	
  Center	
  revealed	
  that	
  66	
  

percent	
  of	
  adults	
  online	
  use	
  social	
  networking	
  sites	
  (Brenner,	
  2012).	
  	
  Given	
  the	
  surge	
  in	
  

social	
  media	
  usage,	
  organizations	
  are	
  now	
  utilizing	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  to	
  promote	
  and	
  

sustain	
  their	
  brands	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  maintaining	
  their	
  websites.	
  This	
  exponential	
  growth	
  of	
  

interactive	
  social	
  media	
  has	
  allowed	
  brands	
  to	
  join	
  in	
  on	
  the	
  conversation	
  with	
  their	
  

consumers.	
  Moreover,	
  social	
  media	
  allow	
  brands	
  to	
  bolster	
  and	
  promote	
  their	
  intended	
  

identities	
  and	
  increase	
  their	
  interaction	
  with	
  key	
  stakeholders	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  

forthcoming).	
  

According	
  to	
  Lipsman	
  and	
  colleagues	
  (2012),	
  social	
  media	
  allow	
  for	
  “two	
  unique	
  

consumer	
  experiences	
  of	
  interest	
  to	
  brand	
  marketers”	
  (p.	
  41).	
  	
  This	
  includes	
  (a)	
  the	
  ability	
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for	
  consumers	
  to	
  identify	
  brands	
  of	
  interest	
  and	
  connect	
  with	
  them	
  by	
  creating	
  two-­‐way	
  

relationships,	
  sharing	
  content	
  and	
  allowing	
  feedback,	
  and	
  (b)	
  the	
  facilitation	
  of	
  new	
  ways	
  

of	
  sharing	
  information	
  about	
  brands	
  between	
  friends	
  (Lipsman	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012).	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  

research	
  has	
  also	
  indicated	
  that	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  sender-­‐receiver	
  feedback	
  allowed	
  by	
  a	
  

communication	
  technology	
  (its	
  interactivity)	
  affects	
  organizations’	
  relationships	
  with	
  its	
  

publics	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming).	
  	
  

Given	
  the	
  aforementioned	
  benefits	
  of	
  interactive	
  social	
  media,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  

understand	
  how	
  the	
  interactive	
  nature	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  affects	
  brands.	
  	
  Since	
  social	
  media	
  

can	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  platform	
  for	
  brands	
  to	
  interact	
  directly	
  with	
  consumers	
  via	
  CMC,	
  social	
  

media	
  offer	
  brands	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  generate	
  perceptions	
  among	
  users	
  without	
  requiring	
  them	
  

to	
  come	
  into	
  direct	
  contact	
  with	
  the	
  brand.	
  Thus,	
  users	
  can	
  develop	
  ideas	
  of	
  what	
  they	
  

perceive	
  the	
  brand	
  to	
  stand	
  for.	
  	
  Social	
  media	
  also	
  have	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  affect	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  

toward	
  brands	
  or	
  brands’	
  products	
  as	
  users	
  can	
  form	
  positive	
  or	
  negative	
  attitudes	
  as	
  a	
  

result	
  of	
  a	
  brand’s	
  social	
  media	
  presence.	
  	
  Understanding	
  this	
  relationship	
  can	
  ultimately	
  

lead	
  to	
  greater	
  marketing	
  impact	
  and	
  the	
  production	
  of	
  more	
  meaningful	
  relationships	
  

between	
  brands	
  and	
  consumers.	
  This	
  study	
  examined	
  how	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  utilized	
  

by	
  both	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  involvement	
  brands	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  networking	
  site	
  Facebook	
  affects	
  

users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  reputation	
  of	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  the	
  

brand’s	
  product.	
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CHAPTER	
  2	
  
LITERATURE	
  REVIEW	
  

	
  
Computer-­‐Mediated	
  Communication	
  

Because	
  social	
  media	
  are	
  channels	
  of	
  interactive	
  CMC,	
  it	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  first	
  

understand	
  what	
  CMC	
  is.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  Bin	
  (2011),	
  computer-­‐mediated	
  communication	
  is	
  

conceptually	
  “any	
  communicative	
  transaction	
  that	
  occurs	
  through	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  two	
  or	
  more	
  

networked	
  computers”	
  (p.	
  531).	
  	
  CMC	
  is	
  a	
  system	
  that	
  is	
  comprised	
  of	
  a	
  human	
  and	
  a	
  

computer.	
  	
  	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  “communication	
  that	
  takes	
  place	
  between	
  human	
  beings	
  via	
  the	
  

instrumentality	
  of	
  computers”	
  (Herring,	
  1996,	
  p.	
  1),	
  and	
  “it	
  is	
  an	
  umbrella	
  term	
  for	
  a	
  range	
  

of	
  computerized	
  information	
  and	
  communication	
  technologies”	
  (McMurdo	
  &	
  Meadows,	
  

1996,	
  p.	
  348).	
  	
  Popular	
  forms	
  of	
  CMC	
  include	
  massively	
  multiplayer	
  online	
  games	
  (MMOs),	
  

electronic	
  mail,	
  and	
  online	
  chat	
  rooms	
  (Bin,	
  2011).	
  	
  	
  

A	
  core	
  characteristic	
  of	
  CMC	
  is	
  its	
  interactive	
  function.	
  	
  Interactivity	
  was	
  

traditionally	
  an	
  attribute	
  of	
  face-­‐to-­‐face	
  communication,	
  but	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  continual	
  

development	
  of	
  computer-­‐mediated	
  communication,	
  researchers	
  continue	
  to	
  define	
  the	
  

notion	
  of	
  interactivity.	
  	
  	
  	
  

While	
  scholars	
  continue	
  to	
  thoroughly	
  examine	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  CMC	
  via	
  website	
  

interactivity	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming),	
  few	
  have	
  examined	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  how	
  the	
  

inherent	
  interactive	
  features	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  like	
  Facebook	
  and	
  Twitter	
  are	
  utilized.	
  	
  

Additionally,	
  most	
  literature	
  on	
  CMC	
  focuses	
  on	
  individual	
  mediated	
  features.	
  	
  Since	
  social	
  

media	
  encompasses	
  numerous	
  functions	
  of	
  computer-­‐mediated	
  interactivity,	
  this	
  study	
  

sought	
  to	
  examine	
  interactivity	
  specifically	
  within	
  the	
  social	
  networking,	
  social	
  media	
  site,	
  

Facebook.	
  	
  However,	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  interactivity	
  via	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  like	
  

Facebook	
  are	
  augmenting	
  CMC,	
  we	
  must	
  define	
  interactivity.	
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Interactivity	
  
	
  

In	
  order	
  to	
  maintain	
  and	
  create	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  and	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  

organizations,	
  marketers	
  and	
  public	
  relations	
  practitioners	
  place	
  heavy	
  emphasis	
  on	
  an	
  

organization’s	
  relationships	
  with	
  its	
  publics.	
  	
  Social	
  networking	
  sites	
  foster	
  and	
  amplify	
  

these	
  relationships	
  as	
  their	
  interactive	
  features	
  permit	
  ongoing,	
  multidimensional	
  dialogue	
  

and	
  display	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  interactive	
  features	
  (Park	
  et	
  al.,	
  2011).	
  	
  This	
  study	
  sought	
  to	
  

examine	
  how	
  interactive	
  features	
  exhibited	
  and	
  utilized	
  on	
  Facebook	
  contribute	
  to	
  users’	
  

attitudes	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brands	
  by	
  looking	
  at	
  interactivity	
  as	
  an	
  independent	
  variable.	
  	
  

While	
  the	
  nature	
  of	
  these	
  social	
  networking	
  sites	
  is	
  inherently	
  interactive,	
  not	
  all	
  brands	
  

utilize	
  these	
  interactive	
  features	
  to	
  their	
  full	
  advantage.	
  

Though	
  interactivity	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  novel	
  concept,	
  it	
  has	
  no	
  unanimous	
  definition	
  as	
  

various	
  researchers	
  conceptualize	
  interactivity	
  differently	
  (Heeter,	
  1989;	
  Sundar,	
  

Kalynraman	
  &	
  Brown,	
  2003).	
  	
  Heeter	
  (1989)	
  outlined	
  six	
  dimensions	
  of	
  interactivity:	
  

available	
  choice,	
  user	
  effort,	
  medium	
  responsiveness,	
  potential	
  for	
  monitoring	
  information	
  

use,	
  ease	
  of	
  contributing	
  information	
  and	
  potential	
  to	
  facilitate	
  interpersonal	
  

communication.	
  However,	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  merging	
  of	
  new	
  media	
  technologies,	
  

interactivity	
  now	
  most	
  commonly	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  user’s	
  ability	
  “to	
  be	
  both	
  sources	
  and	
  

recipients	
  of	
  content	
  and	
  interaction”	
  (Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003,	
  p.	
  32).	
  	
  

McMillan	
  and	
  Hwang	
  (2002)	
  categorize	
  definitions	
  of	
  interactivity	
  according	
  to	
  

various	
  researchers’	
  emphasis	
  on	
  either	
  (a)	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  (b)	
  features	
  or	
  

functions	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  (c)	
  perceptions	
  of	
  interactivity	
  or	
  (d)	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  various	
  

definitions.	
  The	
  following	
  sections	
  elaborate	
  on	
  these	
  three	
  types	
  of	
  definitions	
  of	
  

interactivity.	
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Interactivity:	
  A	
  Contingency	
  Perspective	
  

The	
  contingency	
  view	
  of	
  interactivity	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  “message-­‐based”	
  or	
  process-­‐related	
  

conceptualization	
  of	
  interactivity	
  (Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  p.	
  33).	
  	
  This	
  transactional	
  

conceptualization	
  focuses	
  on	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  process	
  involving	
  users,	
  media	
  and	
  

messages	
  and	
  emphasizes	
  “the	
  behavioral	
  nature	
  of	
  interaction	
  between	
  user	
  and	
  system”	
  

(Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005,	
  p.	
  7).	
  	
  It	
  also	
  places	
  emphasis	
  on	
  how	
  such	
  messages	
  relate	
  to	
  one	
  

another.	
  Thus,	
  under	
  fully	
  contingent	
  interactivity,	
  communication	
  roles	
  are	
  

interchangeable.	
  Rafaeli	
  (1988)	
  explained	
  that	
  three	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  exist	
  with	
  regard	
  

to	
  how	
  messages	
  relate	
  to	
  others:	
  two-­‐way/noninteractive,	
  reactive,	
  and	
  

responsive/interactive	
  (Rafaeli,	
  1988,	
  p.	
  119).	
  	
  At	
  the	
  two-­‐way/noninteractive	
  level,	
  

messages	
  flow	
  bilaterally	
  (i.e.	
  two-­‐way,	
  reciprocal	
  communication).	
  	
  When	
  later	
  messages	
  

in	
  this	
  bilateral	
  flow	
  respond	
  to	
  messages	
  immediately	
  preceding	
  them,	
  they	
  are	
  reactive.	
  

When	
  later	
  messages	
  in	
  this	
  flow	
  respond	
  to	
  both	
  messages	
  immediately	
  preceding	
  them	
  

and	
  other	
  previous	
  messages,	
  they	
  are	
  fully	
  responsive/interactive	
  (Rafaeli,	
  1988).	
  To	
  

summarize,	
  “interactivity	
  is	
  feedback	
  that	
  relates	
  to	
  both	
  previous	
  messages	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  way	
  

previous	
  messages	
  related	
  to	
  those	
  preceding	
  them”	
  (Rafaeli,	
  1988,	
  p.	
  120).	
  	
  Sundar	
  and	
  

colleagues	
  (2003)	
  found	
  that	
  contingency	
  was	
  strongly	
  associated	
  with	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  

of	
  interactivity.	
  	
  

Key	
  elements	
  of	
  definitions	
  that	
  center	
  on	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  process	
  include	
  user	
  

control,	
  two-­‐way	
  communication,	
  responsiveness	
  and	
  real-­‐time	
  participation	
  (McMillan	
  &	
  

Hwang,	
  2002,	
  p.	
  31).	
  For	
  example,	
  Rafaeli’s	
  (1988)	
  process-­‐oriented	
  definition	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  stated	
  that	
  interactivity	
  is	
  “an	
  expression	
  of	
  the	
  extent	
  that,	
  in	
  a	
  given	
  series	
  of	
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communication	
  exchanges,	
  any	
  third	
  (or	
  later)	
  transmission	
  (or	
  message)	
  is	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  

degree	
  to	
  which	
  previous	
  exchanges	
  referred	
  to	
  even	
  earlier	
  transmissions”	
  (p.	
  111).	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

This	
  definition	
  of	
  interactivity	
  is	
  supported	
  in	
  Sundar,	
  Kalynraman	
  and	
  Brown’s	
  

(2003)	
  study	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  and	
  impression	
  formation	
  effects	
  for	
  political	
  

candidates’	
  websites.	
  	
  The	
  researchers	
  operationalized	
  interactivity	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  

contingency	
  by	
  fragmenting	
  website	
  content	
  for	
  low	
  interactivity,	
  medium	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

high	
  interactivity.	
  	
  They	
  did	
  so	
  by	
  “employing	
  hierarchical	
  hyperlinks	
  in	
  a	
  political	
  

candidate’s	
  website”	
  and	
  hypothesized	
  that	
  participants’	
  ratings	
  of	
  a	
  website’s	
  interactivity	
  

would	
  be	
  a	
  direct	
  positive	
  function	
  of	
  the	
  degree	
  of	
  message	
  contingency	
  presented	
  in	
  the	
  

site	
  (Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003,	
  p.	
  36).	
  	
  	
  They	
  found	
  support	
  for	
  their	
  operationalization	
  of	
  

contingent	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  message-­‐based	
  process	
  as	
  participants	
  differed	
  significantly	
  in	
  

their	
  perceptions	
  of	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  of	
  the	
  experimental	
  websites.	
  	
  Moreover,	
  they	
  

found	
  that	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  moderate	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  had	
  more	
  positive	
  

perceptions	
  of	
  the	
  political	
  candidate.	
  	
  	
  	
  

Interactivity:	
  A	
  Functional	
  Perspective	
  

Definitions	
  that	
  focus	
  on	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  function	
  or	
  feature	
  tend	
  to	
  emphasize	
  

multimedia	
  features,	
  channels	
  for	
  exchange,	
  features	
  that	
  allow	
  user	
  control,	
  features	
  that	
  

enable	
  two-­‐way	
  communication,	
  time	
  required	
  for	
  interaction	
  and	
  functions	
  that	
  allow	
  

customized	
  feedback	
  (McMillan	
  &	
  Hwang,	
  2002).	
  Ha	
  and	
  James	
  (1998)	
  identified	
  five	
  

dimensions	
  of	
  interactivity:	
  playfulness,	
  connectedness,	
  choice,	
  integratedness,	
  information	
  

collection	
  and	
  reciprocal	
  communication.	
  	
  	
  Jensen	
  (1998)	
  defined	
  interactivity	
  “as	
  a	
  

measure	
  of	
  a	
  media's	
  potential	
  ability	
  to	
  let	
  the	
  user	
  exert	
  an	
  influence	
  on	
  the	
  content	
  

and/or	
  form	
  of	
  the	
  mediated	
  communication”	
  (p.	
  201).	
  	
  Additionally,	
  Sundar,	
  Kalynraman	
  



	
  

	
   11	
  

and	
  Brown	
  (2003)	
  described	
  interactivity	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  a	
  “bells	
  and	
  whistles”	
  approach	
  as	
  a	
  

medium’s	
  interface	
  suggests	
  several	
  functions	
  (such	
  as	
  feedback,	
  downloads,	
  chat	
  forums,	
  

etc.)	
  that	
  “offer	
  rich	
  potential	
  for	
  dialogue	
  or	
  mutual	
  discourse“	
  (as	
  cited	
  in	
  Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  

2005,	
  p.	
  6).	
  	
  	
  

The	
  functional	
  view	
  follows	
  Heeter’s	
  (1989)	
  idea	
  that	
  interactivity	
  dwells	
  in	
  the	
  

technological	
  features	
  of	
  the	
  medium.	
  This	
  view	
  of	
  interactivity	
  is	
  centered	
  more	
  on	
  the	
  

façade	
  of	
  interactivity	
  rather	
  than	
  the	
  outcomes	
  of	
  interactivity	
  (Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003,	
  p.	
  34).	
  	
  

Under	
  this	
  “bells	
  and	
  whistles	
  approach,”	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  

interface’s	
  ability	
  to	
  conduct	
  dialogue	
  or	
  information	
  exchange	
  between	
  users	
  and	
  the	
  

interface	
  (Sundar,	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003;	
  Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005).	
  	
  Such	
  functions	
  are	
  identified	
  in	
  terms	
  

of	
  “particular	
  features	
  (such	
  as	
  audio	
  and	
  video),	
  attributes	
  (such	
  as	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  choice	
  

and	
  control),	
  processes	
  (e.g.	
  reciprocal	
  communication),	
  or	
  outcomes	
  (e.g.	
  user	
  

satisfaction)”	
  (Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005,	
  p.	
  6).	
  	
  Instead	
  of	
  looking	
  at	
  the	
  depth	
  of	
  interactive	
  

communication,	
  this	
  approach	
  depends	
  on	
  a	
  “headcount”	
  of	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  interactive	
  

elements	
  offered	
  by	
  a	
  medium’s	
  interface	
  (Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005,	
  p.	
  6).	
  Therefore,	
  the	
  greater	
  

the	
  number	
  of	
  functions	
  provided	
  on	
  a	
  website,	
  the	
  greater	
  the	
  interactivity.	
  	
  

Previous	
  research	
  has	
  indicated	
  that	
  functional	
  interactivity	
  contributes	
  to	
  positive	
  

perceptions	
  of	
  website	
  content.	
  	
  	
  Sundar	
  and	
  colleagues	
  (1998)	
  found	
  that	
  apathetic	
  users	
  

(versus	
  involved	
  users)	
  rated	
  website	
  content	
  of	
  political	
  candidates	
  higher	
  as	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  

functional	
  interactivity	
  increased	
  (Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005).	
  	
  Since	
  social	
  media	
  is	
  an	
  inherently	
  

interactive	
  website,	
  this	
  study	
  looked	
  at	
  functional	
  interactivity	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  how	
  a	
  brand	
  

utilizes	
  the	
  interactive	
  features	
  allowed	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  sites.	
  While	
  Facebook	
  already	
  has	
  

interactive	
  features,	
  not	
  all	
  brands	
  utilize	
  these	
  features.	
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Interactivity:	
  A	
  Perceptual	
  Perspective	
  

	
  Definitions	
  centered	
  on	
  perceptions	
  of	
  interactivity	
  include	
  key	
  elements	
  such	
  as	
  

consumer	
  involvement,	
  simulation	
  of	
  interpersonal	
  interaction,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  two-­‐way	
  

communication,	
  user	
  control,	
  sense	
  of	
  place,	
  sense	
  of	
  time,	
  and	
  navigation	
  (McMillan	
  &	
  

Hwang,	
  2002).	
  	
  Researchers	
  concerned	
  with	
  the	
  emphasis	
  on	
  perception	
  argue	
  that	
  

interactivity	
  is	
  such	
  a	
  multidimensional	
  construct	
  that	
  it	
  cannot	
  be	
  measured	
  solely	
  in	
  

terms	
  of	
  processes	
  or	
  functions.	
  Instead,	
  measures	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  examine	
  

media	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  sufficiently	
  comprehend	
  users’	
  behaviors	
  (Leiner	
  &	
  

Quiring,	
  2008).	
  	
  Newhagen,	
  Cords	
  and	
  Levy	
  (1995)	
  conceptualized	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  

in	
  terms	
  of	
  both	
  user	
  efficacy	
  and	
  medium	
  efficacy.	
  	
  Efficacy,	
  they	
  argue,	
  is	
  “a	
  two-­‐

dimensional	
  construct:	
  internally	
  based	
  self-­‐efficacy	
  and	
  externally	
  based	
  system	
  efficacy”	
  

(Newhagen	
  et	
  al.,	
  1995,	
  p.	
  166).	
  	
  	
  Liu	
  (2006)	
  further	
  defined	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  as	
  “a	
  

psychological	
  state	
  experienced	
  by	
  a	
  site-­‐visitor	
  during	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  interaction	
  with	
  a	
  

website.	
  It	
  manifests	
  in	
  three	
  dimensions:	
  	
  

(1)	
  perceived	
  control	
  over	
  (a)	
  the	
  site	
  navigation,	
  (b)	
  the	
  pace	
  or	
  rhythm	
  of	
  the	
  
interaction,	
  and	
  (c)	
  the	
  content	
  being	
  accessed;	
  (2)	
  perceived	
  responsiveness	
  from	
  
(a)	
  the	
  site-­‐owner,	
  (b)	
  from	
  the	
  navigation	
  cues	
  and	
  signs,	
  (c)	
  the	
  real	
  persons	
  
online;	
  and	
  (3)	
  perceived	
  personalization	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  (a)	
  as	
  if	
  it	
  were	
  a	
  person,	
  (b)	
  as	
  
if	
  it	
  wants	
  to	
  know	
  the	
  site	
  visitor,	
  and	
  (c)	
  as	
  if	
  it	
  understands	
  the	
  site	
  visitor	
  (p.	
  91).	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Wu,	
  Hu	
  and	
  Wu	
  (2010)	
  found	
  that	
  users’	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  of	
  a	
  website	
  had	
  a	
  

significant	
  positive	
  impact	
  on	
  consumers’	
  initial	
  online	
  trust	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  their	
  attitude	
  

toward	
  the	
  website.	
  	
  McMillan,	
  Hwang	
  and	
  Lee	
  (2003)	
  also	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  higher	
  users	
  

perceived	
  a	
  website	
  to	
  be	
  interactive,	
  the	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  they	
  had	
  toward	
  the	
  

website.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  they	
  perceived	
  the	
  products	
  displayed	
  on	
  the	
  more	
  interactive	
  

websites	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  involving	
  than	
  those	
  on	
  lower	
  interactive	
  websites.	
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Measures	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  focus	
  on	
  three	
  elements	
  that	
  are	
  commonly	
  

found	
  in	
  text	
  regarding	
  interactivity:	
  direction	
  of	
  communication,	
  user	
  control	
  and	
  time	
  

(McMillan	
  &	
  Hwang,	
  2002).	
  	
  	
  Since	
  conceptualizing	
  interactivity	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  perceived	
  

interactivity	
  provides	
  for	
  more	
  unique	
  insight	
  from	
  the	
  mindset	
  of	
  a	
  consumer,	
  this	
  study	
  

utilized	
  McMillan	
  and	
  Hwang’s	
  (2002)	
  measures	
  for	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  

manipulation	
  check	
  for	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  Facebook.	
  

Generally	
  speaking,	
  previous	
  research	
  indicates	
  that	
  level	
  of	
  website	
  interactivity	
  

(both	
  functional	
  and	
  contingent)	
  does,	
  indeed,	
  affect	
  users	
  impressions.	
  	
  Sundar	
  and	
  

colleagues	
  (1998)	
  found	
  that	
  website	
  interactivity	
  affected	
  users’	
  “affinity	
  towards”	
  a	
  

political	
  candidate	
  if	
  the	
  individual	
  had	
  little	
  or	
  no	
  prior	
  interest	
  in	
  politics	
  (Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  

1998;	
  Sundar,	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003,	
  p.	
  37).	
  	
  Ahern	
  and	
  Stromer-­‐Galley	
  (2000)	
  also	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  

greater	
  number	
  of	
  interactive	
  features	
  on	
  the	
  website,	
  the	
  greater	
  the	
  liking	
  of	
  the	
  political	
  

candidate	
  who	
  was	
  featured	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  (Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005).	
  	
  Additionally,	
  Guillory	
  and	
  

Sundar	
  (forthcoming)	
  found	
  that	
  individuals	
  viewed	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  “positive	
  inclusion	
  

for	
  organization	
  websites”	
  (p.	
  15),	
  and	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  higher	
  the	
  interactivity	
  present	
  on	
  an	
  

organization’s	
  website,	
  the	
  more	
  positive	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  the	
  organization’s	
  

reputation.	
  	
  	
  

While	
  most	
  previous	
  research	
  has	
  examined	
  interactivity	
  via	
  websites,	
  this	
  study	
  

examined	
  how	
  the	
  utilization	
  of	
  the	
  inherently	
  interactive	
  features	
  (both	
  functional	
  and	
  

contingent)	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  media	
  site	
  Facebook	
  contribute	
  to	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  brands,	
  

perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent.	
  	
  Given	
  the	
  previous	
  findings,	
  and	
  

acknowledging	
  both	
  functional	
  and	
  contingent	
  views	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  I	
  pose	
  the	
  following	
  

hypotheses:	
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H1:	
  The	
  more	
  a	
  brand	
  utilizes	
  interactive	
  features,	
  the	
  more	
  positive	
  the	
  attitudes	
  	
  
	
  
toward	
  the	
  brand.	
  
	
  
H2:	
  The	
  more	
  a	
  brand	
  utilizes	
  interactive	
  features,	
  the	
  more	
  positive	
  perception	
  of	
  	
  
	
  
the	
  brand’s	
  reputation.	
  
	
  

Social	
  Media	
  	
  
	
  

The	
  impact	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  on	
  public	
  relations	
  practices	
  has	
  led	
  to	
  increased	
  

attention	
  from	
  both	
  scholars	
  and	
  practitioners	
  alike	
  (Bridgen,	
  2011).	
  	
  Utilizing	
  social	
  

media:	
  

practitioners	
  are	
  now	
  moving	
  towards	
  a	
  situation	
  where	
  they	
  can	
  communicate	
  
directly	
  with	
  organizational	
  stakeholders	
  (who	
  may	
  then	
  share,	
  alter,	
  discuss,	
  ignore	
  
or	
  exploit	
  their	
  message)	
  via	
  social	
  media	
  channels	
  rather	
  than	
  having	
  their	
  
organizational	
  message	
  mediated	
  by	
  journalists	
  or	
  other	
  third	
  parties	
  (Bridgen,	
  
2011,	
  p.	
  62).	
  

	
  
To	
  completely	
  understand	
  interactivity	
  via	
  social	
  media,	
  it	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  define	
  social	
  

media	
  itself.	
  	
  Social	
  media	
  are	
  continuously	
  evolving	
  channels	
  of	
  computer-­‐mediated	
  

communication.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  Kaplan	
  and	
  Haenlein	
  (2010),	
  social	
  media	
  are	
  “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”	
  (p.	
  61).	
  	
  The	
  

rise	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  use	
  has	
  influenced	
  the	
  way	
  organizations	
  market	
  themselves	
  as	
  it	
  

allows	
  for	
  acquisition	
  and	
  retention	
  online.	
  	
  Now,	
  more	
  organizations	
  are	
  turning	
  to	
  social	
  

media	
  to	
  build	
  and	
  promote	
  their	
  brands.	
  Brands	
  are	
  additionally	
  becoming	
  more	
  active	
  in	
  

establishing	
  a	
  social	
  presence	
  to	
  connect	
  with	
  their	
  consumers.	
  	
  One	
  hundred	
  percent	
  of	
  

advertisers	
  selected	
  for	
  Advertising	
  Age’s	
  Top	
  100	
  Advertisers	
  had	
  established	
  Facebook	
  

pages	
  for	
  their	
  brands	
  (Lipsman	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012,	
  p.	
  41).	
  Brands	
  are	
  utilizing	
  social	
  media	
  

engage	
  in	
  conversations	
  with	
  consumers,	
  provide	
  customer	
  support	
  and	
  build	
  brand	
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communities.	
  	
  They	
  are	
  also	
  connecting	
  to	
  consumers	
  by	
  using	
  interactive	
  features.	
  Such	
  

actions	
  include	
  posting	
  and	
  sharing	
  videos	
  or	
  photos	
  and	
  replying	
  to	
  comments	
  on	
  

Facebook	
  (Park	
  et	
  al.,	
  2011,	
  p.	
  63).	
  	
  	
  	
  

Facebook	
  is	
  a	
  social	
  networking	
  site	
  (SNS)	
  and	
  form	
  of	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  Research	
  

indicates	
  that	
  53	
  percent	
  of	
  adults	
  online	
  follow	
  a	
  brand	
  on	
  social	
  networking	
  sites	
  (The	
  

Nielsen	
  Report,	
  Q3	
  2011,	
  2011).	
  	
  A	
  social	
  networking	
  site	
  is	
  a	
  form	
  of	
  social	
  media	
  that	
  

allows	
  users	
  to	
  “(a)	
  construct	
  a	
  public	
  or	
  semi-­‐public	
  profile	
  within	
  a	
  bounded	
  system,	
  (b)	
  

articulate	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  other	
  users	
  with	
  whom	
  they	
  share	
  a	
  connection,	
  and	
  (c)	
  view	
  and	
  

traverse	
  their	
  list	
  of	
  connections	
  and	
  those	
  made	
  by	
  others	
  within	
  the	
  system”	
  (Ellison,	
  

2007).	
  	
  	
  

Facebook	
  is	
  the	
  most	
  commonly	
  used	
  social	
  media	
  site,	
  and	
  it	
  can	
  be	
  utilized	
  

virtually	
  anywhere	
  via	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  technology	
  (mobile	
  phones,	
  laptops,	
  iPads,	
  etc.).	
  	
  

According	
  to	
  the	
  third	
  quarter	
  2011	
  Nielsen	
  Social	
  Media	
  Report,	
  Americans	
  spend	
  more	
  

time	
  on	
  Facebook	
  than	
  on	
  any	
  other	
  website	
  (The	
  Nielsen	
  Report,	
  Q3	
  2011,	
  2011).	
  	
  

Facebook	
  is	
  a	
  flourishing	
  social	
  networking	
  site	
  with	
  over	
  900	
  million	
  active	
  users	
  (Nelson-­‐

Field,	
  Riebe	
  &	
  Sharpe,	
  2012).	
  Its	
  mission	
  is	
  “to	
  give	
  people	
  the	
  power	
  to	
  share	
  and	
  make	
  the	
  

world	
  more	
  open	
  and	
  connected”	
  (Facebook,	
  2012).	
  	
  This	
  translates	
  to	
  approximately	
  three	
  

of	
  every	
  four	
  Internet	
  users	
  visiting	
  Facebook	
  (Lipsman	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012).	
  	
  	
  While	
  Facebook	
  

originally	
  connected	
  only	
  enrolled	
  college	
  students,	
  it	
  now	
  allows	
  all	
  individuals,	
  brands	
  

and	
  organizations	
  to	
  communicate	
  across	
  its	
  network.	
  	
  Moreover,	
  Facebook	
  has	
  an	
  

estimated	
  160	
  million	
  visitors	
  each	
  month.	
  	
  

Facebook	
  is	
  described	
  as	
  a	
  pragmatic	
  and	
  cost-­‐effective	
  channel	
  for	
  brands	
  to	
  

acquire	
  and	
  communicate	
  with	
  real	
  customers.	
  Organizations	
  can	
  create	
  Facebook	
  “fan	
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pages”	
  for	
  their	
  brands.	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  they	
  can	
  encourage	
  users	
  on	
  Facebook	
  to	
  become	
  

“fans”	
  of	
  their	
  brands’	
  Facebook	
  page	
  by	
  clicking	
  the	
  “like”	
  button	
  on	
  the	
  page.	
  After	
  a	
  user	
  

has	
  “liked”	
  a	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  fan	
  page,	
  it	
  is	
  shared	
  within	
  his	
  or	
  her	
  network	
  and	
  on	
  his	
  or	
  

her	
  newsfeed.	
  	
  They	
  may	
  then	
  receive	
  brand	
  updates	
  including	
  remarks	
  and	
  interactions	
  

from	
  other	
  brand	
  fans	
  (Nelson-­‐Field	
  et	
  al.	
  ,	
  2012).	
  	
  	
  

Brands	
  are	
  currently	
  utilizing	
  Facebook	
  as	
  a	
  free	
  marketing	
  resource	
  to	
  reach	
  a	
  wide	
  

fan	
  base.	
  	
  Because	
  Facebook	
  brings	
  a	
  wide	
  variety	
  of	
  online	
  users	
  together	
  on	
  one	
  

interconnected	
  social	
  networking	
  site,	
  brands	
  can	
  reach	
  people	
  that	
  they	
  might	
  not	
  

otherwise	
  reach	
  via	
  their	
  website.	
  	
  Moreover,	
  research	
  indicates	
  that	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  traffic	
  

on	
  brands’	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  is	
  actually	
  surpassing	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  traffic	
  to	
  their	
  actual	
  

websites	
  (Nelson-­‐Field	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012;	
  The	
  Nielsen	
  Report,	
  Q3	
  2011,	
  2011).	
  	
  Now	
  more	
  online	
  

users	
  migrate	
  toward	
  a	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  page	
  rather	
  than	
  visit	
  their	
  website	
  since	
  many	
  

are	
  already	
  spending	
  time	
  on	
  Facebook.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  Coca-­‐Cola	
  has	
  242,000	
  U.S.	
  unique	
  

visitors	
  to	
  its	
  website	
  but	
  has	
  10.7	
  million	
  Facebook	
  fans	
  on	
  its	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page	
  (Neff,	
  

2010).	
  With	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  post	
  video	
  and	
  photo	
  advertisements,	
  obtain	
  customer	
  feedback	
  

and	
  offer	
  deals,	
  brands	
  are	
  now	
  engaging	
  directly	
  with	
  fans	
  on	
  their	
  Facebook	
  pages.	
  

Research	
  has	
  found	
  that	
  most	
  branded	
  content	
  exposure	
  occurs	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  

newsfeed	
  indicating	
  that	
  users	
  engage	
  in	
  electronic	
  word	
  of	
  mouth	
  to	
  spread	
  and	
  receive	
  

information	
  about	
  brands	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  media	
  platform	
  (Lipsman	
  et	
  al.,	
  2012).	
  	
  

Additionally,	
  in	
  their	
  study	
  regarding	
  the	
  power	
  the	
  Facebook	
  “like”	
  button	
  has	
  in	
  

influencing	
  brand	
  reach,	
  Lipsman	
  and	
  colleagues	
  (2012)	
  found	
  that,	
  compared	
  to	
  other	
  

forms	
  of	
  interactive	
  advertising,	
  social	
  media	
  impressions	
  increased	
  total	
  online	
  

impression	
  volume	
  by	
  a	
  drastic	
  64	
  percent.	
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Attitudes	
  toward	
  Brands	
  	
  

As	
  social	
  media	
  sites,	
  like	
  Facebook,	
  offer	
  users	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  be	
  exposed	
  to	
  

new	
  brands	
  online,	
  they	
  allow	
  for	
  the	
  creation	
  and	
  alteration	
  of	
  perceptions	
  and	
  attitudes	
  

toward	
  a	
  brand’s	
  product	
  and	
  brand	
  image.	
  	
  Brand	
  image	
  has	
  been	
  and	
  continues	
  to	
  be	
  an	
  

important	
  concept	
  in	
  consumer	
  behavior	
  research.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  perception	
  and	
  attitude	
  

have	
  long	
  been	
  topics	
  of	
  communication	
  research	
  for	
  both	
  social	
  scientists	
  and	
  

communications	
  scholars	
  alike.	
  	
  Aaker	
  (1996)	
  argued	
  that	
  brand	
  image	
  helps	
  shape	
  

consumers	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand.	
  	
  Likewise,	
  consumer	
  attitudes	
  contribute	
  heavily	
  to	
  

an	
  organization’s	
  brand	
  image.	
  	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  organizations	
  must	
  carefully	
  craft	
  

communications	
  with	
  consumers	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  shape	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  its	
  brands	
  and/or	
  

products	
  and	
  create/maintain	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  its	
  brands.	
  	
  

Thurstone	
  (1931)	
  first	
  developed	
  a	
  scale	
  for	
  attitudes	
  by	
  defining	
  an	
  attitude	
  as	
  the	
  

amount	
  of	
  affect	
  for	
  or	
  against	
  a	
  psychological	
  object.	
  	
  Other	
  definitions	
  identify	
  attitudes	
  as	
  

a	
  complex	
  system	
  that	
  involves	
  three	
  identifiable	
  components:	
  (1)	
  a	
  cognitive	
  component,	
  

(2)	
  an	
  affective	
  component,	
  and	
  (3)	
  an	
  action	
  component	
  (Shaw,	
  1982).	
  	
  Additionally,	
  

Heath	
  and	
  Gaeth	
  (1994)	
  define	
  attitude	
  as	
  “a	
  general	
  and	
  enduring	
  (consistent	
  over	
  time)	
  

negative	
  or	
  positive	
  evaluation	
  of	
  a	
  person,	
  object,	
  or	
  issue”	
  (Heath	
  &	
  Gaeth,	
  1994,	
  p.129).	
  	
  	
  

While	
  there	
  are	
  numerous	
  definitions	
  for	
  the	
  term	
  attitude,	
  much	
  research	
  

regarding	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  brands	
  and	
  products	
  has	
  examined	
  attitudes	
  by	
  looking	
  at	
  

advertisements	
  as	
  the	
  main	
  influencers	
  (Ketelaar,	
  van	
  Gisbergen,	
  Bosman,	
  &	
  Beentjes,	
  

2010).	
  	
  Studies	
  have	
  also	
  shown	
  that	
  higher	
  brand	
  quality	
  (Sheena,	
  Mohanan	
  &	
  Naresh,	
  

2012)	
  and	
  positive	
  electronic	
  word-­‐of-­‐mouth	
  can	
  lead	
  to	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  (Doh	
  &	
  

Hwang,	
  2009).	
  	
  This	
  study	
  utilized	
  Heath	
  and	
  Gaeth’s	
  (1994)	
  definition	
  of	
  attitude	
  by	
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looking	
  at	
  it	
  in	
  terms	
  positive	
  or	
  negative	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  

Perception	
  of	
  Brand	
  Reputation	
  

Perception	
  has	
  been	
  operationally	
  defined	
  in	
  different	
  ways	
  and	
  is	
  sometimes	
  hard	
  

to	
  differentiate	
  from	
  an	
  attitude.	
  	
  Some	
  studies	
  examine	
  perception	
  by	
  looking	
  at	
  

perception	
  of	
  brand	
  quality	
  or	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  identity	
  (Ramakrishnan	
  &	
  Ravindran,	
  

2012).	
  	
  Others	
  measure	
  perception	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  positive	
  or	
  negative	
  impressions	
  (Sundar,	
  et	
  

al.,	
  2003).	
  To	
  differentiate	
  perception	
  from	
  attitude,	
  similar	
  to	
  Guillory	
  and	
  Sundar	
  

(forthcoming),	
  perception	
  in	
  this	
  study	
  is	
  operationalized	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation.	
  	
  

According	
  to	
  Gibson,	
  Gonzales	
  and	
  Castanon	
  (2006),	
  “reputation	
  represents	
  

organizational	
  past	
  and	
  present	
  performance	
  and	
  portrays	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  deliver	
  reliable	
  

desirable	
  results	
  to	
  various	
  stakeholders”	
  (p.	
  12).	
  	
  Within	
  the	
  context	
  of	
  social	
  media,	
  

“reputation	
  is	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  users	
  can	
  identify	
  the	
  standing	
  of	
  others,	
  including	
  

themselves,	
  in	
  a	
  social	
  media	
  setting”	
  (Kietzmann	
  et	
  al.,	
  2011,	
  p.	
  241).	
  	
  Research	
  has	
  shown	
  

that	
  brands	
  place	
  heavy	
  emphasis	
  on	
  maintaining	
  relationships	
  with	
  their	
  publics	
  to	
  

influence	
  positive	
  reputations.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  public	
  relations	
  scholars,	
  reputation	
  is	
  also	
  

considered	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  brand’s	
  most	
  important	
  asset	
  (Gibson,	
  Gonzales	
  &	
  Castanon,	
  2006).	
  	
  

Page	
  and	
  Fearn	
  (2005)	
  found	
  that	
  consumers’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  an	
  organization’s	
  fairness	
  to	
  

others	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  success	
  and	
  leadership	
  are	
  the	
  most	
  heavily	
  weighed	
  factors	
  

when	
  determining	
  corporate	
  reputation.	
  	
  	
  

Because	
  social	
  media	
  allows	
  brands	
  to	
  reach	
  such	
  a	
  vast	
  number	
  of	
  people	
  instantly,	
  

it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  brand	
  reputation	
  is	
  affected	
  via	
  social	
  media.	
  Utilizing	
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the	
  aforementioned	
  definitions	
  of	
  reputation,	
  this	
  study	
  specifically	
  examines	
  how	
  a	
  

brand’s	
  utilization	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  Facebook	
  contributes	
  to	
  users’	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation.	
  	
  

Purchase	
  Intent	
  

	
   To	
  understand	
  behavioral	
  outcomes	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  this	
  study	
  examines	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  purchase	
  intentions	
  as	
  the	
  ultimate	
  goal	
  of	
  

advertising	
  and	
  marketing	
  professionals	
  is	
  to	
  get	
  consumers	
  to	
  actually	
  buy	
  their	
  product.	
  	
  

Morwitz	
  and	
  Schmittlein	
  (1992)	
  stated,	
  “in	
  marketing	
  research,	
  purchase	
  intentions	
  are	
  

often	
  used	
  as	
  a	
  predictive	
  measure	
  of	
  subsequent	
  purchase	
  behavior”	
  (p.	
  391).	
  	
  	
  Chen	
  and	
  

Dubinsky	
  (2003)	
  argued	
  that	
  since	
  the	
  cognitive	
  and	
  physical	
  effort	
  of	
  a	
  purchase	
  often	
  

occurs	
  prior	
  to	
  actual	
  buying,	
  online	
  marketers	
  must	
  know	
  how	
  to	
  influence	
  potential	
  

customers	
  in	
  their	
  pre-­‐purchase	
  stage.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  research	
  has	
  found	
  that	
  customers	
  

whose	
  purchase	
  intention	
  was	
  measured	
  were	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  buy	
  a	
  product	
  than	
  customers	
  

whose	
  purchase	
  intention	
  was	
  not	
  measured	
  (Fitzsimons	
  &	
  Morwitz,	
  1996).	
  	
  

	
   Because	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  ultimate	
  goals	
  for	
  a	
  brand	
  is	
  to	
  have	
  consumers	
  purchase	
  its	
  

products,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  understand	
  what	
  factors	
  play	
  a	
  role	
  in	
  affecting	
  users’	
  purchase	
  

intentions.	
  	
  While	
  there	
  is	
  much	
  research	
  regarding	
  interactivity,	
  most	
  research	
  examines	
  

users’	
  subsequent	
  attitudes	
  or	
  impressions	
  (Sundar	
  &	
  Kim,	
  2005;	
  Sundar	
  et	
  al.,	
  2003;	
  

Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming).	
  Because	
  this	
  study	
  examines	
  both	
  cognitive	
  and	
  

behavioral	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  I	
  posit	
  the	
  following	
  research	
  question	
  regarding	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent:	
  

	
   RQ1:	
  Is	
  there	
  a	
  relationship	
  between	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  and	
  users’	
  purchase	
  

intentions	
  for	
  brands	
  on	
  Facebook?	
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Involvement	
  
	
  
	
   To	
  assure	
  that	
  interactivity	
  effects	
  can	
  be	
  generalized	
  across	
  various	
  brands	
  and	
  

products,	
  this	
  study	
  looked	
  at	
  product	
  involvement	
  as	
  an	
  additional	
  independent	
  variable.	
  

While	
  involvement	
  can	
  be	
  conceptualized	
  differently,	
  it	
  most	
  often	
  refers	
  to	
  “personal	
  

relevance”	
  (Zaichkowsky,	
  1985,	
  p.	
  342).	
  Zaichkowsky	
  (1985)	
  defined	
  involvement	
  as	
  “a	
  

person’s	
  perceived	
  relevance	
  of	
  the	
  object	
  based	
  on	
  inherent	
  needs,	
  values,	
  and	
  interests”	
  

(p.	
  342).	
  	
  She	
  later	
  refined	
  product	
  involvement	
  as	
  respondents’	
  overall	
  evaluation	
  of	
  how	
  

important	
  a	
  product	
  is	
  to	
  their	
  lives	
  (Zaichkowsky,	
  1994).	
  	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  consumers	
  view	
  

shopping	
  or	
  consumption	
  activities	
  as	
  personally	
  relevant.	
  	
  Similarly,	
  Day,	
  Stafford	
  and	
  

Camacho	
  (1995)	
  suggested	
  that	
  involvement	
  is	
  "a	
  motivational	
  state	
  influenced	
  by	
  a	
  

person's	
  perception	
  of	
  the	
  object's	
  relevance	
  based	
  on	
  inherent	
  needs,	
  values,	
  and	
  

interests"	
  (p.70).	
  	
  	
  

Houston	
  and	
  Rothschild	
  (1978)	
  defined	
  involvement	
  as	
  a	
  function	
  of	
  enduring	
  

involvement	
  or	
  a	
  need	
  derived	
  from	
  a	
  value	
  in	
  an	
  individual’s	
  hierarchy	
  of	
  needs	
  

(Zaichkowsky,	
  1985,	
  p.	
  343).	
  	
  	
  Cardozo	
  (1965)	
  argued	
  that	
  the	
  more	
  valuable	
  or	
  significant	
  

a	
  product	
  is	
  to	
  a	
  person,	
  the	
  more	
  effort	
  he	
  will	
  put	
  forth	
  to	
  obtain	
  it	
  (Hupfer	
  &	
  Gardner,	
  

1971).	
  Therefore,	
  the	
  product	
  would	
  elicit	
  a	
  high	
  level	
  of	
  involvement.	
  	
  On	
  the	
  contrary,	
  a	
  

person	
  may	
  exhibit	
  low-­‐enduring	
  involvement	
  toward	
  frequently	
  purchased	
  household	
  

goods	
  that	
  require	
  less	
  effort	
  to	
  obtain	
  (Suh	
  &	
  Yi,	
  2006	
  ).	
  	
  	
  

	
   The	
  involvement	
  construct	
  has	
  garnered	
  much	
  interest	
  by	
  researchers	
  with	
  

development	
  of	
  the	
  Internet	
  (Macias,	
  2003).	
  	
  In	
  her	
  study	
  regarding	
  how	
  perceived	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  affect	
  comprehension	
  of	
  interactive	
  advertising	
  

websites,	
  Macias	
  (2003)	
  found	
  that	
  comprehension	
  of	
  websites	
  was	
  higher	
  for	
  those	
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featuring	
  with	
  high	
  involvement	
  products	
  than	
  those	
  with	
  low	
  involvement	
  products.	
  	
  

Macias	
  (2003)	
  also	
  found	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  an	
  interaction	
  effect	
  between	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

product	
  involvement	
  as	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  product	
  involvement	
  condition	
  

comprehended	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  site	
  at	
  a	
  considerably	
  higher	
  level	
  than	
  the	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  site.	
  	
  Cho	
  (1999)	
  also	
  found	
  that	
  product	
  involvement	
  influenced	
  participants’	
  

motivation	
  to	
  process	
  Web	
  advertising	
  content.	
  	
  Karson	
  and	
  Korgaonar	
  (2001),	
  on	
  the	
  

other	
  hand,	
  did	
  not	
  find	
  that	
  involvement	
  affected	
  attitudes	
  or	
  purchase	
  intention	
  online.	
  	
  	
  

Utilizing	
  the	
  aforementioned	
  definitions	
  of	
  product	
  involvement,	
  this	
  study	
  looked	
  

at	
  a	
  high	
  involvement	
  product	
  as	
  a	
  product	
  that	
  requires	
  a	
  greater	
  amount	
  of	
  thought	
  when	
  

making	
  a	
  purchase	
  decision	
  and	
  a	
  low	
  involvement	
  product	
  as	
  a	
  product	
  that	
  requires	
  little	
  

thought	
  when	
  making	
  a	
  purchase	
  decision.	
  	
  The	
  high	
  involvement	
  product	
  in	
  this	
  study	
  was	
  

a	
  vitamin	
  supplement,	
  while	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  product	
  was	
  a	
  bar	
  of	
  soap.	
  	
  By	
  looking	
  at	
  

product	
  involvement	
  in	
  this	
  manner,	
  this	
  study	
  attempted	
  to	
  make	
  sure	
  results	
  are	
  

generalizable	
  across	
  all	
  types	
  of	
  brands.	
  	
  	
  

To	
  generalize	
  findings	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  on	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation,	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  brands,	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent	
  for	
  both	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  

involvement	
  products,	
  	
  I	
  pose	
  the	
  following	
  research	
  question:	
  	
  

RQ2:	
  Do	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  
	
  
brands	
  on	
  Facebook	
  differ	
  for	
  low	
  involvement	
  products	
  versus	
  high	
  involvement	
  
	
  
products?	
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CHAPTER	
  3	
  
METHODOLOGY	
  

	
  
	
   This	
  thesis	
  examined	
  the	
  roles	
  that	
  interactivity	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  sites,	
  specifically	
  

Facebook,	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  play	
  in	
  affecting	
  users’	
  attitude	
  toward	
  brands,	
  

perception	
  of	
  brands’	
  reputations	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent.	
  	
  	
  Since	
  people	
  are	
  continually	
  

turning	
  to	
  social	
  media	
  to	
  receive	
  and	
  share	
  information	
  regarding	
  brands,	
  it	
  was	
  

appropriate	
  for	
  this	
  study	
  to	
  utilize	
  the	
  social	
  networking	
  site,	
  Facebook.	
  	
  Thus,	
  two	
  faux	
  

brands	
  were	
  created	
  to	
  represent	
  both	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  involvement	
  products;	
  and	
  to	
  address	
  

the	
  hypotheses	
  and	
  research	
  questions.	
  Four	
  separate	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  were	
  created	
  to	
  

represent	
  the	
  faux	
  brands.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

In	
  a	
  2	
  (interactivity:	
  low/high)	
  x	
  2	
  (involvement:	
  low/high)	
  between-­‐subjects	
  

factorial	
  design,	
  with	
  product	
  involvement	
  and	
  interactivity	
  as	
  independent	
  variables,	
  

participants	
  were	
  randomly	
  assigned	
  to	
  interact	
  with	
  one	
  of	
  four	
  possible	
  treatments.	
  They	
  

were	
  exposed	
  to	
  a	
  Facebook	
  page	
  for	
  either	
  a	
  high	
  or	
  low	
  level	
  of	
  involvement	
  that	
  

exhibited	
  either	
  a	
  high	
  or	
  low	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity.	
  Conditions	
  included	
  (a)	
  a	
  high	
  

involvement	
  product	
  on	
  a	
  low	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  page,	
  (b)	
  a	
  low	
  involvement	
  product	
  on	
  

a	
  low	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  page,	
  (c)	
  a	
  high	
  involvement	
  product	
  on	
  a	
  high	
  interactive	
  

Facebook	
  page,	
  or	
  (d)	
  a	
  low	
  involvement	
  product	
  on	
  a	
  high	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  	
  

Stimuli	
  were	
  pre-­‐tested	
  to	
  check	
  the	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  of	
  the	
  page	
  and	
  product	
  

involvement	
  using	
  McMillan	
  and	
  Hwang’s	
  (2000)	
  Measures	
  of	
  Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  (MPI)	
  

scale	
  and	
  Zaichowsky’s	
  (1995)	
  scale	
  for	
  level	
  of	
  product	
  involvement,	
  respectively.	
  

Stimulus	
  Material	
  	
  
	
  

To	
  manipulate	
  levels	
  of	
  site	
  interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement,	
  two	
  hypothetical	
  

brands	
  were	
  created:	
  Revive	
  Soap	
  and	
  Natural	
  Harmony.	
  	
  Since	
  involvement	
  refers	
  to	
  a	
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consumer’s	
  perceptions	
  of	
  importance	
  of	
  a	
  particular	
  product,	
  this	
  thesis	
  chose	
  to	
  utilize	
  a	
  

brand	
  of	
  soap	
  to	
  represent	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  condition	
  and	
  a	
  brand	
  of	
  vitamin	
  

supplements	
  to	
  represent	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  (Zaickowsky,	
  1995).	
  	
  	
  

The	
  brand	
  Revive	
  was	
  created	
  to	
  represent	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  brand	
  product.	
  	
  The	
  

name	
  “Revive”	
  was	
  intended	
  to	
  represent	
  a	
  brand	
  that	
  was	
  gender	
  neutral.	
  	
  Its	
  tagline	
  was	
  

“Revive.	
  Feel	
  the	
  clean.”	
  	
  The	
  brand	
  logo	
  exhibited	
  deep	
  and	
  navy	
  blue	
  colors,	
  and	
  all	
  

content	
  posted	
  on	
  the	
  page	
  aimed	
  at	
  representing	
  a	
  brand	
  that	
  would	
  be	
  of	
  interest	
  for	
  

both	
  males	
  and	
  females	
  of	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  ages	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  B).	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  The	
  brand	
  Natural	
  Harmony	
  was	
  created	
  to	
  represent	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  brand	
  

product.	
  	
  Similar	
  to	
  Revive,	
  the	
  name	
  “Natural	
  Harmony”	
  was	
  intended	
  to	
  represent	
  a	
  

gender-­‐neutral	
  brand.	
  	
  The	
  colors	
  chosen	
  were	
  earthy	
  tones,	
  green	
  and	
  yellow,	
  and	
  they	
  

were	
  specifically	
  chosen	
  to	
  indicate	
  health	
  and	
  nature.	
  The	
  tagline	
  for	
  Natural	
  Harmony	
  

was	
  “Natural	
  Harmony.	
  Bringing	
  balance	
  to	
  your	
  life,	
  the	
  natural	
  way”	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  B).	
  	
  	
  

Four	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  were	
  created	
  as	
  stimuli	
  for	
  this	
  experiment.	
  	
  	
  Utilizing	
  Sundar	
  

and	
  colleagues’	
  (2003)	
  operationalization	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  each	
  brand	
  had	
  a	
  high	
  interactive	
  

Facebook	
  page	
  and	
  a	
  low	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  	
  High	
  interactive	
  pages	
  utilized	
  more	
  

interactive	
  features	
  (functional	
  interactivity)	
  and	
  provided	
  more	
  feedback	
  and	
  dialogue	
  

with	
  other	
  users	
  (contingent	
  interactivity),	
  while	
  low	
  interactive	
  pages	
  did	
  not	
  utilize	
  all	
  

interactive	
  functions	
  and	
  did	
  not	
  engage	
  in	
  feedback	
  or	
  dialogue.	
  	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  the	
  high	
  

interactive	
  pages	
  for	
  both	
  Revive	
  and	
  Natural	
  Harmony	
  exhibited	
  higher	
  functional	
  

interactivity	
  as	
  they	
  included	
  more	
  posts	
  that	
  included	
  pictures,	
  links	
  with	
  thumbnails,	
  and	
  

links	
  to	
  videos.	
  Additionally,	
  such	
  high	
  interactive	
  pages	
  included	
  comments	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  

brand	
  responded	
  to	
  users	
  comments,	
  thus	
  engaging	
  in	
  contingent	
  interactivity	
  (see	
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Appendix	
  B).	
  	
  The	
  low	
  interactive	
  brand	
  pages	
  did	
  not	
  post	
  as	
  large	
  of	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  photos,	
  

videos	
  or	
  links	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  exhibit	
  a	
  low	
  level	
  of	
  functional	
  interactivity.	
  Additionally,	
  these	
  

low	
  interactive	
  pages	
  exhibited	
  low	
  contingent	
  interactivity	
  as	
  the	
  brands	
  did	
  not	
  respond	
  

directly	
  to	
  users’	
  comments.	
  	
  All	
  pages	
  had	
  a	
  similar	
  number	
  of	
  “likes.”	
  	
  They	
  also	
  had	
  the	
  

same	
  number	
  of	
  posts	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  comments	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  B).	
  	
  

Pretest	
  One	
  

	
   To	
  determine	
  the	
  functionality	
  of	
  the	
  manipulations,	
  I	
  conducted	
  a	
  pretest	
  focusing	
  

on	
  respondents’	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  in	
  regards	
  to	
  the	
  social	
  media	
  sites,	
  and	
  perceived	
  

level	
  of	
  involvement	
  for	
  each	
  product	
  type.	
  	
  	
  Sixty-­‐four	
  students	
  enrolled	
  in	
  the	
  Manship	
  

School	
  of	
  Mass	
  Communication’s	
  Media	
  Effects	
  Lab	
  (MEL)	
  subject	
  pool	
  participated	
  in	
  the	
  

first	
  pretest.	
  	
  As	
  compensation	
  for	
  participating,	
  participants	
  received	
  extra	
  course	
  credit.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Participants	
  were	
  instructed	
  to	
  go	
  to	
  the	
  Media	
  Effects	
  Lab	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  

controlled	
  pretest.	
  	
  	
  The	
  pilot	
  test	
  was	
  controlled	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  no	
  participants	
  altered	
  the	
  

stimuli	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  by	
  “liking”	
  or	
  commenting	
  on	
  any	
  pages	
  or	
  posts.	
  	
  Once	
  there,	
  they	
  

were	
  instructed	
  by	
  the	
  researcher	
  to	
  complete	
  an	
  online	
  experiment	
  in	
  Qualtrics.	
  	
  Via	
  the	
  

questionnaire,	
  they	
  were	
  randomly	
  assigned	
  to	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  four	
  possible	
  conditions:	
  (a)	
  a	
  

low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  Facebook	
  page,	
  (b)	
  a	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  

Facebook	
  page,	
  (c)	
  a	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  page,	
  (d)	
  a	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  page.	
  	
  The	
  post-­‐exposure	
  questionnaire	
  items	
  assessed	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  

and	
  involvement	
  of	
  the	
  product.	
  

Perceived	
  interactivity	
  was	
  measured	
  by	
  using	
  McMillan	
  and	
  Hwang’s	
  (2002)	
  18-­‐

item	
  Measures	
  of	
  Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  (MPI)	
  scale,	
  a	
  7-­‐point	
  Likert	
  scale	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  

.87;	
  see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  scale).	
  	
  Measures	
  included	
  questions	
  such	
  as	
  “this	
  brand	
  enables	
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two-­‐way	
  communication”	
  or	
  “this	
  brand	
  primarily	
  enables	
  one-­‐way	
  communication”	
  

(McMillan	
  &	
  Hwang,	
  2002).	
  	
  

	
   Involvement	
  was	
  measured	
  using	
  Zaichkowsky’s	
  (1985)	
  20-­‐item,	
  7-­‐point	
  semantic	
  

differential	
  scale.	
  	
  Since	
  Zaichkowsky	
  (1985)	
  operationally	
  defined	
  involvement	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  

relative	
  importance,	
  questions	
  included	
  anchors	
  such	
  as	
  “important/unimportant,”	
  

“relevant/irrelevant,”	
  and	
  “vital/superfluous”	
  (Zaichkowsky,	
  1985,	
  p.	
  350).	
  	
  	
  

To	
  test	
  the	
  reliability	
  of	
  the	
  scales	
  measuring	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

involvement,	
  both	
  scales	
  were	
  subjected	
  to	
  a	
  reliability	
  analysis.	
  	
  Inter-­‐item	
  reliability	
  for	
  

the	
  question	
  items	
  for	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  was	
  statistically	
  reliable	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  

0.85).	
  	
  Inter-­‐item	
  reliability	
  for	
  the	
  question	
  items	
  for	
  involvement	
  was	
  also	
  high	
  

(Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  0.94).	
  	
  	
  

To	
  assure	
  that	
  high	
  interactivity	
  pages	
  were	
  perceived	
  as	
  having	
  high	
  interactivity	
  

and	
  low	
  interactivity	
  pages	
  were	
  perceived	
  as	
  having	
  low	
  interactivity,	
  a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  

of	
  variance	
  (ANOVA)	
  was	
  conducted	
  in	
  SPSS.	
  	
  	
  Interactivity	
  for	
  the	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  was	
  

found	
  to	
  be	
  statistically	
  significant,	
  F(1,60)	
  =	
  4.48,	
  p	
  <	
  .05.	
  	
  In	
  other	
  words,	
  participants	
  

viewing	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  pages	
  (M	
  =	
  .4.75,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17)	
  perceived	
  them	
  to	
  

exhibit	
  significantly	
  lower	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  than	
  participants	
  viewing	
  the	
  high	
  

interactivity	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page	
  (M	
  =	
  5.07,	
  SE	
  =	
  .18).	
  	
  However,	
  there	
  was	
  also	
  a	
  main	
  

effect	
  for	
  product	
  involvement	
  on	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  14,79,	
  p	
  <	
  .001,	
  which	
  indicated	
  

users	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  perceived	
  the	
  brand	
  pages	
  to	
  exhibit	
  significantly	
  

higher	
  interactivity	
  (M	
  =	
  4.41,	
  SE	
  =	
  .11)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  

3.88,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09).	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  results	
  showed	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  an	
  interaction	
  effect	
  for	
  the	
  

involvement	
  and	
  interactivity	
  indices	
  on	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  1.70,	
  p	
  <.05,	
  pη2	
  =	
  .01.	
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Table	
  1:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  
Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  for	
  Pretest	
  1	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.57aB	
   4.19bA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .12	
   .13	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.43aA	
   4.38bB	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .16	
   .14	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  1.70,	
  p	
  <.05	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

There	
  was	
  a	
  larger	
  difference	
  in	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  for	
  those	
  

in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  than	
  within	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (see	
  

Table	
  1).	
  	
  This	
  indicated	
  that	
  interactivity	
  might	
  be	
  confounding	
  involvement	
  as	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  influenced	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement.	
  

To	
  assure	
  that	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  represented	
  high	
  involvement	
  

products	
  while	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  condition	
  represented	
  low	
  involvement	
  products,	
  	
  I	
  

conducted	
  a	
  second	
  between	
  subjects	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  with	
  perceived	
  product	
  

involvement	
  as	
  the	
  dependent	
  variable.	
  	
  Results	
  indicated	
  that	
  the	
  difference	
  in	
  levels	
  of	
  

involvement	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant,	
  F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  3.48,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.66,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17)	
  only	
  viewed	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  condition	
  as	
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Table	
  2:	
  	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  
Perceived	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  for	
  Pretest	
  1	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.30aA	
   5.03	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .23	
   .24	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   5.20	
  aA	
   5.10	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .31	
   .26	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  2.48,	
  p	
  >	
  .05	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

slightly	
  less	
  involving	
  than	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  5.15,	
  SE	
  =	
  

20).	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  main	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  product	
  

involvement,	
  F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  1.49,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Accordingly,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  in	
  

participants’	
  level	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  between	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  

(M	
  =4.75,	
  SE	
  =	
  .19)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  5.07,	
  SE	
  =	
  .18).	
  	
  

The	
  analysis	
  also	
  revealed	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  between	
  interactivity	
  

and	
  involvement	
  on	
  product	
  involvement,	
  F(1,	
  60)	
  =	
  2.48,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  a	
  slight	
  

difference	
  in	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  for	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  conditions	
  versus	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions,	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
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was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant	
  (see	
  Table	
  2).	
  	
  Because	
  of	
  this,	
  a	
  second	
  pretest	
  was	
  

conducted.	
  	
  	
  

Pretest	
  Two	
  	
  	
  	
  

Similar	
  to	
  pretest	
  one,	
  pretest	
  two	
  was	
  available	
  to	
  students	
  registered	
  in	
  the	
  MEL	
  

pool.	
  	
  Fifty-­‐nine	
  participants	
  were	
  recruited	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  this	
  pilot	
  test.	
  	
  After	
  analyzing	
  

the	
  results	
  of	
  pretest	
  one	
  and	
  discovering	
  that	
  the	
  participants	
  might	
  be	
  confounding	
  

involvement	
  with	
  interactivity,	
  it	
  was	
  discerned	
  that	
  the	
  interactivity	
  of	
  the	
  cover	
  photo	
  on	
  

the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  involvement	
  brand	
  page	
  might	
  have	
  influenced	
  participants’	
  

answers	
  regarding	
  product	
  involvement.	
  	
  To	
  address	
  involvement	
  issues,	
  the	
  cover	
  page	
  of	
  

the	
  Natural	
  Harmony	
  brand	
  pages	
  was	
  changed	
  to	
  appear	
  less	
  engaging	
  or	
  interactive	
  (see	
  

Appendix	
  B).	
  	
  	
  	
  

After	
  conducting	
  the	
  second	
  pretest,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  in	
  

participants’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,55)	
  =.45,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Interestingly,	
  participants	
  in	
  

the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  found	
  the	
  brand	
  pages	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  interactive	
  (M	
  =	
  3.86,	
  S	
  =	
  

.10)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  3.76,	
  SE	
  =	
  .10).	
  	
  There	
  was	
  also	
  no	
  

main	
  effect	
  for	
  involvement	
  on	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  2.01,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  and	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  

low	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  found	
  the	
  brand	
  pages	
  to	
  be	
  slightly	
  more	
  interactive	
  (M	
  =	
  

3.09,	
  SE	
  =	
  .10)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  3.71,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09).	
  	
  However,	
  

there	
  was	
  an	
  interaction	
  effect	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  

perceived	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  3.43,	
  p	
  <	
  .01.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  a	
  difference	
  in	
  participants’	
  

perception	
  of	
  involvement	
  only	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  as	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.10,	
  SE	
  =	
  .15)	
  perceived	
  the	
  brand	
  pages	
  as	
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Table	
  3:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  
Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  for	
  Pretest	
  2	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.71aA	
   4.10aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .14	
   .15	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.00aA	
   3.42aB	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .13	
   .14	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  3.43,	
  p	
  <	
  .01	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

being	
  more	
  interactive	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  

3.42,	
  SE	
  =	
  .14;	
  see	
  Table	
  3).	
  	
  	
  

Additionally,	
  the	
  difference	
  in	
  levels	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  was	
  still	
  not	
  found	
  to	
  be	
  

statistically	
  significant,	
  F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  .42,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  only	
  

viewed	
  the	
  brand	
  pages	
  as	
  slightly	
  less	
  involving	
  (M	
  =	
  3.94,	
  SE	
  =	
  .25)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.16,	
  SE	
  =	
  .23).	
  	
  There	
  was	
  also	
  no	
  main	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  

on	
  involvement,	
  F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  1.84,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  

perceived	
  the	
  product	
  to	
  be	
  slightly	
  more	
  involving	
  (M	
  =	
  4.28,	
  SE	
  =	
  .23)	
  than	
  participants	
  in	
  

the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  3.82,	
  SE	
  =	
  .24).	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  

effect	
  between	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
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Table	
  4:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  

Product	
  Involvement	
  for	
  Pretest	
  2	
  

	
  
	
  

Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.11aA	
   3.77	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .34	
   .35	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.44	
  aA	
   3.88	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .31	
   .33	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  .102,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  ph2	
  =	
  .01	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
	
  

involvement,	
  F(1,	
  55)	
  =	
  .102,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  

condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.11,	
  SE	
  =	
  .34),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  

=	
  3.77,	
  SE	
  =	
  .35),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =4.44,	
  SE	
  =	
  

.31)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.88,	
  SE	
  =.33)	
  all	
  

had	
  similar	
  perceptions	
  of	
  the	
  product’s	
  involvement	
  (see	
  Table	
  4).	
  	
  Because	
  of	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  

significance	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement,	
  pretest	
  two	
  was	
  excluded.	
  	
  	
  

Pretest	
  One	
  (revisited)	
  
	
  

After	
  further	
  examination	
  of	
  the	
  issue,	
  it	
  was	
  found	
  that	
  the	
  high	
  involvement/low	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  was	
  mistakenly	
  not	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  questionnaire	
  for	
  pretest	
  one.	
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Table	
  5:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  
Effect	
  on	
  Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  for	
  Pretest	
  1	
  (revisited)	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.57aA	
   4.19	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .12	
   .13	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.63	
  aA	
   4.38	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .10	
   .14	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  .28,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  ph2	
  =	
  .01	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

Instead,	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  was	
  listed	
  twice.	
  	
  After	
  adjusting	
  

the	
  experiment	
  in	
  Qualtrics	
  and	
  returning	
  to	
  the	
  original	
  cover	
  picture	
  for	
  the	
  Natural	
  

Harmony	
  brand	
  pages,	
  the	
  online	
  experiment	
  link	
  was	
  sent	
  to	
  33	
  new	
  participants	
  by	
  

utilizing	
  snowball	
  sampling.	
  	
  These	
  participants	
  only	
  saw	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  condition,	
  and	
  this	
  data	
  was	
  added	
  to	
  pretest	
  one.	
  	
  This	
  time,	
  participants	
  

were	
  able	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  questionnaire	
  online	
  rather	
  than	
  at	
  the	
  MEL.	
  	
  	
  After	
  merging	
  

this	
  data	
  with	
  pretest	
  one	
  data,	
  the	
  total	
  number	
  of	
  participants	
  was	
  eighty-­‐six.	
  	
  After	
  

running	
  a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  on	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement,	
  I	
  found	
  a	
  main	
  

effect	
  for	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  .06,	
  p<	
  0.01,	
  pη	
  2=	
  .03.	
  	
  Those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  

conditions	
  perceived	
  the	
  page	
  to	
  be	
  significantly	
  more	
  interactive	
  (M	
  =	
  4.29,	
  SE	
  =	
  .10)	
  than	
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Table	
  6:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  Interaction	
  
Effect	
  on	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  for	
  Pretest	
  1	
  (revisited)	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.30	
  aA	
   5.03	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .26	
   .27	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.10	
  aA	
   5.10	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .20	
   .30	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  .29,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  ph2	
  =	
  .01	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
	
  

those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  3.60,	
  SE	
  =	
  .08).	
  	
  There	
  was	
  no	
  main	
  effect	
  for	
  	
  

involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,82)	
  =	
  .94,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Thus,	
  there	
  

was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  in	
  participants	
  perception	
  of	
  interactivity	
  for	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  3.88,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09)	
  versus	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  

conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.00,	
  SE	
  =	
  	
  .09).	
  	
  Moreover,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  between	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  F(1,	
  82)	
  

=	
  .28,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Thus,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  for	
  level	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  

for	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.57,	
  SE	
  =	
  .12),	
  those	
  in	
  

the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.19,	
  SE	
  =	
  .13),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
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involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.63,	
  SE	
  =	
  .10)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.38,	
  SE	
  =	
  .14;	
  see	
  Table	
  5).	
  	
  	
  

	
   Involvement,	
  however,	
  was	
  still	
  statistically	
  insignificant,	
  F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  .06,	
  p	
  >	
  05.	
  	
  

Those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.66,	
  SE	
  =	
  .19)	
  found	
  the	
  product	
  to	
  be	
  

slightly	
  more	
  involving	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.60,	
  SE	
  =	
  .18),	
  but	
  

this	
  difference	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  	
  There	
  was	
  also	
  a	
  main	
  effect	
  for	
  perceived	
  

interactivity	
  on	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement,	
  F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  11.36,	
  p	
  <	
  01.	
  	
  

Participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  5.07,	
  SE	
  =	
  .20)	
  perceived	
  the	
  product	
  

to	
  be	
  significantly	
  more	
  involving	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.20,	
  SE	
  

=	
  .16).	
  	
  Finally,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  between	
  interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  

participants’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  product	
  involvement,	
  F(1,	
  82)	
  =	
  .29,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Thus,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  

significant	
  difference	
  among	
  participants’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  for	
  those	
  in	
  

the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.30,	
  SE	
  =	
  .26),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  5.03,	
  SE	
  =	
  .27),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  

low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.10,	
  SE	
  =	
  .20)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  5.10,	
  SE	
  =	
  .30;	
  see	
  Table	
  6).	
  	
  	
  

At	
  this	
  juncture	
  review	
  of	
  both	
  the	
  stimulus	
  materials	
  and	
  measurement	
  items	
  was	
  

conducted.	
  Upon	
  close	
  examination	
  of	
  the	
  scale	
  used	
  to	
  assess	
  involvement,	
  a	
  potential	
  	
  

conceptual	
  fit	
  problem	
  was	
  noticed.	
  Product	
  involvement	
  was	
  operationalized	
  as	
  “person’s	
  

perceived	
  relevance	
  of	
  the	
  object	
  based	
  on	
  inherent	
  needs,	
  values,	
  and	
  interests,”	
  while	
  the	
  

items	
  used	
  to	
  assess	
  this	
  included:	
  	
  beneficial/not	
  beneficial,	
  mundane/fascinating,	
  

exciting/unexciting	
  (Zaichkowsky,	
  1985).	
  Based	
  on	
  this,	
  I	
  began	
  to	
  question	
  the	
  validity	
  of	
  

the	
  involvement	
  scale	
  in	
  regard	
  to	
  this	
  study.	
  Due	
  to	
  time	
  constraints,	
  a	
  third	
  pretest	
  could	
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Table	
  7:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Site	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  
Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  Perceived	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  for	
  Revised	
  Involvement	
  Items	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.87aA	
   4.55	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .23	
   .25	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   5.83	
  aA	
   5.54	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .25	
   .24	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .00,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  ph2	
  =	
  .01	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

not	
  be	
  conducted.	
  	
  However,	
  five	
  new	
  involvement	
  items	
  were	
  created	
  and	
  included	
  as	
  part	
  

of	
  the	
  main	
  study	
  as	
  a	
  manipulation	
  check.	
  	
  These	
  items	
  included:	
  “When	
  thinking	
  about	
  

buying	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  think	
  about	
  the	
  other	
  brands	
  in	
  the	
  market”	
  	
  and	
  “when	
  about	
  

to	
  purchase	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  do	
  research	
  on	
  various	
  brands.”	
  	
  The	
  items	
  were	
  found	
  to	
  

have	
  high	
  inter-­‐item	
  reliability	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α =	
  .82).	
  	
  	
  

To	
  verify	
  the	
  manipulation	
  check	
  for	
  product	
  involvement,	
  I	
  ran	
  a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  

of	
  variance	
  on	
  the	
  new	
  involvement	
  index.	
  	
  The	
  analysis	
  revealed	
  that	
  the	
  difference	
  among	
  

levels	
  of	
  involvement	
  was	
  statistically	
  significant,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  16.15,	
  p	
  <	
  .001.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  

the	
  high	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  perceived	
  the	
  product	
  to	
  be	
  significantly	
  more	
  involving	
  

(M	
  =	
  5.68,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.71,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17).	
  There	
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was	
  no	
  main	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  on	
  participants	
  level	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  

22.71,	
  p	
  >	
  .05,	
  as	
  participants	
  level	
  of	
  involvement	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  different	
  between	
  

those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  5.34,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  5.05,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17).	
  	
  Last,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  between	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .00,	
  p	
  

>	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  did	
  not	
  significantly	
  differ	
  among	
  

those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.87,	
  SE	
  =	
  .23),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  

low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.55,	
  SE	
  =	
  .25),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  5.83,	
  SE	
  =	
  .25)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  5.54,	
  SE	
  =	
  .24;	
  see	
  Table	
  7).	
  Based	
  on	
  the	
  

results	
  of	
  the	
  manipulation	
  check,	
  product	
  involvement	
  was	
  manipulated	
  properly	
  (see	
  

Table	
  7).	
  	
  

Participants	
  	
  

	
   The	
  sample	
  for	
  the	
  main	
  experiment	
  consisted	
  of	
  96	
  participants	
  spreading	
  over	
  

four	
  conditions	
  as	
  follows:	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  (N	
  =	
  26),	
  low	
  involvement,	
  

high	
  interactivity	
  (N	
  =	
  23),	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  	
  (N	
  =	
  23),	
  and	
  high	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  (N	
  =	
  24).	
  Regarding	
  interactivity	
  conditions,	
  49	
  participants	
  

were	
  exposed	
  to	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  brand	
  page	
  while	
  47	
  participants	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  

the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  brand	
  page.	
  	
  Regarding	
  involvement	
  conditions,	
  49	
  participants	
  were	
  

exposed	
  to	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  condition,	
  and	
  47	
  participants	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement	
  condition.	
  All	
  participants	
  were	
  provided	
  with	
  a	
  consent	
  form	
  prior	
  to	
  

participation,	
  and	
  the	
  age	
  of	
  the	
  sample	
  ranged	
  from	
  18-­‐33	
  with	
  19	
  as	
  the	
  most	
  frequently	
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reported	
  age.	
  	
  The	
  sample	
  was	
  a	
  prime	
  demographic	
  since	
  many	
  social	
  media	
  users	
  fall	
  

within	
  this	
  age	
  range	
  (The	
  Nielsen	
  Report,	
  Q3	
  2011,	
  2011).	
  	
  	
  

Procedure	
  

Participants	
  were	
  instructed	
  to	
  go	
  to	
  the	
  Media	
  Effects	
  Lab	
  to	
  receive	
  an	
  extra	
  credit	
  

point	
  for	
  a	
  mass	
  communication	
  class.	
  	
  Once	
  they	
  arrived,	
  I	
  explained	
  the	
  consent	
  form	
  and	
  

provided	
  them	
  with	
  the	
  questionnaire	
  in	
  Qualtrics.	
  	
  After	
  agreeing	
  to	
  consent	
  and	
  

answering	
  basic	
  demographic	
  questions,	
  participants	
  were	
  told	
  to	
  view	
  the	
  stimulus	
  for	
  

one	
  to	
  three	
  minutes.	
  A	
  page	
  with	
  an	
  external	
  link	
  to	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  four	
  manipulated	
  Facebook	
  

pages	
  appeared.	
  After	
  viewing	
  the	
  stimulus,	
  they	
  then	
  answered	
  a	
  questionnaire	
  which	
  

included	
  items	
  regarding	
  participants’	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent.	
  	
  Items	
  regarding	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  were	
  also	
  included	
  

for	
  exploratory	
  purposes.	
  Previously	
  utilized	
  scales	
  were	
  adapted	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  affects	
  user	
  attitudes	
  towards	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  

of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent.	
  	
  

Attitudes	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  

Attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  were	
  measured	
  by	
  utilizing	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  two	
  

different	
  scales.	
  The	
  first	
  scale	
  included	
  four	
  items	
  on	
  a	
  7-­‐point	
  semantic	
  differential	
  (1-­‐7)	
  

scale	
  (Holbrook	
  &	
  Batra,	
  1987).	
  	
  Anchors	
  included	
  “like/dislike,”	
  “positive/negative,”	
  

“favorable/unfavorable,”	
  and	
  “bad/good”	
  (p.	
  415).	
  	
  The	
  second	
  scale	
  by	
  Aaker	
  and	
  Williams	
  

(1998)	
  included	
  six	
  (7-­‐point)	
  semantic	
  differentials	
  	
  (see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  scale).	
  	
  Both	
  scales	
  

were	
  adapted	
  to	
  measure	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  .92).	
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Interactivity	
  

	
   Interactivity	
  was	
  measured	
  by	
  utilizing	
  items	
  from	
  Liu’s	
  (2003)	
  15	
  item	
  7-­‐point	
  

Likert-­‐type	
  scale	
  for	
  interactivity.	
  	
  Some	
  questions	
  regarding	
  active	
  control	
  and	
  

synchronicity	
  were	
  eliminated	
  to	
  prevent	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  from	
  

scoring	
  high	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  inherent	
  interactive	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  social	
  media	
  site.	
  	
  This	
  scale	
  

included	
  statements	
  such	
  as	
  “this	
  brand	
  is	
  effective	
  in	
  gathering	
  visitors’	
  feedback”	
  and	
  “it	
  

is	
  difficult	
  to	
  offer	
  feedback	
  to	
  this	
  brand”	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  .88;	
  see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  scale).	
  	
  	
  	
  

Perception	
  of	
  Brand	
  
	
  
	
   Perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  was	
  measured	
  by	
  adapting	
  a	
  22	
  item,	
  7-­‐point	
  Likert-­‐

type	
  scale	
  used	
  by	
  Guillory	
  and	
  Sundar	
  (forthcoming).	
  	
  The	
  scale	
  was	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  two	
  

scales	
  regarding	
  taxonomies	
  of	
  organization	
  culture	
  and	
  reputation	
  and	
  was	
  proved	
  to	
  be	
  

reliable	
  (Braddy,	
  Meade	
  &	
  Kroustalis,	
  2005;	
  Fombrun,	
  Gardberg	
  &	
  Server,	
  2000).	
  	
  

Participants	
  were	
  instructed	
  to	
  agree	
  or	
  disagree	
  with	
  statements	
  such	
  as	
  “I	
  think	
  this	
  

brand	
  has	
  a	
  clear	
  vision”	
  or	
  “I	
  think	
  this	
  brand	
  promotes	
  innovation”	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  .93;	
  

see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  scale).	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Purchase	
  Intent	
  

Purchase	
  intention	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  likelihood	
  of	
  making	
  a	
  purchase.	
  

Baker,	
  Lavy	
  &	
  Grewals’	
  (1992)	
  “Willingness	
  to	
  buy”	
  scale	
  was	
  used	
  to	
  measure	
  purchase	
  

intention.	
  	
  Questions	
  regarding	
  purchase	
  intent	
  utilized	
  a	
  7-­‐point	
  Likert-­‐type	
  scale	
  with	
  one	
  

representing	
  “strongly	
  disagree”	
  and	
  7	
  representing	
  “strongly	
  agree.”	
  	
  It	
  included	
  questions	
  

such	
  as,	
  “I	
  would	
  be	
  willing	
  to	
  buy	
  a	
  product	
  from	
  this	
  brand”	
  or	
  “I	
  would	
  recommend	
  this	
  

brand	
  to	
  a	
  friend”	
  (Cronbach’s	
  α	
  =	
  .92;	
  see	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  scale).	
  	
  	
  

	
   	
  



	
  

	
   38	
  

CHAPTER	
  4	
  
RESULTS	
  

	
  
While	
  previous	
  studies	
  have	
  found	
  that	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  lead	
  to	
  more	
  

positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  site,	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  advertisement,	
  and	
  

more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  organizations	
  (Wu,	
  2005;	
  Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming;	
  Cho	
  

&	
  Leckenby,	
  1997),	
  results	
  from	
  this	
  study	
  differ	
  from	
  such	
  existing	
  research	
  regarding	
  

interactivity.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

This	
  study	
  examined	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  exhibited	
  

on	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  pages	
  on	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  Table	
  8	
  displays	
  the	
  descriptive	
  statistics	
  for	
  the	
  key	
  

variables	
  of	
  interest.	
  	
  

Attitude	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  

H1	
  and	
  H2	
  sought	
  to	
  examine	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  levels	
  on	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  

the	
  brand	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  on	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  pages.	
  	
  To	
  examine	
  H1	
  

and	
  H2	
  regarding	
  attitude	
  towards	
  the	
  brand,	
  I	
  ran	
  a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  (ANOVA)	
  

on	
  an	
  attitude	
  index	
  that	
  consisted	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  items	
  adapted	
  from	
  Holbrook	
  and	
  Batra	
  

(1997)	
  and	
  Aaker	
  and	
  Williams	
  (1998).	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  results,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  statistically	
  

significant	
  difference	
  for	
  attitude	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  between	
  the	
  low	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  

brand	
  page	
  and	
  the	
  high	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  1.06,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  

Participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  (M	
  =	
  4.70,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17)	
  had	
  only	
  slightly	
  more	
  

positive	
  attitudes	
  towards	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  

(M	
  =	
  4.45,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17).	
  	
  Thus,	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  had	
  no	
  effect	
  on	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  

toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  and	
  Hypothesis	
  1,	
  which	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  higher	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  the	
  

more	
  positive	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  would	
  be	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  was	
  not	
  supported.	
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Table	
  8:	
  Descriptive	
  Statistics	
  
	
  
	
  

	
   Means	
   Standard	
  
Deviation	
  

Perceived	
  
Interactivity	
  

3.17	
  
	
  
	
  

(.75)	
  

Attitude	
   4.56	
   (1.16)	
  

Reputation	
   3.38	
   (.64)	
  

Purchase	
  
Intention	
  

4.01	
   (1.36)	
  

Interactivity	
   4.40	
   (1.23)	
  

Involvement	
  
	
  

5.19	
   (1.27)	
  

	
  

RQ2	
  sought	
  to	
  examine	
  whether	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  differed	
  for	
  low	
  

involvement	
  products	
  versus	
  high	
  involvement	
  products	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page.	
  The	
  

analysis	
  revealed	
  that	
  level	
  of	
  involvement	
  had	
  no	
  effect	
  on	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  

the	
  brand,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .29,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.64,	
  SE	
  =	
  

.17)	
  had	
  only	
  slightly	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.51,	
  SE	
  =	
  .17).	
  	
  	
  

The	
  ANOVA	
  results	
  also	
  showed	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  interaction	
  effect	
  regarding	
  

participants’	
  attitude	
  towards	
  the	
  brand,	
  F	
  (1,	
  92)	
  =	
  1.50,	
  	
  p	
  >.05	
  (see	
  Table	
  9).	
  	
  	
  Participants	
  

in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.78,	
  SE	
  =	
  .24)	
  had	
  slightly	
  more	
  

positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  other	
  conditions,	
  but	
  such	
  attitudes	
  

were	
  not	
  statistically	
  different	
  from	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  

condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.24,	
  SE	
  =	
  .23),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
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Table	
  9:	
  	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Site	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  
Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  Attitude	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.24	
  aA	
   4.78	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .23	
   .24	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.66	
  aA	
   4.61	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .24	
   .24	
  

	
  
F	
  (1,	
  92)	
  =	
  1.50,	
  p	
  =	
  .23,	
  p>.05	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
	
  

(M	
  =	
  4.66,	
  SE	
  =	
  24)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.61,	
  

SE	
  =	
  .24).	
  

Perception	
  of	
  Brand	
  Reputation	
  

H1	
  and	
  H2	
  also	
  sought	
  to	
  examine	
  how	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  

page	
  affected	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation.	
  	
  To	
  assess	
  this,	
  I	
  ran	
  a	
  factorial	
  

analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  on	
  the	
  reputation	
  index,	
  which	
  included	
  13	
  items	
  adapted	
  from	
  the	
  

combination	
  of	
  scales	
  Guillory	
  and	
  Sundar	
  (forthcoming)	
  utilized	
  in	
  their	
  study	
  regarding	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  perception	
  of	
  organizations.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  results,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  

statistically	
  significant	
  difference	
  for	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  between	
  

those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactive	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page	
  condition	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
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Table	
  10:	
  	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Site	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  
Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  Brand	
  Reputation	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.20aA	
   3.45	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .13	
   .13	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.43	
  aA	
   3.46	
  aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .13	
   .13	
  

	
  
F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .66,	
  p	
  =	
  .42,	
  p	
  >.05	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
	
  

interactive	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page	
  condition,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  1.18,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.31,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09)	
  had	
  only	
  slightly	
  less	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  the	
  

brand’s	
  reputation	
  as	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  	
  (M	
  =	
  3.45,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09).	
  

Moreover,	
  participants	
  in	
  both	
  conditions	
  had	
  fairly	
  neutral	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation.	
  	
  Thus,	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  had	
  no	
  significant	
  effect	
  on	
  participants’	
  perception	
  

of	
  brand	
  reputation;	
  and	
  Hypothesis	
  2,	
  which	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  higher	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  

interactivity,	
  the	
  more	
  positive	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  was	
  not	
  supported.	
  	
  

To	
  address	
  RQ2,	
  which	
  focused	
  on	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  involvement	
  and	
  interactivity	
  on	
  

participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  I	
  examined	
  the	
  results	
  of	
  the	
  involvement	
  

main	
  and	
  interaction	
  effects.	
  	
  Regarding	
  the	
  effect	
  involvement	
  had	
  on	
  participants’	
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perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  results	
  showed	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  statistically	
  significant	
  

difference	
  between	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  for	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

involvement	
  condition	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =.92,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  

Those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  had	
  slightly	
  higher	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation	
  (M	
  =	
  3.45,	
  SE	
  =	
  .09)	
  than	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.32,	
  

SE	
  =	
  .09),	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  	
  

The	
  analysis	
  further	
  revealed	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  

and	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .66,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  

Participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  had	
  slightly	
  less	
  positive	
  

perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  (M	
  =	
  3.20,	
  SE	
  =	
  .13)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.45,	
  SE	
  =	
  .13),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  low	
  interactivity	
  

condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.43,	
  SE	
  =	
  .13)	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  

condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.46,	
  SE	
  =	
  .13),	
  but	
  the	
  difference	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  The	
  

difference	
  between	
  the	
  high	
  and	
  low	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  for	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  

product	
  is	
  only	
  slightly	
  smaller,	
  than	
  the	
  difference	
  found	
  between	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  for	
  

the	
  low	
  involvement	
  product	
  	
  (see	
  Table	
  10).	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Purchase	
  Intent	
  

	
   RQ2	
  also	
  sought	
  to	
  examine	
  whether	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  relationship	
  between	
  level	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  users’	
  purchase	
  intentions	
  for	
  brands	
  on	
  Facebook.	
  To	
  examine	
  this,	
  I	
  ran	
  

a	
  factorial	
  analysis	
  of	
  variance	
  on	
  the	
  purchase	
  intent	
  index,	
  which	
  included	
  four	
  items	
  

adapted	
  from	
  Baker	
  et	
  al.	
  (1992).	
  	
  	
  Results	
  indicated	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  statistically	
  

significant	
  difference	
  for	
  participants’	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  between	
  those	
  

who	
  viewed	
  the	
  low	
  interactive	
  brand	
  page	
  and	
  those	
  who	
  viewed	
  the	
  high	
  interactive	
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Table	
  11:	
  Estimated	
  Marginal	
  Means	
  for	
  Site	
  Interactivity	
  X	
  Product	
  Involvement	
  
Interaction	
  Effect	
  on	
  Purchase	
  Intention	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Low	
  Interactivity	
   High	
  Interactivity	
  

Low	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   3.77aA	
   4.15aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .27	
   .29	
  

High	
  Involvement	
  
Product	
  

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  M	
   4.05aA	
   4.08aA	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  SE	
   .29	
   .28	
  

	
  
F	
  (1,	
  92)	
  =	
  1.50,	
  p	
  =	
  .53,	
  p>.05	
  
	
  
Within	
  rows,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  lowercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  	
  
Within	
  columns,	
  means	
  with	
  no	
  uppercase	
  subscript	
  in	
  common	
  differ	
  at	
  p<.05	
  using	
  bonferroni	
  post	
  hoc	
  comparisons.	
  
	
  

brand	
  page,	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .53,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.12,	
  

SE	
  =	
  .20)	
  were	
  only	
  slightly	
  more	
  apt	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.91,	
  SE	
  =	
  .20),	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  

significant.	
  	
  Consequently,	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  on	
  the	
  brands’	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  had	
  no	
  

significant	
  effect	
  on	
  participants’	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand.	
   	
  

With	
  regard	
  to	
  RQ2	
  and	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  involvement	
  on	
  purchase	
  intent,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  

main	
  effect	
  for	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand,	
  	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  

.15,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement	
  condition	
  	
  (M	
  =	
  4.07,	
  SE	
  =	
  .20)	
  were	
  only	
  

slightly	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement	
  

condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.96,	
  SE	
  =	
  .20),	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  was	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant.	
  	
  Thus	
  level	
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Table	
  12:	
  Correlations	
  between	
  Perceived	
  Interactivity,	
  Attitude,	
  Reputation,	
  Purchase	
  
Intention,	
  Involvement	
  and	
  Interactivity	
  Indices	
  
	
  

	
   	
  

	
   Perceived	
  
Interactivity	
   Attitude	
   Interactivity	
   Reputation	
   Involvemen

t	
  
Purchase	
  
Intent	
  

Perceived	
  
Interactivity	
  
	
  

-­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Attitude	
   .64***	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Interactivity	
   .83***	
   .60***	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Reputation	
   .73***	
   .83***	
   .67***	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Involvement	
   -­‐.03	
   .01	
   -­‐.02	
   .00	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

Purchase	
  
Intent	
  

.60***	
   .83***	
   .56***	
   .81***	
   -­‐.08	
   -­‐	
  

Note:	
  	
  ***p	
  <.001;	
  **p<.01;	
  *p<.05	
  

	
  

of	
  involvement	
  had	
  no	
  significant	
  effect	
  on	
  participants’	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand.	
  

Furthermore,	
  the	
  analysis	
  revealed	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  F(1,	
  92)	
  =	
  .40,	
  p	
  >	
  .05.	
  	
  

Participants	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  indicated	
  that	
  they	
  were	
  

slightly	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  (M	
  =	
  4.15,	
  SE	
  =	
  .29)	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  

involvement,	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.08,	
  SE	
  =	
  .28),	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  involvement,	
  

low	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  4.05,	
  SE	
  =	
  .29),	
  and	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  involvement,	
  low	
  

interactivity	
  condition	
  (M	
  =	
  3.77,	
  SE	
  =	
  .27);	
  but	
  this	
  difference	
  in	
  purchase	
  intention	
  was	
  not	
  

statistically	
  significant.	
  Hence,	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  interaction	
  effect	
  for	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  purchase	
  intent	
  (see	
  Table	
  11).	
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Though	
  the	
  factorial	
  analyses	
  of	
  variance	
  did	
  not	
  reveal	
  significant	
  effects	
  for	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  involvement	
  on	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  

brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand,	
  a	
  correlation	
  analysis	
  revealed	
  

that	
  multiple	
  variables	
  were	
  highly	
  correlated	
  (see	
  Table	
  12).	
  	
  Perceived	
  interactivity,	
  

interactivity,	
  attitude,	
  reputation,	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent	
  were	
  all	
  positively	
  correlated	
  with	
  

one	
  another	
  (p	
  <	
  .001).	
  	
  	
  Thus,	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  were	
  correlated	
  with	
  

more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  

higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  and	
  higher	
  purchase	
  intention	
  while	
  lower	
  levels	
  of	
  perceived	
  

interactivity	
  were	
  correlated	
  with	
  less	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  less	
  positive	
  

perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  lower	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  and	
  lower	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  

Additionally,	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  were	
  correlated	
  with	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  perceived	
  

interactivity,	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  

reputation,	
  and	
  higher	
  purchase	
  intention	
  and	
  vice	
  versa.	
  	
  Involvement,	
  however,	
  was	
  

negatively	
  correlated	
  with	
  both	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  and	
  interactivity.	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  

involvement	
  was	
  not	
  significantly	
  correlated	
  to	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  other	
  variables.	
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CHAPTER	
  5	
  
DISCUSSION	
  

	
  
Though	
  many	
  argue	
  that	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  like	
  Facebook	
  provide	
  users	
  with	
  high	
  

functional	
  interactivity,	
  not	
  all	
  businesses	
  utilize	
  these	
  functions	
  to	
  their	
  full	
  advantage.	
  

Previous	
  research	
  has	
  indicated	
  that	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  website	
  interactivity	
  generate	
  more	
  

positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  an	
  organization	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming).	
  Because	
  more	
  

and	
  more	
  organizations	
  are	
  beginning	
  to	
  rely	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  to	
  form	
  and	
  sustain	
  

relationships	
  with	
  their	
  consumers,	
  it	
  is	
  essential	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  social	
  media	
  use	
  

affects	
  these	
  relationships.	
  While	
  many	
  studies	
  regarding	
  social	
  media	
  look	
  at	
  these	
  

relationships,	
  few	
  have	
  examined	
  the	
  role	
  that	
  both	
  functional	
  and	
  contingent	
  interactivity	
  

plays	
  in	
  creating	
  them.	
  

This	
  empirical	
  study	
  sought	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  

involvement,	
  specifically	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  networking	
  site	
  Facebook,	
  affect	
  users’	
  attitude	
  

toward	
  brands,	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand.	
  

These	
  constructs	
  are	
  extremely	
  important	
  in	
  understanding	
  public	
  relations	
  and	
  

advertising	
  on	
  the	
  Web,	
  especially	
  with	
  the	
  rise	
  of	
  interactive	
  advertising	
  and	
  social	
  media	
  .	
  	
  

Moreover,	
  they	
  are	
  especially	
  important	
  in	
  understanding	
  consumer	
  behavior	
  as	
  a	
  brand’s	
  

fate	
  essentially	
  lies	
  in	
  the	
  hands	
  of	
  its	
  consumers.	
  	
  	
  

Unlike	
  previous	
  research,	
  which	
  shows	
  that	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  exhibited	
  

on	
  websites	
  yields	
  more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  organizations	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  

forthcoming),	
  results	
  from	
  this	
  study	
  indicate	
  that	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  utilized	
  on	
  social	
  

media	
  sites	
  like	
  Facebook	
  does	
  not	
  affect	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  of	
  

brand	
  reputation,	
  or	
  purchase	
  intent.	
  	
  These	
  results	
  have	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  implications	
  for	
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communications	
  practitioners	
  regarding	
  how	
  to	
  utilize	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  	
  This	
  chapter	
  

discusses	
  these	
  implications.	
  	
  	
  

	
   This	
  experiment	
  did	
  not	
  find	
  that	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  had	
  a	
  significant	
  effect	
  on	
  

participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  their	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  or	
  their	
  

intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand.	
  	
  Though	
  these	
  findings	
  were	
  not	
  hypothesized,	
  they	
  

allow	
  for	
  interesting	
  insight	
  regarding	
  what	
  matters	
  to	
  users	
  in	
  forming	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  

brands,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  reputation,	
  and	
  purchase	
  intention	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  Additionally,	
  

though	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  

intention	
  were	
  not	
  significantly	
  different	
  in	
  the	
  interactivity	
  conditions,	
  the	
  means	
  for	
  each	
  

condition	
  indicated	
  that	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  conditions	
  had	
  slightly	
  more	
  positive	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  slightly	
  more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  

slightly	
  more	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  brand	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  

conditions,	
  which	
  was	
  in	
  line	
  with	
  the	
  directionality	
  of	
  H1	
  and	
  H2.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  correlation	
  analysis	
  also	
  revealed	
  that	
  perceived	
  interactivity,	
  interactivity,	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent	
  were	
  all	
  

highly	
  positively	
  correlated	
  with	
  one	
  another.	
  These	
  correlations	
  are	
  significant	
  as	
  they	
  

reveal	
  that	
  levels	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  correspond	
  directly	
  with	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity,	
  

further	
  supporting	
  the	
  manipulation	
  check	
  on	
  interactivity.	
  	
  They	
  also	
  reveal	
  that,	
  though	
  

there	
  was	
  no	
  significant	
  difference	
  for	
  interactivity	
  on	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  dependent	
  variables,	
  as	
  

level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  increased,	
  participants	
  had	
  more	
  positive	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  

more	
  positive	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  were	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  

brand.	
  	
  This	
  may	
  indicate	
  that,	
  while	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  contribute	
  to	
  more	
  

positive	
  impressions	
  and	
  greater	
  purchase	
  intention,	
  there	
  are	
  other	
  factors	
  required	
  for	
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users’	
  to	
  adequately	
  form	
  positive	
  impressions	
  and	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase.	
  On	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  

involvement	
  was	
  not	
  correlated	
  to	
  any	
  other	
  variables,	
  which	
  indicates	
  that	
  product	
  

involvement	
  does	
  not,	
  indeed,	
  have	
  any	
  affect	
  on	
  users’	
  impressions	
  or	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  

from	
  the	
  brand.	
  	
  	
  	
  

This	
  study	
  measured	
  users’	
  initial	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  

reputation	
  after	
  interacting	
  with	
  a	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page.	
  	
  Because	
  an	
  attitude	
  is	
  a	
  generally	
  

enduring,	
  consistent	
  over	
  time,	
  positive	
  or	
  negative	
  evaluation	
  of	
  a	
  person	
  or	
  object	
  (Heath	
  

&	
  Gaeth,	
  1994),	
  true	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  may	
  have	
  been	
  difficult	
  to	
  gauge	
  upon	
  first	
  

contact	
  with	
  the	
  stimulus.	
  	
  	
  Similarly,	
  because	
  reputation	
  encompasses	
  an	
  organization’s	
  

past	
  and	
  present	
  performance	
  (Gibson,	
  2006),	
  and	
  this	
  study	
  utilized	
  a	
  hypothetical	
  new	
  

brand,	
  reputation	
  may	
  also	
  have	
  been	
  difficult	
  to	
  gauge.	
  	
  This	
  may	
  explain	
  why	
  participants’	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  were	
  fairly	
  neutral	
  for	
  both	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity.	
  	
  Perhaps	
  

more	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  brand	
  page	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  successfully	
  measure	
  participants’	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  brands	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  because	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  play	
  important	
  roles	
  in	
  

determining	
  purchase	
  intention,	
  it	
  is	
  reasonable	
  that	
  because	
  this	
  study	
  was	
  only	
  able	
  to	
  

garner	
  initial	
  attitudes,	
  purchase	
  intention	
  was	
  difficult	
  to	
  gauge.	
  	
  	
  

Going	
  forward,	
  organizations	
  may	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  rely	
  solely	
  on	
  interactivity	
  within	
  

Facebook	
  to	
  influence	
  consumers’	
  impressions	
  or	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  Facebook	
  may	
  be	
  a	
  

good	
  platform	
  for	
  new	
  brands	
  to	
  get	
  the	
  word	
  out	
  regarding	
  the	
  brand;	
  but	
  it	
  may	
  not	
  

necessarily	
  heavily	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  formation	
  of	
  impressions	
  and	
  purchase	
  intention	
  

regarding	
  the	
  brand	
  upon	
  immediate	
  exposure.	
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Another	
  plausible	
  reason	
  that	
  interactivity	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  effect	
  on	
  

participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  could	
  be	
  due	
  

to	
  involvement	
  with	
  the	
  brand	
  page	
  itself	
  (rather	
  than	
  with	
  the	
  product).	
  	
  Eroglu	
  and	
  

colleagues’	
  (2003)	
  conceptualization	
  of	
  involvement	
  into	
  cognitive	
  and	
  affective	
  

components	
  lends	
  insight	
  regarding	
  why	
  involvement	
  with	
  the	
  site	
  may	
  mediate	
  the	
  

relationship	
  between	
  interactivity	
  and	
  users’	
  impressions	
  and	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  

brand.	
  	
  Cognitive	
  involvement	
  is	
  heightened	
  when	
  users	
  are	
  exposed	
  to	
  product	
  

descriptions,	
  images	
  and	
  terms	
  of	
  sale	
  while	
  affective	
  involvement	
  is	
  heightened	
  when	
  

users	
  are	
  exposed	
  to	
  colors,	
  animations	
  and	
  peripheral	
  site	
  information	
  (Eroglu	
  et	
  al.,	
  

2003).	
  	
  	
  Though	
  Guillory	
  and	
  Sundar	
  (forthcoming)	
  did	
  not	
  find	
  involvement	
  with	
  the	
  

website	
  to	
  mediate	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  interactivity	
  and	
  organization	
  perception,	
  

involvement	
  may	
  mediate	
  this	
  relationship	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  since	
  Facebook	
  is	
  an	
  arguably	
  

involving	
  website.	
  	
  	
  

Moreover,	
  Lipsman	
  and	
  colleagues	
  (2011)	
  revealed	
  that	
  the	
  news	
  feed	
  is	
  the	
  

primary	
  channel	
  for	
  brand	
  exposure	
  on	
  Facebook	
  as	
  Facebook	
  users	
  spend	
  approximately	
  

40	
  percent	
  of	
  their	
  time	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  on	
  their	
  news	
  feeds.	
  	
  It	
  could	
  be	
  possible	
  that	
  users	
  may	
  

feel	
  lower	
  levels	
  of	
  involvement	
  with	
  the	
  brand	
  page	
  if	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  purposefully	
  deviate	
  

from	
  their	
  news	
  feed	
  to	
  the	
  brand	
  page.	
  	
  	
  Thus,	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  did	
  not	
  affect	
  

participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  or	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  because	
  users	
  

were	
  not	
  actively	
  seeking	
  out	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  	
  Involvement	
  with	
  

the	
  brand	
  page,	
  in	
  this	
  sense,	
  may	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  possible	
  mediating	
  variable.	
  This	
  may	
  also	
  

indicate	
  that	
  users	
  value	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  content	
  posted	
  on	
  the	
  page	
  more	
  so	
  than	
  the	
  

interactivity	
  of	
  the	
  content	
  posted	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  	
  Since	
  social	
  media	
  is	
  inherently	
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interactive,	
  perhaps	
  users	
  place	
  more	
  value	
  on	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  content	
  exhibited	
  in	
  each	
  post,	
  

especially	
  if	
  they	
  are	
  primarily	
  exposed	
  to	
  brands	
  on	
  their	
  news	
  feeds.	
  

Another	
  probable	
  reason	
  that	
  there	
  were	
  no	
  significant	
  effects	
  for	
  interactivity	
  and	
  

involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  attitudes,	
  perception	
  of	
  reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intention	
  could	
  be	
  

due	
  to	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  Facebook	
  pages	
  represented	
  hypothetical	
  brands	
  rather	
  than	
  

existing	
  brands.	
  	
  Because	
  of	
  the	
  hypothetical	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  brands	
  and	
  lack	
  of	
  the	
  brands’	
  

websites	
  listed	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  page,	
  users	
  had	
  no	
  other	
  ability	
  to	
  verify	
  the	
  brand’s	
  

reputation.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  similar	
  to	
  attitude	
  towards	
  the	
  brand,	
  perhaps	
  reputation	
  may	
  be	
  

more	
  successfully	
  measured	
  after	
  more	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page	
  and	
  

further	
  interaction	
  with	
  external	
  links	
  concerning	
  the	
  brand	
  itself	
  (i.e.	
  the	
  brand’s	
  official	
  

website)	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition.	
  	
  

The	
  successful	
  manipulation	
  of	
  perceived	
  interactivity	
  is	
  important	
  as	
  it	
  accounts	
  

for	
  individuals’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  interactivity	
  while	
  also	
  coinciding	
  with	
  the	
  Sundar	
  and	
  

colleagues’	
  (2003)	
  operationalization	
  of	
  functional	
  and	
  contingent	
  interactivity.	
  	
  The	
  

successful	
  manipulation	
  of	
  product	
  involvement	
  is	
  also	
  important	
  as	
  this	
  study	
  aimed	
  to	
  

examine	
  interactivity	
  for	
  both	
  low	
  and	
  high	
  involvement	
  products.	
  	
  

Furthermore,	
  after	
  conducting	
  the	
  final	
  pretest	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  manipulation	
  of	
  

interactivity	
  and	
  involvement,	
  I	
  noticed	
  that	
  participants	
  were	
  conflating	
  high	
  interactivity	
  

with	
  high	
  involvement.	
  Moreover,	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  high	
  interactivity	
  condition	
  found	
  the	
  

products	
  significantly	
  more	
  involving	
  than	
  those	
  in	
  the	
  low	
  interactivity	
  condition.	
  	
  This	
  

interaction	
  effect	
  may	
  suggest	
  that	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  may	
  elicit	
  higher	
  feelings	
  of	
  

involvement	
  with	
  the	
  product	
  among	
  users.	
  Thus,	
  the	
  higher	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  

exhibited	
  on	
  a	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  page,	
  the	
  more	
  involving	
  users	
  may	
  perceive	
  the	
  brand’s	
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product	
  to	
  be.	
  This	
  finding	
  may	
  be	
  beneficial	
  to	
  brands	
  as	
  higher	
  levels	
  of	
  interactivity	
  may	
  

cause	
  users	
  to	
  think	
  more	
  carefully	
  about	
  the	
  brand	
  and	
  its	
  products,	
  allowing	
  for	
  brands	
  

that	
  are	
  not	
  dominant	
  in	
  the	
  marketplace	
  to	
  be	
  taken	
  into	
  consideration.	
  	
  

Limitations	
  and	
  Future	
  Research	
  

	
   While	
  this	
  research	
  provides	
  insight	
  regarding	
  social	
  media	
  usage	
  for	
  brands,	
  it	
  does	
  

have	
  some	
  limitations.	
  	
  First,	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  a	
  convenience	
  sample	
  of	
  college	
  students	
  limits	
  the	
  

ability	
  to	
  generalize	
  this	
  study’s	
  findings	
  to	
  the	
  population	
  at	
  large.	
  The	
  sample	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  

study	
  (N=96)	
  was	
  also	
  smaller	
  than	
  preferable,	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  examine	
  what	
  we	
  expect	
  would	
  

be	
  small	
  effects.	
  	
  A	
  larger	
  sample	
  would	
  provide	
  more	
  power	
  to	
  examine	
  the	
  relationships	
  

between	
  the	
  key	
  variables.	
  	
  

	
   Another	
  possible	
  limitation	
  is	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  this	
  experiment.	
  	
  This	
  study	
  utilized	
  a	
  

between-­‐subjects	
  factorial	
  design	
  in	
  which	
  each	
  participant	
  was	
  exposed	
  to	
  one	
  condition	
  

and	
  one	
  condition	
  only.	
  	
  A	
  within-­‐subjects	
  design	
  in	
  which	
  participants	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  all	
  

conditions	
  may	
  have	
  better	
  suited	
  this	
  study	
  and	
  may	
  have	
  possibly	
  led	
  to	
  more	
  significant	
  

results	
  regarding	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  

and	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  Exposure	
  to	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  conditions	
  may	
  have	
  allowed	
  participants	
  to	
  

more	
  accurately	
  observe	
  the	
  difference	
  between	
  each	
  condition	
  and	
  may	
  have	
  possibly	
  led	
  

to	
  differences	
  in	
  their	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  and	
  impressions	
  of	
  the	
  brands.	
  	
  Such	
  a	
  design	
  would	
  

also	
  greater	
  mimic	
  a	
  real-­‐world	
  situation,	
  where	
  consumers	
  must	
  compare	
  like-­‐brands	
  and	
  

information	
  when	
  considering	
  which	
  product	
  to	
  actually	
  purchase.	
  	
  

	
   As	
  stated	
  in	
  the	
  discussion,	
  the	
  hypothetical	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  brands	
  may	
  have	
  also	
  

served	
  as	
  a	
  limitation.	
  	
  Because	
  the	
  brands	
  were	
  not	
  backed	
  by	
  an	
  actual	
  brand	
  website,	
  

this	
  may	
  have	
  affected	
  participants’	
  attitudes	
  towards	
  the	
  brand,	
  perceptions	
  of	
  reputation	
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and	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  Also,	
  for	
  the	
  sake	
  of	
  consistency,	
  no	
  additional	
  posts	
  were	
  added	
  to	
  

the	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  pages	
  once	
  pretesting	
  began.	
  	
  For	
  the	
  sake	
  of	
  eliminating	
  confounds,	
  

posts	
  on	
  each	
  page	
  began	
  on	
  January	
  14,	
  2013,	
  and	
  ended	
  on	
  February	
  14,	
  2013,	
  to	
  ensure	
  

that	
  all	
  participants	
  were	
  exposed	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  type	
  of	
  content.	
  	
  Since	
  social	
  media	
  is	
  a	
  

timely,	
  interactive	
  medium,	
  this	
  may	
  have	
  affected	
  the	
  dependent	
  variables	
  as	
  it	
  may	
  not	
  

have	
  seemed	
  as	
  realistic	
  or	
  up-­‐to-­‐date	
  as	
  a	
  traditional	
  brand’s	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  	
  

	
   Another	
  possible	
  limitation	
  could	
  be	
  that	
  all	
  participants	
  did	
  not	
  necessarily	
  view	
  

the	
  stimulus	
  for	
  the	
  same	
  amount	
  of	
  time.	
  	
  They	
  were	
  instructed	
  to	
  view	
  the	
  page	
  for	
  

approximately	
  three	
  to	
  five	
  minutes;	
  so	
  some	
  may	
  have	
  viewed	
  the	
  page	
  longer	
  than	
  

others.	
  	
  Participants	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  condition	
  may	
  have	
  formed	
  different	
  impressions	
  due	
  to	
  

the	
  varying	
  amount	
  of	
  time	
  they	
  viewed	
  the	
  page.	
  

	
   Recommendations	
  for	
  future	
  research	
  include	
  using	
  qualitative	
  measures	
  in	
  

addition	
  to	
  quantitative	
  measures	
  to	
  further	
  assess	
  what	
  contributes	
  to	
  users’	
  attitudes	
  

toward	
  brands	
  and	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brands	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  purchase	
  intention.	
  	
  	
  Qualitative	
  

measures	
  may	
  allow	
  for	
  unique	
  insight	
  regarding	
  what	
  social	
  media	
  users	
  expect	
  to	
  see	
  on	
  

Facebook	
  brand	
  pages	
  with	
  regard	
  to	
  interactivity.	
  	
  Researchers	
  may	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  more	
  fully	
  

understand	
  how	
  and	
  why	
  these	
  interactive	
  features	
  contribute	
  to	
  users’	
  impressions.	
  	
  	
  

Qualitative	
  measures	
  may	
  also	
  include	
  assessing	
  what	
  communication	
  practitioners	
  find	
  

beneficial	
  with	
  regards	
  to	
  content	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  Because	
  practitioners	
  are	
  the	
  ones	
  

monitoring	
  these	
  social	
  media	
  pages,	
  this	
  allows	
  researchers	
  to	
  understand	
  what	
  type	
  of	
  

content	
  practitioners	
  find	
  to	
  be	
  most	
  engaging	
  from	
  the	
  actual	
  social	
  media	
  posters	
  

themselves.	
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   Another	
  recommendation	
  for	
  future	
  research	
  includes	
  examining	
  which	
  attributes	
  

of	
  interactivity,	
  functional	
  or	
  contingent,	
  affect	
  users’	
  perceptions	
  of	
  brands	
  the	
  most.	
  	
  

While	
  many	
  studies	
  concerning	
  interactivity	
  focus	
  on	
  interactivity	
  as	
  a	
  whole	
  or	
  on	
  a	
  

particular	
  aspect	
  of	
  interactivity	
  as	
  the	
  independent	
  variable,	
  examination	
  of	
  which	
  

particular	
  aspects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  are	
  most	
  influential	
  may	
  yield	
  interesting	
  and	
  

informative	
  results	
  for	
  brands	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  

Future	
  research	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  exhibited	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  and	
  users’	
  

impression	
  of	
  brands	
  should	
  also	
  take	
  involvement	
  with	
  the	
  brand	
  page	
  (i.e.	
  engagement	
  

with	
  the	
  page)	
  into	
  consideration	
  as	
  a	
  possible	
  mediating	
  variable.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  

researchers	
  looking	
  at	
  interactivity	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  should	
  also	
  consider	
  users’	
  liking	
  of	
  

type	
  of	
  the	
  content	
  exhibited	
  on	
  the	
  brand	
  page	
  as	
  an	
  additional	
  mediating	
  variable.	
  	
  

Furthermore,	
  this	
  study	
  did	
  not	
  include	
  a	
  question	
  regarding	
  whether	
  users	
  would	
  “like”	
  

the	
  brand	
  page	
  or	
  recommend	
  it	
  to	
  others.	
  	
  Future	
  research	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  on	
  

social	
  media	
  should	
  include	
  these	
  questions.	
  	
  

Researchers	
  may	
  also	
  want	
  to	
  examine	
  how	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  influence	
  

users’	
  impressions	
  not	
  only	
  on	
  Facebook,	
  but	
  also	
  on	
  other	
  social	
  media	
  sites	
  such	
  as	
  

Twitter.	
  	
  It	
  may	
  also	
  be	
  of	
  interest	
  to	
  compare	
  interactivity	
  across	
  social	
  media	
  platforms.	
  	
  

For	
  example,	
  researchers	
  may	
  examine	
  how	
  level	
  of	
  interactivity	
  influences	
  how	
  users	
  feel	
  

as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  interactive	
  content.	
  There	
  has	
  been	
  much	
  discussion	
  recently	
  regarding	
  users’	
  

feelings	
  towards	
  brands	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  Future	
  research	
  may	
  examine	
  whether	
  users	
  feel	
  

more	
  or	
  less	
  engaged	
  or	
  more	
  or	
  less	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  being	
  “sold	
  to”	
  via	
  interactive	
  content	
  on	
  

Facebook	
  versus	
  Twitter.	
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Lastly,	
  researchers	
  interested	
  in	
  understanding	
  the	
  effects	
  of	
  interactivity	
  in	
  new	
  

media	
  should	
  also	
  consider	
  examining	
  interactivity	
  on	
  social	
  media	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  how	
  much	
  a	
  

brand	
  encourages	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  page	
  and	
  how	
  this	
  affects	
  users’	
  impressions	
  of	
  the	
  

brand.	
  Users	
  impressions	
  of	
  the	
  brand,	
  in	
  this	
  case,	
  may	
  be	
  operationalized	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  how	
  

engaged	
  versus	
  how	
  pushed	
  they	
  feel	
  regarding	
  the	
  brand	
  due	
  to	
  encouraged	
  interaction	
  

on	
  social	
  media	
  platforms.	
  	
  	
  This	
  under-­‐explored	
  aspect	
  of	
  interactivity	
  may	
  yield	
  

interesting	
  insights	
  with	
  regards	
  to	
  interactivity,	
  website	
  involvement,	
  and	
  users’	
  

impressions.	
  	
  	
  This	
  will	
  be	
  especially	
  beneficial	
  for	
  brands	
  as	
  it	
  will	
  allow	
  for	
  them	
  to	
  better	
  

understand	
  how	
  users	
  perceive	
  them	
  and	
  further	
  comprehend	
  what	
  users	
  prefer	
  to	
  see	
  

from	
  brands	
  on	
  social	
  media.	
  	
  	
  

Conclusion	
  	
  

Findings	
  from	
  this	
  study	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  growing	
  body	
  of	
  knowledge	
  regarding	
  

social	
  media	
  and	
  interactivity.	
  While	
  this	
  study	
  did	
  not	
  find	
  any	
  significant	
  effects	
  for	
  

interactivity	
  or	
  product	
  involvement	
  on	
  users’	
  impressions	
  or	
  intent	
  to	
  purchase	
  from	
  the	
  

brand,	
  it	
  lends	
  insight	
  regarding	
  what	
  users	
  consider	
  when	
  browsing	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  

pages.	
  	
  Because	
  interactivity	
  is	
  highly,	
  positively	
  correlated	
  with	
  attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  

brand	
  and	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation,	
  communications	
  practitioners	
  should	
  utilize	
  the	
  

functional	
  and	
  contingent	
  features	
  of	
  interactivity	
  afforded	
  by	
  Facebook.	
  	
  Because	
  of	
  this	
  

correlation,	
  this	
  study	
  suggests	
  that	
  interactivity	
  may	
  indeed	
  play	
  a	
  role	
  in	
  affecting	
  users	
  

attitudes	
  toward	
  the	
  brand,	
  perception	
  of	
  brand	
  reputation	
  and	
  purchase	
  intent;	
  however,	
  

it	
  may	
  also	
  be	
  accompanied	
  by	
  other	
  variables,	
  such	
  as	
  engagement	
  or	
  liking	
  of	
  the	
  brand	
  

page.	
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This	
  study	
  provides	
  unique	
  insight	
  regarding	
  interactivity	
  as	
  it	
  specifically	
  examines	
  

the	
  role	
  of	
  interactivity	
  and	
  product	
  involvement	
  on	
  the	
  social	
  networking	
  site,	
  Facebook.	
  

As	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  interactive	
  media	
  continues	
  to	
  redefine	
  interactivity,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  

to	
  understand	
  these	
  implications.	
  	
  By	
  understanding	
  how	
  to	
  utilize	
  the	
  interactive	
  features	
  

of	
  Facebook,	
  organizations	
  can	
  have	
  a	
  better	
  understanding	
  of	
  what	
  consumers	
  want	
  and	
  

expect	
  to	
  see	
  on	
  these	
  brand	
  pages	
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APPENDIX	
  A	
  
MEASURES	
  

	
  
Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  Scale	
  (McMain	
  &	
  Hwang,	
  2002)	
  
	
  
1.	
  This	
  website	
  enables	
  two-­‐way	
  communication	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
2.	
  This	
  website	
  enables	
  immediate	
  communication.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
3.	
  This	
  website	
  enables	
  delayed	
  communication.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
4.	
  This	
  website	
  is	
  interactive.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
5.	
  This	
  website	
  primarily	
  enables	
  one-­‐way	
  communication.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
6.	
  This	
  website	
  is	
  interpersonal.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree620	
  
	
  
7.	
  This	
  website	
  enables	
  conversation.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
8.	
  This	
  website	
  loads	
  fast.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
9.	
  This	
  website	
  loads	
  slowly.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
10.	
  This	
  website	
  operates	
  at	
  high	
  speed	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
11.	
  This	
  website	
  has	
  variety	
  of	
  content.	
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Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
12.	
  This	
  website	
  keeps	
  my	
  attention.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
13.	
  It	
  was	
  easy	
  to	
  find	
  my	
  way	
  through	
  the	
  website.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
14.	
  This	
  website	
  was	
  unmanageable.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
15.	
  This	
  website	
  doesn’t	
  keep	
  my	
  attention.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
16.	
  This	
  website	
  appeared	
  passive.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
17.	
  This	
  website	
  provided	
  immediate	
  answers	
  to	
  questions.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
18.	
  This	
  website	
  lacks	
  content.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  

Interactivity (Liu 2003 Scale for Interactivity) 

Active control 

1. I felt that I had a lot of control over my visiting experiences at this website. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

2. While I was on the website, I could choose freely what I wanted to see. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

3. While surfing the website, I had absolutely no control over what I can do on the site. 
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Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

4. While surfing the website, my actions decided the kind of experiences I got. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

Two-way communication 

5. The website is effective in gathering visitors’ feedback. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

6. This website facilitates two-way communication between the visitors and the site. 

 Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

7. It is difficult to offer feedback to the website. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

8. The website makes me feel it wants to listen to its visitors. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

9. The website does not at all encourage visitors to talk back. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

10. The website gives visitors the opportunity to talk back. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

Synchronicity 

11. The website processed my input very quickly. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

12. Getting information from the website is very fast. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

13. I was able to obtain the information I want without any delay. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 
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14. When I clicked on the links, I felt I was getting instantaneous information. 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

15. The website was very slow in responding to my requests 

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

Organization/Brand	
  Perception	
  (Guillory	
  &	
  Sundar,	
  forthcoming)	
  
	
  
Please	
  answer	
  each	
  question	
  using	
  a	
  1	
  –	
  7	
  scale,	
  with	
  a	
  score	
  of	
  1	
  indicating	
  strongly	
  
disagree	
  and	
  a	
  score	
  of	
  7	
  strongly	
  agree.	
  
	
  

1. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  supports	
  good	
  causes	
  

2. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  encourages	
  its	
  employees	
  to	
  serve	
  their	
  community	
  

(by	
  volunteering	
  and	
  supporting	
  good	
  causes)	
  

3. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  has	
  excellent	
  leadership.	
  

4. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  has	
  a	
  clear	
  vision	
  for	
  the	
  future.	
  

5. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  has	
  an	
  excellent	
  record	
  of	
  profitability.	
  

6. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  outperforms	
  its	
  competitors.	
  	
  

7. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  has	
  promising	
  growth	
  prospects.	
  

8. This	
  organization	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  place	
  to	
  work.	
  

9. This	
  organization	
  hires	
  good	
  employees.	
  

10. This	
  organization	
  provides	
  rewards	
  for	
  good	
  performance.	
  	
  

11. This	
  organization	
  has	
  high	
  quality	
  products	
  and	
  services.	
  

12. This	
  organization	
  promotes	
  innovation.	
  

13. This	
  organization	
  stands	
  behind	
  its	
  products.	
  

14. I	
  admire	
  and	
  respect	
  this	
  organization’s	
  practices.	
  

15. I	
  would	
  trust	
  this	
  organization	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  employer.	
  

16. I	
  have	
  positive	
  feelings	
  about	
  this	
  organization.	
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17. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  places	
  value	
  on	
  professional	
  growth.	
  

18. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  sets	
  high	
  expectations	
  for	
  its	
  employees.	
  

19. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  promotes	
  achievement	
  by	
  encouraging	
  employees	
  to	
  

be	
  action-­‐oriented.	
  

20. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  promotes	
  sharing	
  of	
  information.	
  

21. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  promotes	
  collaboration	
  between	
  employees.	
  

22. I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  organization	
  promotes	
  diversity	
  within	
  the	
  organization.	
  

Attitude	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  (Aaker	
  &	
  Williams,	
  1998)	
  

1.) Good	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Bad	
  
	
  

2.) Likeable	
  	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Not	
  Likeable	
  
	
  

3.) Favorable	
  	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Unfavorable	
  
	
  

4.) How	
  much	
  do	
  you	
  like	
  this	
  brand/product?	
  

Extremely	
  like	
  	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Extremely	
  Dislike	
  

5.) Would	
  you	
  try	
  this	
  brand/product?	
  

Definitely	
  yes	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Definitely	
  No	
  

6.) Would	
  you	
  buy	
  this	
  brand/product	
  next	
  time	
  you	
  see	
  it	
  in	
  a	
  store?	
  

Definitely	
  Yes	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Definitely	
  No	
  

Attitude	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  (Hokbrook	
  &	
  Batra,	
  1982)	
  

1.) Like	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Dislike	
  
	
  

2.) Positive	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7____	
  Negative	
  
	
  

3.) Favorable	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Unfavorable	
  
	
  

4.) Bad	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Good	
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Purchase	
  Intent	
  	
  Baker	
  (Lavy	
  &	
  Grewals	
  1992)	
  
	
  
1.	
  The	
  likelihood	
  that	
  I	
  would	
  shop	
  on	
  this	
  website	
  is	
  high.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
2.	
  I	
  would	
  be	
  willing	
  to	
  buy	
  a	
  product	
  on	
  this	
  website.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  
	
  
3.	
  I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  recommend	
  this	
  website	
  to	
  my	
  friend.	
  
	
  
Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
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APPENDIX	
  B	
  
STIMULUS	
  

	
  
Low	
  Involvement,	
  Low	
  Interactivity	
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APPENDIX	
  C	
  
PRETEST	
  QUESTIONNAIRE	
  

	
  
Study	
  Title:	
  Understanding	
  Organizations'	
  Use	
  of	
  Facebook	
  
IRB	
  Approval	
  #:	
  E8102	
  
	
  
Investigators:	
  
The	
  following	
  investigators	
  are	
  available	
  for	
  questions	
  about	
  this	
  study:	
  
Christina	
  Persaud	
  
cpersa2@tigers.lsu.edu	
  
	
  
Subject	
  Inclusion:	
  
individuals	
  18	
  or	
  older	
  
	
  	
  
Study	
  Procedures:	
  
The	
  study	
  will	
  take	
  place	
  in	
  the	
  Media	
  Effects	
  Lab.	
  After	
  consenting	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  
study,	
  students	
  will	
  answer	
  a	
  basic	
  demographic	
  questionnaire.	
  	
  Students	
  will	
  then	
  be	
  
exposed	
  to	
  one	
  of	
  four	
  stimuli.	
  Following	
  exposure,	
  they	
  will	
  answer	
  a	
  questionnaire.	
  
	
  
Benefits	
  
Students	
  will	
  receive	
  1	
  extra	
  credit	
  point	
  towards	
  their	
  class.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  the	
  study	
  may	
  
yield	
  interesting	
  and	
  valuable	
  information	
  regarding	
  how	
  brands	
  can	
  utilize	
  social	
  media	
  
(specifically	
  Facebook)	
  to	
  both	
  their	
  and	
  their	
  consumers’	
  advantage.	
  
	
  
Risks	
  
The	
  only	
  risk	
  associated	
  with	
  this	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  participant	
  fatigue	
  while	
  taking	
  the	
  
questionnaire.	
  This	
  risk	
  can	
  be	
  alleviated	
  as	
  participants	
  have	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  withdraw	
  from	
  
the	
  study	
  at	
  any	
  point	
  in	
  time.	
  
	
  
Rights	
  to	
  Refuse	
  
Subjects	
  may	
  choose	
  not	
  to	
  participate	
  or	
  withdraw	
  from	
  the	
  study	
  at	
  any	
  time	
  without	
  
penalty	
  or	
  loss	
  of	
  any	
  benefit	
  to	
  which	
  they	
  might	
  otherwise	
  be	
  entitled.	
  
	
  
Privacy	
  
Results	
  of	
  this	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  published,	
  but	
  no	
  names	
  or	
  identifying	
  information	
  will	
  be	
  
included	
  in	
  the	
  publication.	
  Subject	
  identity	
  will	
  remain	
  confidential.	
  By	
  signing	
  this	
  form,	
  I	
  
agree	
  to	
  adhere	
  to	
  this	
  confidentiality	
  agreement.	
  
	
  
The	
  study	
  has	
  been	
  discussed	
  with	
  me	
  and	
  all	
  my	
  questions	
  have	
  been	
  answered.	
  I	
  may	
  
direct	
  additional	
  questions	
  regarding	
  study	
  specifics	
  to	
  the	
  investigators.	
  If	
  I	
  have	
  
questions	
  about	
  subjects'	
  rights	
  or	
  other	
  concerns,	
  I	
  can	
  contact	
  Robert	
  C.	
  Mathews,	
  
Institutional	
  Review	
  Board,(225)	
  578-­‐8692,	
  irb@lsu.edu,	
  www.lsu.edu/irb.	
  I	
  agree	
  to	
  
participate	
  in	
  the	
  study	
  described	
  above	
  and	
  acknowledge	
  the	
  investigator's	
  obligation	
  to	
  
provide	
  me	
  with	
  a	
  signed	
  copy	
  of	
  this	
  consent	
  form.	
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By	
  clicking	
  on	
  the	
  arrow	
  below,	
  you	
  acknowledge	
  that	
  you	
  are	
  18	
  years	
  or	
  older	
  and	
  
consent	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

On	
  the	
  following	
  page	
  you	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  a	
  link	
  to	
  a	
  company	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  
	
  

Please	
  DO	
  NOT	
  "like,"	
  change	
  or	
  add	
  any	
  content	
  to	
  the	
  page.	
  
	
  

Click	
  next	
  to	
  continue.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Below	
  is	
  a	
  link	
  to	
  a	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page.	
  Please	
  click	
  on	
  the	
  link	
  (an	
  external	
  page	
  will	
  pop	
  
up)	
  and	
  peruse	
  the	
  page	
  for	
  approximately	
  3-­‐5	
  minutes.	
  Feel	
  free	
  to	
  click	
  on	
  any	
  links,	
  
pictures,	
  videos,	
  etc.	
  	
  When	
  you	
  are	
  finished,	
  close	
  out	
  the	
  Facebook	
  page	
  and	
  click	
  the	
  

arrow	
  to	
  proceed	
  to	
  the	
  next	
  question.	
  
	
  

Click	
  Here	
  for	
  Facebook	
  Brand	
  Page	
  
	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

Involvement	
  
Q1.	
  	
  Please	
  indicate	
  how	
  you	
  feel	
  towards	
  the	
  general	
  type	
  of	
  product	
  (not	
  the	
  
brand)	
  represented	
  on	
  the	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page.	
  

	
  
	
  	
  

Important	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Unimportant	
  
Of	
  no	
  concern	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Of	
  concern	
  to	
  me	
  

Irrelevant	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Relevant	
  
Means	
  a	
  lot	
  to	
  me	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Means	
  nothing	
  to	
  me	
  

Useless	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Useful	
  
Valuable	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Worthless	
  
Trivial	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Fundamental	
  

Beneficial	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Not	
  beneficial	
  
Matters	
  to	
  me	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Doesn’t	
  matter	
  
Uninterested	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Interested	
  
Significant	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Insignificant	
  

Vital	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Superfluous	
  
Boring	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Interesting	
  

Unexciting	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Exciting	
  
Appealing	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Unappealing	
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Mundane	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Fascinating	
  
Essential	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Nonessential	
  

Undesirable	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Desirable	
  
Wanted	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Unwanted	
  	
  

Not	
  needed	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Needed	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  	
  
Q2.	
  On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐7,	
  with	
  1	
  representing	
  strongly	
  disagree	
  and	
  7	
  representing	
  strongly	
  
agree,	
  please	
  Answer	
  the	
  following	
  questions:	
  
	
  
1.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  two-­‐way	
  communication.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

2.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  immediate	
  communication.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

3.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  delayed	
  communication.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

4.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  is	
  interactive.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

5.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  primarily	
  enables	
  one-­‐way	
  communication.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

7.) This	
  brand	
  is	
  interpersonal.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

7.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  conversation.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

8.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  has	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  content.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

9.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  keeps	
  my	
  attention	
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Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

10.)	
  It	
  was	
  easy	
  to	
  find	
  my	
  way	
  through	
  the	
  brand	
  page.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

11.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  doesn't	
  keep	
  my	
  attention.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

12.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  appeared	
  passive.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

The	
  brand	
  page	
  provides	
  immediate	
  answers	
  to	
  my	
  questions.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

13.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  lacks	
  content.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

Demographics  

1.) What is your age in numbers? (i.e. 21) 

2.)	
  What	
  is	
  your	
  race?	
  
o White	
  
o African	
  American	
  
o Hispanic	
  
o Asian	
  
o Pacific	
  Islander	
  
o Native	
  American	
  
o Other	
  

	
  
3.)	
  Please	
  Indicate	
  your	
  status.	
  

o Freshmen	
  
o Sophomore	
  
o Junior	
  
o Senior	
  
o Graduate	
  Student	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  time.	
  Please	
  enter	
  your	
  5-­‐digit	
  MEL	
  ID	
  to	
  receive	
  credit	
  for	
  participating	
  
in	
  this	
  study.	
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APPENDIX	
  D	
  
MAIN	
  QUESTIONNAIRE	
  

	
  
Study	
  Title:	
  Understanding	
  Organizations'	
  Use	
  of	
  Facebook	
  
IRB	
  Approval	
  #:	
  E8102	
  
	
  
Investigators:	
  
The	
  following	
  investigators	
  are	
  available	
  for	
  questions	
  about	
  this	
  study:	
  
Christina	
  Persaud	
  
cpersa2@tigers.lsu.edu	
  
	
  
Subject	
  Inclusion:	
  
individuals	
  18	
  or	
  older	
  
	
  	
  
Study	
  Procedures:	
  
The	
  study	
  will	
  take	
  place	
  in	
  the	
  Media	
  Effects	
  Lab.	
  After	
  consenting	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  
study,	
  students	
  will	
  answer	
  a	
  basic	
  demographic	
  questionnaire.	
  	
  Students	
  will	
  then	
  be	
  
exposed	
  to	
  one	
  of	
  four	
  stimuli.	
  Following	
  exposure,	
  they	
  will	
  answer	
  a	
  questionnaire.	
  
	
  
Benefits	
  
Students	
  will	
  receive	
  1	
  extra	
  credit	
  point	
  towards	
  their	
  class.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  the	
  study	
  may	
  
yield	
  interesting	
  and	
  valuable	
  information	
  regarding	
  how	
  brands	
  can	
  utilize	
  social	
  media	
  
(specifically	
  Facebook)	
  to	
  both	
  their	
  and	
  their	
  consumers’	
  advantage.	
  
	
  
Risks	
  
The	
  only	
  risk	
  associated	
  with	
  this	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  participant	
  fatigue	
  while	
  taking	
  the	
  
questionnaire.	
  This	
  risk	
  can	
  be	
  alleviated	
  as	
  participants	
  have	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  withdraw	
  from	
  
the	
  study	
  at	
  any	
  point	
  in	
  time.	
  
	
  
Rights	
  to	
  Refuse	
  
Subjects	
  may	
  choose	
  not	
  to	
  participate	
  or	
  withdraw	
  from	
  the	
  study	
  at	
  any	
  time	
  without	
  
penalty	
  or	
  loss	
  of	
  any	
  benefit	
  to	
  which	
  they	
  might	
  otherwise	
  be	
  entitled.	
  
	
  
Privacy	
  
Results	
  of	
  this	
  study	
  may	
  be	
  published,	
  but	
  no	
  names	
  or	
  identifying	
  information	
  will	
  be	
  
included	
  in	
  the	
  publication.	
  Subject	
  identity	
  will	
  remain	
  confidential.	
  By	
  signing	
  this	
  form,	
  I	
  
agree	
  to	
  adhere	
  to	
  this	
  confidentiality	
  agreement.	
  
	
  
The	
  study	
  has	
  been	
  discussed	
  with	
  me	
  and	
  all	
  my	
  questions	
  have	
  been	
  answered.	
  I	
  may	
  
direct	
  additional	
  questions	
  regarding	
  study	
  specifics	
  to	
  the	
  investigators.	
  If	
  I	
  have	
  
questions	
  about	
  subjects'	
  rights	
  or	
  other	
  concerns,	
  I	
  can	
  contact	
  Robert	
  C.	
  Mathews,	
  
Institutional	
  Review	
  Board,(225)	
  578-­‐8692,	
  irb@lsu.edu,	
  www.lsu.edu/irb.	
  I	
  agree	
  to	
  
participate	
  in	
  the	
  study	
  described	
  above	
  and	
  acknowledge	
  the	
  investigator's	
  obligation	
  to	
  
provide	
  me	
  with	
  a	
  signed	
  copy	
  of	
  this	
  consent	
  form.	
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By	
  clicking	
  on	
  the	
  arrow	
  below,	
  you	
  acknowledge	
  that	
  you	
  are	
  18	
  years	
  or	
  older	
  and	
  
consent	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

On	
  the	
  following	
  page	
  you	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  a	
  link	
  to	
  a	
  company	
  Facebook	
  page.	
  
	
  

Please	
  DO	
  NOT	
  "like,"	
  change	
  or	
  add	
  any	
  content	
  to	
  the	
  page.	
  
	
  

Click	
  next	
  to	
  continue.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Below	
  is	
  a	
  link	
  to	
  a	
  Facebook	
  brand	
  page.	
  Please	
  click	
  on	
  the	
  link	
  (an	
  external	
  page	
  will	
  pop	
  
up)	
  and	
  peruse	
  the	
  page	
  for	
  approximately	
  3-­‐5	
  minutes.	
  Feel	
  free	
  to	
  click	
  on	
  any	
  links,	
  
pictures,	
  videos,	
  etc.	
  	
  When	
  you	
  are	
  finished,	
  close	
  out	
  the	
  Facebook	
  page	
  and	
  click	
  the	
  

arrow	
  to	
  proceed	
  to	
  the	
  next	
  question.	
  
	
  

Click	
  Here	
  for	
  Facebook	
  Brand	
  Page	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Perceived	
  Interactivity	
  	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐7,	
  with	
  1	
  representing	
  strongly	
  disagree	
  and	
  7	
  representing	
  strongly	
  
agree,	
  please	
  Answer	
  the	
  following	
  questions:	
  
	
  
1.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  two-­‐way	
  communication.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

2.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  immediate	
  communication.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

3.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  delayed	
  communication.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

4.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  is	
  interactive.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
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5.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  primarily	
  enables	
  one-­‐way	
  communication.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

8.) This	
  brand	
  is	
  interpersonal.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

7.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  enables	
  conversation.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

8.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  has	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  content.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

9.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  keeps	
  my	
  attention	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

10.)	
  It	
  was	
  easy	
  to	
  find	
  my	
  way	
  through	
  the	
  brand	
  page.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

11.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  doesn't	
  keep	
  my	
  attention.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

12.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  appeared	
  passive.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

The	
  brand	
  page	
  provides	
  immediate	
  answers	
  to	
  my	
  questions.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

13.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  lacks	
  content.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

Attitude	
  Toward	
  the	
  Brand	
  
1.)	
  Please	
  indicate	
  how	
  you	
  feel	
  toward	
  the	
  brand	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  adjectives.	
  
	
  

Bad	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Good	
  	
  

Not	
  likeable	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Likeable	
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Favorable	
  	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Unfavorable	
  

Negative	
  	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Positive	
  	
  
	
  
2.)	
  Please	
  indicate	
  your	
  feelings	
  toward	
  the	
  brand.	
  	
  
	
  

Extremely	
  Like	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Extremely	
  Dislike	
  	
  	
  

	
  
3.)	
  Would	
  you	
  try	
  this	
  brand/product?	
  
	
  

Definitely	
  Yes	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Definitely	
  No	
  

	
  
4.)	
  Would	
  you	
  buy	
  this	
  brand	
  the	
  next	
  time	
  you	
  see	
  it	
  in	
  a	
  store?	
  
	
  

Definitely	
  Yes	
   1_2_3_4	
  _5_6	
  _7_	
  	
   Definitely	
  No	
  

	
  
Interactivity	
  	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐7,	
  with	
  1	
  indicating	
  “strongly	
  disagree”	
  and	
  7	
  indicating	
  “strongly	
  agree,	
  
This	
  brand	
  is	
  effective	
  in	
  gathering	
  visitors'	
  feedback.	
  
	
  
1.)	
  This	
  brand	
  facilitates	
  two-­‐way	
  communication	
  between	
  the	
  visitors	
  and	
  the	
  page.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

2.)	
  It	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  offer	
  feedback	
  to	
  the	
  brand	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

3.)	
  The	
  brand	
  does	
  not	
  encourage	
  visitors	
  to	
  talk	
  back.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

4.)	
  The	
  brand	
  gives	
  visitors	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  talk	
  back.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

5.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  has	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  content.	
  

Strongly Disagree 1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____ Strongly Agree 

6.)	
  This	
  brand	
  page	
  is	
  not	
  interactive.	
  
	
  



	
  

	
   91	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Reputation	
  	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐5,	
  with	
  1	
  indicating	
  “strongly	
  disagree”	
  and	
  5	
  indicating	
  “strongly	
  agree,	
  
This	
  brand	
  is	
  effective	
  in	
  gathering	
  visitors'	
  feedback.	
  
	
  
1.)	
  I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  brand	
  supports	
  good	
  causes.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

2.)	
  I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  brand	
  has	
  excellent	
  leadership.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

3.)	
  I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  brand	
  has	
  a	
  clear	
  vision.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

4.)	
  I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  brand	
  has	
  promising	
  growth	
  prospects	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

5.)	
  This	
  brand	
  would	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  place	
  to	
  work.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

6.)	
  This	
  brand	
  hires	
  good	
  employees.	
  

7.)	
  This	
  brand	
  has	
  high	
  quality	
  products	
  and	
  services.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

8.)	
  This	
  brand	
  promotes	
  innovation.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

9.)	
  This	
  brand	
  stands	
  behind	
  its	
  products.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

10.)	
  I	
  admire	
  and	
  respect	
  this	
  brand's	
  practices.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
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11.)	
  	
  I	
  would	
  trust	
  this	
  brand	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  employer.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

12.)	
  I	
  have	
  positive	
  feelings	
  about	
  this	
  brand.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

13.)	
  I	
  think	
  that	
  this	
  brand	
  promotes	
  sharing	
  of	
  information.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____Strongly	
  Agree	
  

Product	
  Involvement	
  
For	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  items,	
  please	
  think	
  about	
  the	
  GENERAL	
  TYPE	
  of	
  product	
  listed	
  on	
  
the	
  brand	
  page	
  (not	
  the	
  particular	
  brand	
  listed	
  on	
  the	
  page).	
  	
  
	
  	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐7	
  with	
  1	
  representing	
  "strongly	
  disagree"	
  and	
  7	
  representing	
  "strongly	
  
agree,"	
  please	
  answer	
  the	
  questions.	
  	
  

1.)	
  When	
  thinking	
  about	
  buying	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  think	
  about	
  the	
  other	
  brands	
  in	
  the	
  
market.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

2.)	
  When	
  thinking	
  about	
  buying	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  think	
  about	
  how	
  important	
  this	
  
product	
  is	
  to	
  my	
  daily	
  living.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

3.)	
  When	
  about	
  to	
  purchase	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  do	
  research	
  on	
  various	
  brands.	
   	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

4.)	
  	
  When	
  thinking	
  about	
  buying	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  think	
  about	
  my	
  own	
  personal	
  body.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

5.)	
  When	
  thinking	
  about	
  buying	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  product,	
  I	
  think	
  about	
  how	
  much	
  it	
  will	
  cost.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

Purchase	
  Intention	
  
On	
  a	
  scale	
  from	
  1-­‐7,	
  with	
  1	
  representing	
  "strongly	
  disagree"	
  and	
  7	
  representing	
  "strongly	
  
agree,"	
  please	
  indicate	
  your	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  following	
  questions:	
  

1.)	
  The	
  likelihood	
  I	
  would	
  purchase	
  from	
  this	
  brand	
  is	
  high.	
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Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

2.)	
  I	
  would	
  be	
  willing	
  to	
  buy	
  a	
  product	
  from	
  this	
  brand.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

3.)	
  I	
  would	
  recommend	
  this	
  brand	
  to	
  my	
  friend.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

4.)	
  I	
  would	
  not	
  purchase	
  any	
  products	
  from	
  this	
  brand	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  

Strongly	
  Disagree	
  1_____2_____3_____4_____5_____6_____7_____	
  Strongly	
  Agree	
  

Demographics	
  	
  

1.)	
  What	
  is	
  your	
  age	
  in	
  numbers?	
  (i.e.	
  21)	
  

2.)	
  What	
  is	
  your	
  race?	
  
o White	
  
o African	
  American	
  
o Hispanic	
  
o Asian	
  
o Pacific	
  Islander	
  
o Native	
  American	
  
o Other	
  

	
  
3.)	
  Please	
  Indicate	
  your	
  status.	
  

o Freshmen	
  
o Sophomore	
  
o Junior	
  
o Senior	
  
o Graduate	
  Student	
  

	
  
	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  time.	
  Please	
  enter	
  your	
  5-­‐digit	
  MEL	
  ID	
  to	
  receive	
  credit	
  for	
  participating	
  
in	
  this	
  study.	
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APPENDIX	
  E	
  
IRB	
  APPROVAL	
  FORM	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  



	
  

	
   95	
  

	
  
VITA	
  

	
   Christina	
  Persaud	
  graduated	
  from	
  Louisiana	
  State	
  University	
  in	
  May	
  2011	
  with	
  a	
  

Bachelor	
  of	
  Arts	
  in	
  mass	
  communication:	
  public	
  relations	
  and	
  minors	
  in	
  business	
  

administration	
  and	
  dance.	
  	
  Upon	
  graduation,	
  she	
  enrolled	
  in	
  the	
  master’s	
  program	
  at	
  

Louisiana	
  State	
  University	
  in	
  August	
  2011in	
  the	
  Manship	
  School	
  of	
  Mass	
  Communication.	
  	
  

She	
  has	
  worked	
  in	
  communications	
  for	
  Baton	
  Rouge	
  Parents	
  Magazine	
  and	
  for	
  the	
  

Louisiana	
  State	
  University	
  Office	
  of	
  Enrollment.	
  	
  She	
  will	
  complete	
  her	
  degree	
  in	
  May	
  2012.	
  	
  

Following	
  graduation,	
  Christina	
  will	
  continue	
  her	
  career	
  in	
  mass	
  communication	
  by	
  

pursuing	
  a	
  position	
  in	
  the	
  public	
  relations	
  field.	
  	
  	
  

	
  


	The effects of interactivity and involvement on users' attitude toward and perception of brands and purchase intent on Facebook
	Recommended Citation

	FINAL Thesis Cover Page for ETD
	FINAL Thesis with revisions for ETD

