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Abstract 

The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to present findings in the field of co-

creation and brand equity through an exploration of the relationship between co-

creation and loyalty in social media. It has been found that there is a need for 

additional research regarding the social media setting, especially with a deepening 

focus on premium and mass-market products. The research gap has led to the 

interest in finding out if there is a direct relationship between co-creation and 

loyalty in social media, if consumers partake in more co-creation for premium 

products compared to mass-market products and if loyalty is higher for premium 

products compared to those of mass-market products. To be able to answer the areas 

of interest, the use of a quantitative study with application of an online survey was 

utilised. The findings imply that there is a positive relationship between co-creation 

and loyalty in social media. Moreover, consumers are more likely to co-create with 

premium brands than mass-market brands in social media. It was found that 

behavioural loyalty is slightly more represented in the mass-market, and attitudinal 

loyalty in the premium market. Besides, the study findings confirm, on the one 

hand, the importance of brand experience for both markets. However, on the other 

hand, it is found that extrinsic cues as price and quality are still relevant in the 

purchasing decision. As a complement to previous research, the assumptions made 

by the theory are fulfilled since co-creation and loyalty are more likely to occur for 

premium brands. 
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1. Introduction 

The loss of megabrand relevance pressures managers to optimise their branding 

strategies and uncouple from traditional communication activities (Kohli, Suri, & 

Kapoor, 2015). As the customer’s value for the brand rises according to their new 

role as co-creator in the brand’s development, there has been a shift in the way 

companies’ market to consumers; the focus now lies on experience marketing. 

Experience marketing is understood as an interplay between a consumer and a 

product (Moreira, Fortes, & Santiago, 2017) and found to be a great start to study 

consumer-brand relationships (Sahin, Zehir, & Kitapçı, 2011). Besides, regarding 

relationships and the interplay between consumers and brands, social media (SM) 

is known as the most useful tool (Kohli et al., 2015). Both customers and companies 

have numerous reasons to interact on SM; for companies, it is an excellent way to 

connect and co-create with their consumers in addition to the high possibility of 

identifying potential future consumers (Yan, 2011; Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 2014). 

For consumers, the presence of SM is a connection to the company for inducing a 

two-way communication for better problem solving and feedback giving (Davis, 

Piven, & Breazeale, 2014). As companies venture into SM, they strive to increase 

customer engagement to reach brand equity (Bruhn, Schoenmueller, & Schäfer, 

2012). Thereby brand equity is defined as the value of a brand name (Godey et al., 

2016) and often divided into two groups. The first refers to the cognitive dimensions 

which include brand awareness, brand associations, and perceived quality; the 

second is about the behavioural intention dimension, which looks at brand loyalty 

(Ding & Tseng, 2015). As Sahin et al. (2011) state that relationships are based on 

experiences and results in loyalty, this thesis focuses on brand loyalty as the 

behavioural part of equity. Additionally, relationships in SM are determined by co-

creation (Luo, Zhang, & Liu, 2015), so that the influences between co-creation and 

loyalty on SM are interested in being researched further. Besides, researchers found 

that if consumers choose premium, the experience is more important than the price 

(Allsopp, 2005). Aaker (1996) reasons price premium with an act of loyalty, by 

what the question occurs how co-creation and loyalty practised through SM may 

differ in the premium and mass-market. 
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1.1. Problem Discussion 

As the potentials of SM are evaluated as highly favourable for both customers 

and companies (Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 2014; Yan, 2011), SM became an 

increasingly important substitution of traditional communication, mainly when 

traditional service channels are expensive, unavailable or inconvenient (Davis et 

al., 2014). Also, the consumer strives for more than information and rewards; it is 

about active participation in the company’s processes. This engagement for brand 

interaction represents a shift of power and influences the development of brands. 

Concisely, the consumer influences the success of brands in the market (Kohli et 

al., 2015). Researchers argue that the management of experience is the most 

promising marketing subject to handle the challenge of meeting customer needs 

(Homburg, Jozić, & Kuehnl, 2017). The reasoning is found in the concept of brand 

experience, which refers to customer’s subjective internal and behavioural 

responses to brand stimuli. Brand stimuli are visual elements of the brand design 

and communicated brand attributes that are relevant along the whole customer 

journey (Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009). Consumers interpret them and 

become co-creators of the experience when they interact with the brand. Thereby, 

researchers found that the engagement is influenced by information quality and 

economic benefit, collaboration and interactivity as well as arousal and 

entertainment. Meaning if the enjoyment lacks, the purchasing behaviour will be 

inconsistent (Davis et al., 2014; Shi, Chen, & Chow, 2016). Tajvidi, Wang, Hajli, 

and Love (2017) add that social support and relationship quality influence the 

process of co-creation to share experiences with others. However, the willingness 

of information sharing, and interaction is also affected by privacy concerns (Tajvidi, 

Richard, Wang, & Hajli, 2018). Controversially, experiences shape the brand 

appraisal (Ding & Tseng, 2015), so that successful experiences impact customer’s 

attitude towards the brand and trigger their behaviour positively (Moreira et al., 

2017). 

Extensive research has been conducted about a consumer’s identification to a 

brand and the relationship created between the two parties (Kim & Drumwright, 

2016; Laroche, Habibi, & Richard, 2013; Simon & Tossan, 2018). Laroche et al. 

(2013) present the idea of brand communities, which offer belongingness and the 

possibility to create social interaction. They conclude that information asymmetry 

leads to brand loyalty. Although Erdoğmuş and Çiçek (2012) agree, they propose 

that the use of advantageous campaigns would promote loyalty to the brand by first 
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making a connection between the brand and the consumer. That refers to the given 

brand stimuli, that cause experience and may lead to emotional bonds (Brakus et 

al., 2009). Emotional attachment has shown to be an essential requirement for 

engagement and indirectly affect brand equity through satisfaction, which causes 

loyalty (Dwivedi, Johnson, Wilkie, & Araujo-Gil, 2018; Sahin et al., 2011). The 

authors agree that the correct way to create identification and loyalty to the brand 

is to partake in repeat interaction on the brand pages, which will create a feeling of 

a close relationship (Laroche et al., 2013; Simon & Tossan, 2018). Nisar and 

Whitehead (2016) add that the image gains strengthen both loyalty and brand 

relationship. Lastly, trust is found to emerge out of the experience and increase 

brand loyalty (Sahin et al., 2011). 

While loyalty, as the behavioural dimension of equity, represents a competitive 

advantage for companies, the long term rise and maintenance became a major field 

of interest. Homburg et al. (2017) state that companies reach this aim through the 

management of experience, which positive effects on loyalty are confirmed by 

previous research. In turn, several authors describe that experiences are made 

through co-creation by consumers (e.g., Kamboj, Sarmah, Gupta, & Dwivedi, 

2018). Although, researchers already studied the correlation of co-creation and 

loyalty in the business to business (B2B) market (Yang, Chen, & Chien, 2014), the 

impacts of co-creation on attitudinal loyalty (Cossío-Silva, Revilla-Camacho, 

Vega-Vázquez, & Palacios-Florencio, 2016), and the positive effect of brand 

community commitment on loyalty (Luo et al., 2015), lack empirical evidence for 

the dependence on SM. As SM makes brands accessible for the consumer (Bacik, 

Fedorko, Nastisin, & Gavurova, 2018) and positively influence brand experience 

through content sharing and interaction (Beig & Khan, 2018), the consideration of 

a SM setting contributes to the field of loyalty and co-creation. 

Furthermore, today’s customers can be described as hybrid as they are 

interested in the purchase of both premium and mass-market products. Creating and 

maintaining a relationship with them is increasingly challenging (Ehrnrooth & 

Gronroos, 2013) so that a comparison of the markets and their ability to engage the 

customer to become loyal will support the understanding of the concepts’ functions. 

Researchers previously discussed the loyalty advantages for premium products like 

less price sensibility (Gómez, Martín-Consuegra, Díaz, & Molina, 2018) and 

increased identity seeking (Allsopp, 2005). Also, the loyalty driver trust (Sahin et 

al., 2011) and brand attitude (Keller, 1993) for premium products. The definition of 
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the hybrid consumer suggests that mass-market goods serve basic needs and refer 

to low engagement, whereby the premium goods have a high emotional value 

(Ehrnrooth & Gronroos, 2013). Consequently, the levels of co-creation and loyalty 

outcomes are expected to be higher for premium products. However, research lacks 

empirical evidence despite an expected market growth of the premium segment as 

the customer’s interest to live up brand experience has risen (Allsopp, 2005). 

Mainly, as SM can mess up traditional market constructs (Neudecker, Barczewski, 

& Schuster, 2015), this research can provide further insights into the different 

market mechanisms.  

 

1.2. Research Questions 

As shown in the problem discussion, there have been conducted extensive 

research on a multitude of fields related to co-creation, brand loyalty and SM. 

However, the preliminary findings reveal that there exists little research connecting 

these areas of interest. Due to today’s importance of SM, there is a need for more 

contribution concerning the linkage. Furthermore, the consideration of the 

purchasing behaviour of today’s hybrid customer provides a deeper understanding 

of the concepts. The research questions are, therefore, formulated as follow:  

RQ1: How is the relationship between co-creation and loyalty in social media? 

RQ2: Do consumers partake in more co-creation for premium products compared 

to mass-market products? 

RQ3: Is loyalty higher for premium products compared to the loyalty of mass-

market products? 

 

1.3. Purpose 

The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to present findings in the field of co-

creation and brand equity through an exploration of the relationship between co-

creation and loyalty in SM. Thereby, the development of the experience economy 

reasons the fundamental need of studying their influences on SM platforms. 

Moreover, the use of premium and mass-market products will be used to narrow 

the scope of the research as well as looking at the differences in consumer’s 

engagement to co-create and develop loyalty. 
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1.4. Disposition 

For the duration of this thesis, the following parts will be undergone. In the next 

section, the theory will be presented to further expand on the information from the 

introduction and research discussion; this will show how and why the research 

questions and the purpose is important to study further. Following this, the 

methodology chapter will show how the information has been gathered and 

analysed. Furthermore, an analysis of the findings will be presented, which leads to 

a discussion on the meanings of these findings. Lastly, a conclusion will be formed, 

including implications for managers with additional ideas and recommendations for 

further research on this topic.  



6 

 

  

 

2. Theory 

The following chapters represent the existing literature on experience 

marketing, co-creation, and loyalty. Further, it connects the fields and considers 

them with respect to the role of social media. Besides, the markets of interests are 

introduced and differentiated through a look at hybrid consumer behaviour. 

 

2.1. Experience Marketing  

“What people really desire are not products but satisfying experiences” (Abbot cited 

in Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 

 

Experience marketing or experiential marketing as it is often referred to is not 

a new term in marketing. It was first introduced in 1982 by Hoolbrok and 

Hirschman (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). However, it did not gain mainstream 

relevance until the late 1990s with the publication of The Experience Economy 

written by Pine and Gilmore in 1998 (Gentile, Spiller, & Noci, 2007). The reason 

for the great interest in experience marketing lies in the importance it has for the 

new focus on the consumer’s feelings and experiences, in addition to the gained 

interest on how to influence a consumer (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). 

 

2.1.1. Definition of Experience Marketing 

 There are a plethora of definitions of what experience marketing is, for this 

thesis, the definition used in Moreira et al. (2017) is utilised. They state that 

experience or experiential marketing is a way to provide memorable and unique 

experiences for the consumer. In addition to this, consumers are viewed as rational 

beings who wish to partake in experiences. In 2007, Gentile et al. found in their 

research that the success of a companies’ offerings is based on experience factors 

and referred to experiences as the “new competitive battleground” (p. 396). This is 

in large due to the change in the consumer market, as the traditional elements used 

in marketing, for instance, focus on price, product, and quality do not possess the 

sustainable competitive advantage as they used to do. It is also presented in the 

work of Schmitt (1999), cited in Sahin et al. (2011), who indicates that consumers 

are no longer satisfied with functional appeals but rather wish to be dazzled with 

experiences. As a result, Sahin et al. (2011) state that studies focusing on consumer-

brand relationships will have a good foundation if they are set in an experimental 

marketing setting.  
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In experience marketing, the use of consumer experiences and brand 

experiences are common factors of measurement. Considering the five dimensions 

conceptualised by Brakus et al. (2009), this relates heavily to both the consumer 

and the brand. The five dimensions are sense (sensory), feel (affective), think 

(intellectual), act (behavioural) and relate (relational) experience. The sensory part 

enables consumers to appease their desire to experience esthetical sights, and the 

feel experience looks at the consumer’s affective perception of the product. The 

think or intellectual experience is the consumers desire to create knowledge for 

themselves, the act experience is related to the consumer's linkage to the product, 

and finally, the related experience is the consumer's relationship and interaction 

with other consumers (Gupta, 2012). Based on the dimensions above, Gupta (2012) 

in addition to Brakus et al. (2009) state that marketers should look beyond customer 

satisfaction, and rather focus on the consumers experience to products.  

 

2.1.2. Specification of Brand Experience 

Brand experience is derived from experience marketing, and therefore entails 

the same dimensions of sensory, affective, cognitive, behavioural and social 

experience, which are influenced by the stimuli the product creates for the consumer 

(Brakus et al., 2009; Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Schmitt, 2009). It is, however, 

essential to include that these dimensions are subjective and internal for the 

consumer (Ding & Tseng, 2015). Zarantonello and Schmitt (2013) further 

distinguish brand experience as consisting of four dimensions; the sensory, 

affective, intellectual, and behavioural dimensions. Likewise, Brakus et al. (2009, 

p. 54) support this by proclaiming that brand “experiences are sensations, feelings, 

cognitions and behavioural responses”. Sahin et al. (2011) go on and divulge that 

brand experience is created when the consumer uses the brand. Meaning, whenever 

customers are in contact with the brand, talk about the brand with other consumers, 

seek out promotions and information about the products, they are partaking in a 

brand experience. Moreover, brand experiences may lead to emotional bonds 

between the consumer and the product as the experience can lead to an appraisal of 

the product (Ding & Tseng, 2015; Sahin et al., 2011). As this emotional connection 

grows, the indication is that this could lead to brand loyalty (Sahin et al., 2011) 
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2.1.3. Specification of Customer Experience 

With the emergence of experience marketing, there has been a subsequent shift 

from customer relationships to customer experience. The change lies in the idea to 

“expand the transaction-based notion of Customer Relationship to the ‘continuous’ 

concept of Customer Experience” (Gentile et al., 2007, p. 396). Moreira et al. 

(2017) define customer experience as a personal experience between the consumer 

and the product, with a view on the different levels of involvement by the consumer. 

These levels entail the rational, emotional, sensual, physical and spiritual level. 

However, entertainment is not the only outcome of experience; the underlying 

notion of experience is that it occurs every time a company is in contact or 

engagement, in a personal and/or memorable way, with a consumer (Pine 

& Gilmore, 1998). It is therefore not only the idea of entertaining a consumer, but 

also the importance of creating a continuous positive engagement between the 

consumer and the brand, which in turn will yield positive experiences. Viewing this 

further through the work of Bacik et al. (2018), it is found that experiences create 

loyalty, which in turn means that the end goal is not to create positive experiences; 

rather positive experiences are a means to create loyalty to the brand and product. 

As the marketers move from product-centred to consumer-centred marketing, the 

consumer’s involvement with the products also changed. Consumers are now a part 

of defining and creating value for the company as a part of co-creation (Tsai, 2005).  

 

2.1.4. Role of Social Media for Experience Marketing 

The Social Index (Sprout Social Inc., 2018) reveals that 21 % of the consumers 

buy products more likely if they are connected with the brand on SM. Besides, 

Hudson, Huang, Roth, and Madden (2016) confirm that consumers have a stronger 

brand relationship if they interact with their brand on SM compared to those not 

interacting. Although there exist different types of platforms such as social 

networking on Facebook, professional networking on LinkedIn or picture sharing 

on Instagram, all of them foster social interactions (Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 2014).  

Rosenthal and Brito (2017) state that consumers search for interaction if they 

already experienced the brand or are interested in the complexity of it. Davis et al. 

(2014) go on and specify brand experiences in SM as personalised conversation, in 

which customer’s needs and interests are addressed. However, long-term 

experiences are challenging to realise in SM as prior experiences are continually 

evaluated through other users (Losada-Otálora & Sánchez, 2018). In particular, for 
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products that are sold in advance, experiences shared by others on SM are highly 

crucial for customer’s decision making (Lund, Cohen, & Scarles, 2018). It also 

refers to the role of non-active users, that orientate in other’s behaviour or 

recommendations (Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 2014) and fits Davis et al. (2014) who 

mention that users share personal experiences also for other’s benefit. Meaning the 

likes and shares of friends are a primary influencing factor even if the brands are 

not part of their interest. 

Lastly, providing a unique experience makes the brand alive in customer’s 

heads beyond the visual boundaries of SM platforms (Yan, 2011) and strengthen 

the relationship along the whole customer journey as the platform represents only 

one touchpoint of the brand experience (Homburg et al., 2017). However, it is a 

significant important touchpoint since users start developing emotional bonds to 

their favourite SM brand, thus impacting the perception of brands accessible on this 

platform positively (Dwivedi et al., 2018). 

 

2.2. Co-Creation 

The process of co-creation won in attention as the market technology advanced, 

and the participation of consumer faced lower costs (Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 

2014). Singh and Sonnenburg (2012) argue that it is not any longer about telling 

brand stories, rather about the co-creation of the brand performance of brand owner 

and consumer. Lund et al. (2018) go on and strengthen the importance of customer 

experience to create stories and brands, as markets started to sell brand experiences 

instead of products. 

 

2.2.1. Definition of Co-Creation 

In the understanding of Merz, He, and Vargo (2009, p. 338), co-creation can be 

defined as creating brand value “through network relationships and social 

interactions among the ecosystem of all the stakeholders”. Thereby, the customer 

becomes an active partner, and the company start following a consumer-centric 

perspective (Tajvidi et al., 2017). Researchers reason the co-creation of value in 

networks with the service-dominant logic, which considers goods as a mean to offer 

services. That is why companies are more interested in the process rather than the 

output, resulting in the centralisation of the consumer (Merz et al., 2009; Tynan 

& McKechnie, 2009). 
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2.2.2. Role of Social Media for Co-Creation 

SM has been found to be excellent to co-create brand value due to its interactive 

characteristics. Through communities, the customer is encouraged to participate in 

the co-creation and likely to be influenced by others in their brand perception (Davis 

et al., 2014; Kamboj et al., 2018). Thereby, Kamboj et al. (2018) mention that 

gender influence the process of co-creation, what strengthens the argumentation of 

Shi et al. (2016) who discussed the different value perceptions of men and women. 

While men strive for pleasure and concern about trust, women focus on social gains 

and commitment to partnerships. Additionally, Kim and Drumwright (2016) state 

that intrinsic motivated consumers are more active in brand interaction due to its 

strive for enjoyment instead of extrinsic rewards.  

In SM, researchers count liking, commenting and posting of brand-related 

content (Beig & Khan, 2018; Kamboj et al., 2018; Neudecker et al., 2015), 

additionally to sharing the brand experience in the form of reviews, referral or 

recommendations as co-creation (Tajvidi et al., 2018). Thereby, Luarn, Lin, and 

Chiu (2015) mention the vividness and interactivity of brand post content as a driver 

for engagement. Further, in the emergence of the Like Economy, Gerlitz and 

Helmond (2013) refer to the universal use of social buttons such as like, share and 

comment on general websites to shortly represent interactivity. Here, the like 

function became the most famous one. Lund et al. (2018) describe this ability of the 

user, to create their own content about brands and commenting on brand provided 

content, network-based power. The engagement for brand co-creation is influenced 

by first relationship quality, referring to the relational intensity consisting of trust, 

satisfaction and commitment, and second social support, referring to information 

exchange with other stakeholders or the brand itself (Tajvidi et al., 2018). Shi et al. 

(2016) add that the perceived interactivity of and with other users strengthen the 

intention to stay engaged in the future due to the feeling of belonging. Further, they 

refer to the social presence that reduces feelings of insecurity and rises engagement. 

Nevertheless, the process is direct and indirectly influences by all stakeholders, 

meaning customers and non-customers as well as community members and non-

members (Merz et al., 2009). 

As consumers start interacting on SM as a consequence of personalised values 

(Neudecker et al., 2015), Kamboj et al. (2018) and Lund et al. (2018) agree that the 

co-creation uncover consumer’s lifestyle and needs due to the subjective 

representation of their brand experience. Entertaining elements trigger co-creation 
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as the user experience causes feelings of pleasure; otherwise, the resulting 

consumption is less frequent. Besides, interaction emerges out of curiosity for 

experience, where a high level of arousal positively impacts the co-creation (Davis 

et al., 2014; Shi et al., 2016). Nevertheless, participation in SM interaction is still 

voluntary (Kim & Drumwright, 2016) and needs support from the company’s side. 

Therefore, relevant content along the whole customer journey is essential, meaning 

the company needs to provide a dialogue also in the pre- and post-experience stages 

in order to strengthen the co-creation of brand value. That requires a flexible and 

trustful attitude of the managers to react suitably to the customer’s needs. Also, joint 

decision making and risk sharing contribute to the efficiency and understanding of 

the partnership’s outcomes (Tynan & McKechnie, 2009).  

 

2.3. Brand Equity 

The definition of brand equity has stayed quite unchanging throughout the 

years, with the first created by Aaker (1991) which encompassed the assets that are 

linked to a product, for instance, the brand awareness, brand associations, perceived 

quality, in addition to brand loyalty. A later definition formulated by Keller in 1993 

and further conceptualised in 1998, focused on brand awareness and brand image, 

which was encompassed into brand knowledge. Equity is considered by Ding and 

Tseng (2015, p. 994) to be a “valuable intangible asset” which is supported by 

Zarantonello and Schmitt (2013, p. 257) who say that “brand equity is the added 

value” that a product has been given by the brand. As a result of the perceived added 

value, high brand equity is often synonymous with a positive purchase decision 

considering consumers often experience higher satisfaction in the usage of the 

product (Ding & Tseng, 2015). Brand equity has also been found to be a driving 

force behind the reason consumers purchase a particular product (Moreira et al., 

2017).  

 

2.3.1. Definition of Loyalty 

For this thesis, the definition employed in Ding and Tseng (2015) will be used 

as they focus on Yoo and Donthu (2001), which reconstructed the theory created 

by Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). The definition divides brand equity into two 

different but complementary parts, the cognitive intention dimension, and the 

behavioural dimension. The cognitive dimensions include brand awareness, brand 

associations, and perceived quality, while the behavioural dimension encompasses 
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brand loyalty. For further narrowing, the focus will lie on the behavioural 

dimension, hereafter referred to as brand loyalty or loyalty. Loyalty can further be 

divided into two parts, consistent with attitudinal loyalty and behavioural loyalty. 

According to Nisar and Whitehead (2016), behavioural loyalty is considered as the 

repeated purchase conducted by a consumer, while the attitudinal loyalty refers to 

the attitudes, feelings or identification a consumer has for the product (Jones & 

Taylor cited in Kamboj et al., 2018). Attitudinal loyalty is more heavily weighted 

in marketing, as behavioural loyalty may only be fulfilled because there are no 

better options in the marketplace (Nisar & Whitehead, 2016).  

 

2.3.2. Role of Social Media for Loyalty 

Bruhn et al. (2012) state that SM has a different effect on brand equity and brand 

loyalty than traditional marketing. For SM, the effect is higher on brand image, 

whereas in traditional marketing, the effect is larger for brand awareness. In 

contrast, Kim and Ko (2012) as cited in Godey et al. (2016) found that brand equity 

that is stimulated in SM will positively influence future actions to the product, for 

instance, purchase decisions and response to the product on SM. Furthermore, 

authors have found that SM provides the ability for consumers to interact and 

communicate about the product and therefore partakes in the spread of brand 

awareness, which could increase brand recognition and lead to brand loyalty, all in 

a cost-effective way for the brand (Bruhn et al., 2012; Erdoğmuş & Çiçek, 2012). 

As a result, Gunelius (2011) and McKee (2010) as cited in Erdoğmuş and Çiçek 

(2012), agree that SM is a great alleviation for brand loyalty. This is why SM should 

be an integral part of a company’s marketing communications mix, as the increase 

in SM usage will have a subsequent impact on brand equity (Bruhn et al., 2012). It 

is, however, essential to note that SM should not only be used to create loyalty but 

also to sustain it (Beig & Khan, 2018). 

 

2.3.3. Relationship of Co-Creation and Loyalty 

The influence of co-creation by consumers have been identified as a great way 

to change the perceptions of other consumers, in other words for the use of 

consumer to consumer marketing (Kamboj et al., 2018). Co-creation is seen as 

independent of a company and often viewed as “external validation” of what the 

brand or product has to offer (Bruhn et al., 2012, p. 782). Leading a product to be 
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viewed as more desirable by other consumers (Bruhn et al., 2012; Kamboj et al., 

2018). 

Regarding equity, consumer-based brand equity is the consumers view on the 

product and what is presented in addition to what other consumers present of the 

same product, viewed against the consumers view on a similar non-branded product 

(Bruhn et al., 2012). Moreover, co-creation is often referred to as a branding 

strategy, where taking an economic perspective is essential for overall success. As 

Tajvidi et al. (2018) mention, the rise of a reputation is necessary, thus referring to 

brand equity. Likewise, Rosenthal and Brito (2017) name the challenge of keeping 

consumers engaged and therefore state, that a communal view is helpful for a long-

term rise in engagement. There has been researching that suggest that co-creation 

has no direct effect on loyalty towards a brand, rather indirect (Cossío-Silva et al., 

2016). However, on the other side of the spectre, there are authors who say that co-

creation adds value to the consumption and gives the consumer an experience, 

which combined is a good indicator of loyalty (Davis et al., 2014). That is further 

supported by Simon and Sullivan (1993), as cited in Bruhn et al. (2012), which 

found that communication is one of the foundations of brand equity. Besides, Yang 

et al. (2014) confirm a correlation in B2B markets and conclude that loyalty 

increase through higher service participation. Also, Luo et al. (2015) mention the 

positive impacts of brand community commitment, whereby experience foster the 

relationships among members. 

 

2.4. The Markets of Interest 

Today’s markets are determined by the hybrid purchasing behaviour of 

consumers, who are interested in both high- and low-priced products. Thereby, 

increasing discounts of high-quality goods and the extension of brand strategies are 

found as reasons for the market change (Allsopp, 2005; Ehrnrooth & Gronroos, 

2013). While the mass-market addresses the majority of consumers to reasonable 

prices (Kenton, 2018), the premium market is characterised by outstanding quality 

and high prices. Due to its differentiating attributes, premium is likely to represent 

a niche (Quelch, 1987). However, premium products are not the same as luxury 

ones, which own higher prices and foster a more selective distribution (Dall’Olmo 

Riley, Pina, & Bravo, 2015). Both the premium and mass-market segment are 

represented in the strategies of national brands and private labels that compete 

against each other. It is found that brand extension leads to a cannibalisation of 
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companies own portfolio when the same product is split into different price stages. 

Consequently, loyalty to one product shifts to another product of the same brand 

(Geyskens, Gielens, & Gijsbrechts, 2010). However, this thesis will contribute to 

the distinction between the premium and mass-market, rather than focussing on the 

specific branding strategies of producer and retailer. 

 

2.4.1. Role of Co-Creation for Premium and Mass-Market Products 

Previously researchers reason the purchase of premium products with the 

extrinsic cue price, where quality inferences can be made (Nenycz-Thiel & 

Romaniuk, 2016). However, Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013, p. 1795) introduce 

“that consumption is no longer about fulfilling needs [rather about making 

experiences] intertwined in social relations, identities, perceptions, and images”. 

Therefore, a low-price level is not compensating lacks in convenience and comfort 

(Ehrnrooth & Gronroos, 2013); customers strive for relationships with any 

consumed brand. Thereby, premium faces higher expectations to realise this 

(Allsopp, 2005), particular in the ease of SM. As companies understand the gain 

they can earn from the co-creation process, values can be maximised (Tajvidi et al., 

2018; Yan, 2011). Allsopp (2005) states that triggering like-minded consumers to 

interact with the community and the brand on SM, will increase their likelihood to 

buy premium. Nevertheless, the product category has to fit the interests of the 

consumer in order to be interacted with frequently. Gentile et al. (2007) refer to the 

customer’s self-image that impact customer’s engagement to interact positively if 

the offering emotionally appeals the customer's values. Further, it has been found 

that people tend to identify themselves with their actions rather than their property 

(Allsopp, 2005). That strengthens the lifestyle component of co-creation, where 

personality is reflected in the customer’s behaviour (Lund et al., 2018). 

With the emergence of the hybrid consumer, Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013) 

explored the motivation drivers of trading up and down, meaning buying premium 

and mass-market products at the same time. They argue that the hybrid phenomenon 

is interrelated as the savings out of low-cost purchases allow a more flexible 

consumption of higher-priced products. It is found that trading up refers to the 

desire of expressing personal values and interests, whereby trading down does not 

manifest the customer’s personality as the product has less meaning for the 

customer. Although high-involvement products are known to be a trade up category 

and low-risk, fast-moving consumer goods are in the trade down category, the 
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hybrid behaviour is inconsistent; Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013) argue that 

customers tend to buy both low- and high-priced goods from the same category. 

However, they state that functional values as price are the main driver for a trade 

down, in comparison to emotional values for trade up behaviour. If the customer 

does not perceive a difference between products, there is no reason for them to pay 

higher prices. Lastly, it depends on the perceived value communicated through 

experience that makes people paying more. Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013) 

conclude that 58 % of consumers claimed the higher price was worth to pay as they 

experienced the product.  

 

2.4.2. Role of Loyalty for Premium and Mass-Market Products 

In order to differentiate themselves in markets, companies make use of price 

premium and loyalty. It is assumed that loyalty implies the willingness to buy 

premium (Gómez et al., 2018) and share personal information such as preferences 

and behaviour (Sahin et al., 2011). Tolbert, Kohli, and Suri (2014) disagree and 

argue that value is no longer determined by monetary sacrifice instead of earned 

experiences. Meaning, consumers compare what they will get to what they have to 

give-up to assess the offering. Allsopp (2005) refers to previous experiences and 

brand attitudes that shape the evaluation. Therefore, wealthy products are made by 

experiences which foster loyalty and lead to future interactions. He agrees to 

Tolbert et al. (2014) that price and premium are less inter-correlated than in the past 

since identity formation became more critical for consumers. Instead, Lund et al. 

(2018) emphasise the role of authentic stories to distinguish brands, and Ehrnrooth 

and Gronroos (2013) add that especially for companies that do not compete on 

price, the emotional component is required in their offerings. As a consequence, the 

satisfaction raises, what is proven by Sahin et al. (2011) to have a positive impact 

on brand loyalty. Besides, Quelch (1987) mentions satisfaction as the foundation 

for mass-market products to be considered as more valuable. Thereby, loyal 

behaviour leads to repeat purchase.  

According to Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013), the so-called polarised hybrid 

consumers who are highly interested in expressing their personality, are likely to 

become an opinion leader in SM. They are valued as essential for the spreading of 

positive and relevant content to the community and thus engage the co-creation 

process (Erdoğmuş & Çiçek, 2012). Promoting their loyalty is vital. Further, so-

called omnivorous hybrid consumers seek for experience as part of their identity 
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formation, so that more consumption makes them loyal customers. However, both 

hybrids are more likely to foster relationships to trading up categories, meaning 

high-risk products with higher switching costs (Ehrnrooth & Gronroos, 2013). 

Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013) question the profitability of investing in 

relationships on a long-term horizon in the context of low-involvement categories. 

Sahin et al. (2011) go on and refer to the role of trust, which is highly needed for 

premium markets as consumers face agency costs such as moral hazard or 

asymmetric information. The researchers argue that brand trust makes the customer 

loyal. Equally, strong brand attitude raises the purchase of highly-priced products 

and has impacts on loyalty (Keller, 1993), which reflects the evaluation of a brand 

resulting in a (un) favourable opinion towards it (Zarantonello & Schmitt, 2013). 

 

2.5. Summary of the Theory 

The preceding literature review has shown that the consumer takes an essential 

part in today’s market dynamics due to its role as hybrid purchaser as well as brand 

advocator. Companies have realised the importance to adjust their strategies and 

show presence in SM. However, in order to deal successfully with the challenges, 

an understanding of the customer is required. Therefore, deepened knowledge in 

the process of co-creation to brand loyalty is contributing. As part of the SM 

context, co-creation is valued as highly positive for companies in order to build up 

relationships. However, research focussed mainly on drivers and gains rather than 

risks and causes of co-creation. Based on the theory, the impacts on loyalty seems 

to be self-evident, yet there is less evidence found regarding the SM setting. Brand 

loyalty, as in the thesis’s understanding as the behavioural dimension of brand 

equity, benefits from the experience and represents an essential role for the 

company. As a competitive advantage, it encourages long-lasting relationships 

between consumer and brand. Nevertheless, how does the hybrid consumption 

impact loyalty? Previous research explored drivers and characteristics of the hybrid 

consumer but lacks in market differences according to co-creation and loyalty. 

Following the argumentations in the literature review, the premium market is 

suggested to be more representative for high co-creation engagement in comparison 

to the mass-market. However, mass-market brands are able to encourage customer 

interaction in SM in the same way as long as the experience fits. Further, loyalty is 

affected by experiences, which is increasingly important for product evaluation, 

meaning premium products do not have any longer a more significant advantage 



17 

 

  

 

due to its extrinsic cues in comparison to the mass-market. The exploration of co-

creation and loyalty in the SM context about the consumer’s attitude to premium 

and mass-market products, supports the existing literature and provides further 

insights into the behaviour of consumers. 
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3. Methodology 

An overview of the research design and its elements as well as the procedure 

and analytic methods are presented in the next chapters. Thereby, a consideration 

of validity and reliability is given. Besides, ethical concerns and method limitations 

complete this section. 

 

3.1. Research Design 

For this thesis, the use of a quantitative method is most applicable regarding 

how and what is desired to be researched. Moreover, a quantitative research method 

gives the possibility of generalisation, also, to predict and explain the markets 

(Rudestam & Newton, 2008). The design of the study is descriptive, meaning that 

the research is used to help gather information regarding the current condition of 

the phenomena (Hair, Babin, Anderson, & Black, 2014). Further, the descriptive 

design is suitable as the key statements in this paper are research questions, a 

structured research approach is used, and the goal is about finding out the behaviour 

of consumers. 

For the fundamental understanding and categorization of the topic as well as to 

estimate the importance of research, a literature review has been done in the first 

hand (Tsimonis & Dimitriadis, 2014). Therefore, mainly scientific articles and 

books have been used, acquired through the MIUN library database and Google 

Scholar. The keywords used for the literature search are ‘experience marketing’, 

‘branding’, ‘social media’, ‘co-creation’, ‘brand equity’, ‘brand loyalty’, ‘hybrid 

consumption’, ‘premium products’ and ‘mass-market products’ in a variety of 

combinations. 

 

3.2. Population and Sample Selection 

As the study refers to any SM platforms, the sample frame included all users of 

SM and excluded at the same time all non-users. Further, everyone who has had 

any form of contact with a product through these platforms was requested. Because 

this encompassed a large percentage of the population in the industrialised world, 

certain restrictions have been implemented to narrow the population and sample 

size. 

The primary sample consisted of both males and females who are considered to 

be a part of generation Y (Gen Y). Gen Y is often referred to as Millennials, which 

are between 22 and 30 years old. This generation is particularly interesting to 
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examine because they are born in the digitalisation age with the internet; they are 

tech-savvy and considered to be extremely sociable. However, they are also known 

to be the least loyal customers (Bilgihan, 2016). The secondary sample is generation 

X (Gen X); they are in the age group of 31 to 55 years. What is interesting about 

this generation is that they are found to be the “heaviest social media users of any 

demographic group” (Antonow, 2018, n. p.). Moreover, Gen X spends more time 

on their smartphones than Millennials do. Additionally, Antonow (2018) figured 

out that 70 % of Gen X are likely to purchase a product from a brand they follow 

on SM, which is higher than Millennials, with 60 %.  

As the samples referred to a population higher than 100.000, the sufficient 

number of respondents should be between 250 and 300 respondents by a desired 

margin of error set at 5 %. That ensures the generalizability of the population 

(Graglia, n.d.) as well as balances the contradictions to explore differences and 

relations between the data selected, and at the same time to avoid wasting resources 

through not relevant data (O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2014). As the sampling is an 

imperfect representation of the population, it varies in their value and represents a 

sampling error (Malhotra, Birks, & Wills, 2013), for instance, because there are 

randomly more female than male respondents. Further, the dropout rate is a 

systematic error in the sample, which can be reason with lack of interest in the topic 

(O'Dwyer & Bernauer, 2014). Besides, some people within the sample might have 

been unwilling, unavailable or unable to participate so that the failure of collecting 

data from everyone in the sample results in bias, too (Fowler, 2014). 

 

3.3. Data Collection Method 

According to the primary purpose to explore the relationship between co-

creation and loyalty in SM, a structured online questionnaire was used. The online 

questionnaire was chosen based on its time-effectiveness, the availability of real-

time results and the usability of analysis tools. Moreover, an online version was 

considered to be more flexible for the respondents as they can conduct the survey 

regarding their schedule and wherever they want to (Fowler, 2014). In addition to 

the factors mentioned above, the appeal of an inexpensive and often free survey 

creating tools is a big draw for choosing this collection method. For the thesis, 

Qualtrics was the chosen software to create the survey, which did not have any 

limitations on how many respondents could be obtained. A final attraction for 

choosing a questionnaire was that it possesses the ability to complete anonymity for 
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the respondents (Fowler, 2014). With the use of an online survey, non-probability 

sampling has been utilised, which refers to convenience sampling in addition to 

snowball sampling. The former represents an easily accessible population, which is 

not selected randomly. Further, the last address a system of referrals, whereby the 

potential reach is going to be extended. Mainly, the viral trait of SM supports this 

effect. To reach a sufficient number of respondents, these versions are considered 

to be inexpensive and secure (Taherdoost, 2016). 

Overall, the decision has been made to take advantage of providing an incentive 

to the participants after the completion of the survey. With the chance to win a 

monetary compensation, it is likely to raise the motivation to take part and finish 

the questionnaire (Fowler, 2014). The potential respondents have been informed in 

the Facebook post and survey letter that they can fill in their email addresses if they 

are interested in the lottery. Moreover, information about the sole use of personal 

information, i.e., email address, have been included to ensure autonomy regarding 

the analysis of the data. Nevertheless, bias can be given through multiple 

participation of respondents to raise their chance to win, which causes responses 

under false pretences (Leeuw, Hox, & Dillman, 2008). 

 

3.4. Construction of the Questionnaire 

For the questionnaire, the decision has been made to operate with a self-

administrative procedure as participants are expected to have advanced reading and 

writing skills as well as being motivated to take part in the chosen method of an 

online survey as they are internet affine (Fowler, 2014). However, it implies the 

risk that poorly skilled participants were over challenged and failed to finish the 

survey, or the participants lacked intrinsic motivation and dropped out of the survey 

prematurely. Both face counterarguments; first, poorly skilled participants might be 

less active on SM and therefore less able to evaluate the survey on a proper level. 

Second, intrinsic motivation occurs from the interest in the topic, so that a lack of 

interest has led to missing sobriety and diverging results. A sample error 

representing these participants is positive for the results. 

Designing reliable and valid questions and answers are essential for proper 

measurement (Fowler, 2014). To fulfil the reliability requirements, the questions 

and answers were consistent in wording, had a simple but appropriate language, and 

completed sentence structure. Unfamiliar words, for instance, brand experience, 

have been defined to ensure a mutual understanding between respondent and 
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researcher as well as among all respondents. In general, the survey primarily 

consisted of closed questions with fixed answers to provide complete and clear 

answers, which simplified the codification afterwards (Fowler, 2014). There was, 

however, the question about the current age that required the participant to write an 

answer in an open field. This was chosen to limit the use of classifications. For the 

majority of the remaining questions, the Likert Scale was implemented to ask for 

personal attitudes. The use of a five-point scale was utilised to have a sufficient 

span in answers; besides, there was not a need for a more extensive scale. The scale 

was used for frequency, agreement, likelihood and importance questions, whereby 

the variables were labelled from ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree nor 

disagree’, ‘disagree’ to ‘strongly disagree’, or ‘never’, ‘rarely’, ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ 

to ‘always’, or ‘very likely’, ‘quite likely’, ‘neither likely nor unlikely’, ‘quite 

unlikely’ to ‘very unlikely’, or lastly from ‘very important’, ‘somewhat important’, 

‘neither important nor unimportant’, ‘somewhat unimportant’ to ‘very 

unimportant’. Although the Likert Scale is time-consuming, it is an easy way to ask 

similar but diverse impacts through one technique, thus potentially increases the 

validity (Malhotra et al., 2013). The questionnaire closed with demographic 

questions, for whom the use of multiple-choice questions was chosen, with the 

inclusion of the other option, when applicable. That enabled the respondents to 

answer the question in their own words or to include alternatives that have not been 

listed. However, error associated with the answer was possible to occur due to 

individual preferences; for instance, the tendency of exaggeration (Fowler, 2014).   

 

3.5. Procedure 

Several reviews through other students and the supervisor have been done 

according to the understanding, accuracy, and validity of the measurement as well 

as ethical clearance and layout. Also, the tests provided information about the 

survey length (Fowler, 2014). After the feedback adaption, SM was used to 

distribute the link to the survey, for the reason that the respondents should have an 

SM account to be able to answer the questions. Also, this was most likely the easiest 

way to reach a large part of the sample. The focus relied on Facebook as this is the 

platform that is most adaptable to posting longer texts with the inclusion of links. 

Facebook also gives the ability to boost the post, which has been utilised to gain a 

sufficient number of respondents. The benefit of having access to university email-

lists, provided by Mid Sweden University and FH Aachen University of Applied 
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Sciences, has been used to the fullest as students are a large part of the sample. Due 

to continued monitoring of the sample size, different SM platforms were used after 

the first distribution lap, such as Twitter, for its ability to reach respondents who 

are not already SM ‘friends’, and LinkedIn, as it is a platform for professional 

networking. Lastly, WhatsApp was used because of its more considerable 

popularity and reach outside of Scandinavia. Additionally, reminders have been 

sent out to the end of the data collection period. 

 

3.6. Data Analysis 

To be able to analyse the theoretical concepts and to see if there are any value 

to the dependent and independent variables, a variety of statistical analytical 

methods have been conducted. The corresponding questions are found in appendix 

1. For the analysis, the independent and dependent variables are needed to be 

defined. Regarding co-creation and loyalty, there is a possibility of three different 

tests on dependent variables. Firstly, the dependent variable action in SM 

(represented as question five) on the independent variable co-creation or contact in 

SM (represented by question two). Secondly, dependent variable action in SM 

(again represented by question five) on the independent variable loyalty or brand 

experience (represented by question four). Lastly, the dependent variable of co-

creation on the independent variable of loyalty (see question two and four). 

After the data was gathered, screening and cleaning of the data were conducted. 

That was done by checking categorical and continuous variables (Pallant, 2010). 

For the preliminary analysis, the descriptive data were analysed with the use of 

‘frequency’ and ‘descriptive’. In addition to a Pearson correlation, which has been 

used to check the relations of the variables to each other. Although Pearson is not 

able to reveal which factors influence the variable, it is a way to start seeing the 

relationships between them (Hair et al., 2014). Following this, the multiple linear 

regression analysis was used as it helps to identify the relationships between 

particular variables and to determine the degree of correlation and significance 

(Hair et al., 2014). 

 

3.7. Ethical Consideration 

Regarding the ethical consideration that needs to be addressed, consent is one 

of the most important. As the method for data collection was an online survey, the 

use of a cover letter is the way to create consent; respondents are most likely to start 
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the survey after they have read the cover letter (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Informed 

consent as another feature entails the importance of informing the participants of 

what the study is about, their potential role, the purpose of the study and how the 

data will be used and presented (Sanjari, Bahramnezhad, Fomani, Shoghi, & 

Cheraghi, 2014). Regarding that, the utilisation of the cover letter was also 

applicable, as it informed the respondents about the survey, what the information 

will be used for and how the respondents can contact the researchers if they have 

any questions. Furthermore, the maintenance of the confidentiality of the 

participants is crucial in research papers and closely linked to gaining the consent 

of participants. A way to protect the participants was to leave out any personal 

information that can identify the respondents and code with masks. An exception 

represented the voluntary specification of the email addresses at the end of the 

survey as the respondents had the chance to win an incentive. However, the 

information was solely used for the lottery in order to contact the winner and was 

deleted after this. A further aspect of ensuring confidentiality is that the data 

gathered has been stored securely to guarantee that people who are unauthorised for 

the access have no availability of the data (American Speach-Language-Hearing 

Association, 2018; Corbin & Strauss, 2015). 

According to the Swedish Council for Research in the Humanities and Social 

Sciences, openness, self-determination, confidentiality and autonomy have to be 

given in research. This survey respected privacy and self-determination of the 

respondent as it based on ethical awareness and responsibly reduced any harm. Each 

participant has been informed about the data activities and guaranteed anonymity 

(Swedish Research Council, 2017). As the research question did not include any 

discrimination, the survey fulfilled the ethical standards. 

 

3.8. Validity and Reliability 

Different types of validity formed the basis to provide against possible errors. 

Firstly, according to Pallant (2010), scale’s validity was targeted through content 

validity, criterion validity and construct validity. The choice of the variable 

measured reflected the facets of the theory. Further, to prevent that measurement 

includes what was not initially intended to be, the use of measuring the same topic 

with different tests was implemented. Secondly, random samples and control 

variables have been used to limit the possibility of internal validity, for instance 

asking for the participant’s engagement in a common scenario in comparison to a 
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scenario where bad experiences have been made. Thereby, the possibility of a 

change being caused by a factor which is caused by something else entirely has 

been lowered, meaning that a confounding variable is an effect instead of the 

independent on the dependent variable (Pallant, 2010). Lastly, Pallant (2010) says 

that the wish is to obtain high external validity, which has been given through a 

suitable sample size as this signifies that the findings are generalizable and 

representative for the population. Moreover, the questionnaire and thesis have been 

pre-viewed by other students of the same field in addition to the supervisor. The 

comments have been used to adapt the questions and re-evaluate the interpretations 

of the findings. Thus, the findings can be viewed as credible and valid (Rudestam 

& Newton, 2008). 

For the reliability, which measures the stability and consistency of the 

findings, the documentation of data was critical. With proper documentation of the 

sample, questions and the analysis used, there is a great possibility of recreating the 

study at a later time and to yield the same results (Rudestam & Newton, 2008). Data 

transcribing was excluded, as the respondents have been promised that their 

responses will be deleted after the conclusion of the thesis. According to Rudestam 

and Newton (2008) by documenting all of the information, the reliability of the 

thesis will be strengthened. 

 

3.9. Limitations 

There are some limitations with the use of a quantitative method, even though 

the method is more efficient and creates the availability of testing hypothesis, 

meaning that there is a possibility of overlooking contextual details (University of 

Southern California, 2019). That is mostly in part to the often rigid and inflexible 

use of obtaining data singularly with the use of closed questions. Furthermore, the 

closed questions may not reflect how the respondents feel about the topic. However, 

it may give a close match to their ideas if not entirely correct (University of 

Southern California, 2019). To combat this, the inclusion of the ‘other’ answer 

alternative has been included, so that the respondent can answer more specifically 

if needed.   
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4. Analysis and Findings 

Divided into descriptive and analytical statistics, the data gathered is reviewed 

in the next chapters. All findings are presented with respect to their relevance for 

the purpose of this study and offer possibilities for further research in their 

meaningfulness through the broader scope. 

 

4.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The cleaned data will be described in order to present the sample characteristics 

and establish a foundation for the reply of the research questions. Therefore, the 

mean and standard deviation are used as well as frequencies for categorical 

variables, for instance, gender (Pallant, 2010). 

 

4.1.1. Response Rate 

There is shown to be a substantial drop out during the questionnaire. Question 

one sees a response of 292, which indicate that there are respondents who did not 

even reach question one as there are recorded 303 visits to the survey link. 

Furthermore, from question one to question two, there is again a drop out with only 

243 respondents answering this question. The next ones, question three to question 

six, see a similar drop in respondents, leaving the total to be 217 respondents. 

Indicating that if the respondents reach question seven, which was conducted by 

217 respondents, they will take the time to complete the questionnaire. Regarding 

the incentive, 96 respondents included their email address, representing 44.2 %. 

 

4.1.2. Demographics  

For the basic understanding of the data, the demographic characteristics are 

presented first. Thereby, age, gender, country of origin, and conditions of life are 

considered. The last one is divided into the highest educational level, occupation 

and monthly income. All information refer to the sample size of 217 respondents. 

 

4.1.2.1. Age 

The reported ages are quite varied so that the decision has been made to group 

them into generations, as seen in table 1. The majority of the respondents are 

situated in the group of Gen Y, which is similar to what was originally expected. 

Thereby, the most significant number of respondents are between the ages of 20 

and 26 with 71.0 % falling into this group, meaning the upper tier of Gen Z and the 
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lower half of Gen X. The majority, with 34 respondents said they are 24 years old, 

followed by those who are 23 years old with 29 respondents. 

 

Table 1 – Dispersion of the Generations 

Generation Age Number of 

respondents 

Percentage 

Gen Z ≥ 21 38 17.5 % 

Gen Y / Millennials 22 – 30  143 65.9 % 

Gen X 31 – 55  21 9.7 % 

Baby boomers 56 ≤ 15 6.9 % 
 

There are also noticeable two outliers regarding age as two respondents said 

they are 100 and 99 years old. There might be truth to this as the current life 

expectancy is quite high; however, there are high doubts that these respondents are 

truthful.  

 

4.1.2.2. Gender 

Another demographic variable that was expected is that there are more female 

respondents compared to male respondents. Figure 1 shows that as much as 62.7 

%, or in other words, 136 respondents, said they are female or identify themselves 

as females. Compared to 35.9 % who identify themselves as male, making up 78 

respondents. Moreover, 1.4 % representing three people, said they identify 

themselves as non-binary1. 

 

 

Figure 1 – Dispersion of Gender 

 

4.1.2.3. Geography 

The majority of respondents said that their home country is either Germany or 

Norway, which was the predicted response (see figure 1 in appendix 2). Germany 

has the most significant percentage, with 42.4 % of the respondents, while Norway 

counts 32.3 % of the respondents. Surprisingly there are only 8.3 % who said they 

are from Sweden as the use of university email addresses, with the majority being 

                                                           
1 Non-binary refers to any person who does not identify themselves as he or she (Gender Spectrum 

, n.d.). 
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Swedish names, were utilised in distributing the survey. Also, the question included 

the use of other so that the respondents could write their own country if they did 

not fit into the categories Germany, Norway, or Sweden. 17.1 % of the respondents, 

which is more than the number of Swedish respondents, chose this option. The 

significant contributors are people from Belgium with 12 and Austria with six 

respondents. 

 

4.1.2.4. Educational Level and Current Occupation 

For the question of the highest educational level, the majority of 54.8 % said 

they are having a bachelor’s degree, as seen in figure 2. The second largest group 

of respondents said they have a high school diploma, with 22.1 % of the 

respondents, closely followed by a master’s degree with 19.4 %. Moreover, three 

people said that secondary school is their highest education, one person said a 

doctoral degree, and four people said other. Out of the four who said other, only 

two elaborated, one said ‘formal training/education’, which could include practical 

education to become, e.g. a chef or a hairdresser. While the other respondent said 

‘BA Hons’, which is a Bachelor with an honours degree. 

 

 
Figure 2 – Dispersion of the Educational Level 

 

Regarding the current occupation (see figure 2 in appendix 2), 70.1 % said they 

are students, which is as expected as stated in the sample selection. The second 

largest group are full-time employees, with 25.4 % of the respondents. That means 

that students and full-time employees cover over 95 % of the total respondents. 

These answers correspond with the question about the monthly income (see figure 

3 in appendix 2), as the majority of the respondents are students in addition to being 

between the age of 20 and 26, a monthly income of under 500 € and a monthly 

income of under 1,000 € has the most significant percentage. The first respond has 
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31.3 % of the respondents, and the second response is chosen by 34.1 %, making 

up in total 65.5 % of the sample. 

 

4.1.3. Premium vs Mass-Market 

In question 12 and 13, the participants have been asked for their purchasing 

behaviour to figure out how the interests in the premium and mass-market are 

represented. As seen in figure 3, both markets are demanded, whereby the 

likelihood to buy a higher quality product with a corresponding higher price, i.e., 

premium products, is stronger. In comparison, the purchase of a premium product 

is extremely likely with 14.7 % and somewhat likely with 69.1 %, while the purchase 

of a mass-market product is extremely likely with 6.0 % and somewhat likely with 

48.4 %. That is in sum one-third less for the mass-market than for the premium 

market. Additionally, more respondents said it is extremely unlikely to buy a lower 

quality product with a corresponding lower price than a higher quality product with 

a corresponding higher price. Also, the response neither likely nor unlikely is almost 

three times more valid for mass-market products. 

 

 

Figure 3 – Purchasing Behaviour Premium vs Mass-Market 

 

It is interesting to conduct a comparison of responses in order to explore the 

occurrence of hybrid consumption behaviour. Here, the analytical focus is primarily 

taken from the perspective of premium products, referring to the cells in table 2, as 

the interests in this market are higher. The majority of respondents that are 

somewhat likely to buy a premium product are also somewhat likely to buy a mass-

market product and vice versa, therefore, hybrid consumption is confirmed and 
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marked with orange. However, there are still around 20 % of premium customers 

who are unlikely to buy mass-market products, represented in the blue section, and 

further 20 % that did not assess their likelihood of buying them. Comparing the 

mass-market customers to this, they are only around 13 % unlikely to buy higher 

quality products with corresponding higher prices. In sum, the results reflect the 

importance of the premium sector. 

 

Table 2 – Exploration of Hybrid Consumption 

  Mass-Market Product 

Extremely 

likely 

Somewhat 

likely Neither/Nor 

Somewhat 

unlikely 

Extremely 

unlikely 
∑ 

P
re

m
iu

m
 P

ro
d

u
ct

 

Extremely 

likely  
3 12 5 11 1 32 

Somewhat 

likely 
7 81 29 30 3 150 

Neither/Nor 
0 4 14 1 0 19 

Somewhat 

unlikely 
3 7 3 1 0 14 

Extremely 

unlikely 
0 1 0 0 1 2 

∑ 13 105 51 43 5 217 

 

Also, the importance of attributes of premium and mass-market products have 

been asked in question 14 and 15. According to figure 4 in appendix 2, product 

quality, price, and brand experience are the three most important attributes for 

premium products. They have a mean of 4.74 (product quality), 4.08 (price), and 

3.94 (brand experience). Also, brand name/image is valued as important. An 

exception is the brand relationship on SM that is valued the most as very 

unimportant with 23.5 %. However, the responses for the brand relationship are 

widely spread. In comparison, the picture of the mass-market diverges from the 

premium market, as seen in figure 5 in appendix 2. None of the attributes is higher 

than 50 % in any category. Still, price with a mean of 4.24, product quality with 

4.11, and brand experience with 3.40 are the three most important attributes. For 

brand name/image, one-third of the respondents valued this attribute as less 

important for mass-market products. Equally, the brand relationship on SM lost 

their importance as the minority said it is with 21.7 % somewhat unimportant and 

34.1 % very unimportant. Lastly, in both markets, the brand name/image and 

relationship on SM slightly crossed the 20 % border to be neither important nor 

unimportant. Also, this irrelevance raised for quality and brand experience in the 

mass-market. 
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4.1.4. Co-Creation 

The respondents have been asked in several questions about their attitudes and 

actual behaviour in SM. Thereby, five actions reflect the main options that 

researchers defined as those that are available on SM in order to co-create (Beig 

& Khan, 2018; Kamboj et al., 2018; Neudecker et al., 2015; Tajvidi et al., 2018); it 

is liking, commenting and sharing a post from a brand, participating in a contest to 

win a product and tagging the brand in one’s posting. 

 

4.1.4.1. Interaction with Brands on Social Media 

According to the results of question three in figure 6 in appendix 2, the majority 

of respondents feel the closest to a brand on SM when liking a post with 32.7 %, 

followed by tagging a brand in own posts with 20.3 %, sharing a post with 18.0 %, 

partaking in a contest with 12.0 % and lastly leaving a comment on a post with 11.5 

%. Further, 5.5% of the sample, representing 12 respondents, commented on this 

question, whereby five feel not closely connected to brands on SM. Others 

mentioned ‘watching the story’, ‘seeing a lot of interaction with the brand from 

other users’, ‘influencers’ or ‘direct contact such as messenger’. The responses 

reflect how much value several actions have for the consumer and together with 

question five, give information about the actual accomplishment. 

For question five, it is shown in figure 7 in appendix 2, that the respondents 

partake most often in liking a post as 7.8 % always, 35.0 % often and 25.3 % 

sometimes doing so. The three values represent the highest in their category in 

comparison to the four other actions and are comprised of a mean of 3.10. However, 

the highest standard deviation of 1.12 also reflects that the responses are spread the 

most. Furthermore, contest participation with a mean of 2.33 and a standard 

deviation of 1.09 is the second action that is mostly partaken, although the majority 

answered with 27.6 % never and 30.4 % rarely. Still, 15.2 % do it often and 24.9 % 

sometimes. Then, comments as the third act with a mean of 2.08 referring to rare 

behaviour. Here 35.9 % state they never commented on a post, 31.8 % rarely, 22.1 

% sometimes and 8.3 % often. Surprisingly, most of the respondents never shared a 

post with a percentage of 43.8 and never tagged a brand in their posts with a 

percentage of 55.8 even though they are mentioned as third and second highest 

responses in question three. 
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4.1.4.2. Interaction on Social Media regarding the Markets 

After the respondents have been asked about their past behaviour on SM in 

general, question six and seven address the different interactions with a premium 

or mass-market brand. Figure 4 and 5 represent the different markets. 

 

 

Figure 4 – Interaction with a Premium Brand on Social Media 

 

Firstly, the respondents are in the minority very likely to like a post of a premium 

brand with a mean of 3.54 in comparison to a post of a mass-market brand, where 

the minority is quite likely and results in a mean of 3.04. Secondly, almost the half 

of the respondents are very likely (13.8 %) or quite likely (30.0 %) to participate in 

a contest to win a premium product, while on the other hand, 18.9 % are very 

unlikely and 17.5 % are quite unlikely to participate. The interest to participate in a 

contest for mass-market products are distinctly lower as 25.8 % is very unlikely and 

further, 25.8 % neither likely nor unlikely. With just one-fourth of respondents 

willing to take part, the interest for mass-market product lottery can be described as 

low. Thirdly, comments for postings of premium brands are with 26.7 % very 

unlikely, 24.9 % quite unlikely and 19.4 % neither likely nor unlikely. The same 

picture is found in the mass-market as 35.5 % is very unlikely, and in sum, only 

17.1 % are likely to do so.  
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Figure 5 – Interaction with a Mass-Market Brand on Social Media 

 

Furthermore, sharing a post is in the minority with 34.6 % very unlikely for 

premium brands and 42.9 % for mass-market brands. However, at least 17.5 % are 

quite likely to share a post in the premium section. Lastly, tagging the premium 

brand in an own post faces the highest rejection with 41.0 % very unlikely and 19.8 

% quite unlikely. Only 7.8 % is very likely. Compared to the mass-market, where 

half of the respondents are very unlikely, and further, 20.7 % are quite unlikely to 

tag. 

In sum, the engagement in both markets is equal to the chronological order of 

question five. As expected, the likelihood to interact with premium brands on SM 

is higher than those for mass-market brands. However, all standard deviations are 

higher than 1, which refers to diverse opinions, which discrepancies are mainly 

found for the premium market. Besides, the attitude of apathy is in all categories 

close to 20 %, which opens up possibilities to convince this group of users to 

participate.  

 

4.1.5. Loyalty 

As this thesis focus on the behavioural dimension of brand equity, i.e. brand 

loyalty, three characteristics have been used based on the researcher’s concepts 

(Nisar & Whitehead, 2016). These are identification, preference and repurchase of 

a product, while the first two refer to attitudinal loyalty, and the last one refers to 

behavioural loyalty. 
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4.1.5.1. Existing Loyalty in the Markets 

Referring to question ten and eleven, the respondents have been asked about 

their attitude towards premium and mass-market products addressing the likelihood 

of developing loyalty feelings or actions. It can be seen in figure 6 and 7, according 

to the grey bars, that the identification with a premium product is likely with a mean 

of 3.30 as 10.1 % respond with very likely and 38.7 % with quite likely. A different 

picture is given for mass-market products as 15.7 % respond with very unlikely and 

36.4 % with quite unlikely, resulting in a mean of 2.52. Nevertheless, in both 

markets, around one-third assess the likelihood to identify themselves with a 

particular product as neither likely nor unlikely. 

 

 

Figure 6 – Loyalty in the Premium Market 

 

According to the orange bars, the minority in both markets is likely to have a 

preference for the brand’s products, whereby the premium market has a mean of 

3.66, reflecting 18.0 % very likely and 49.8 % quite likely. The mass-market results 

in a mean of 3.05 with 2.8 % saying it is very likely and 35.5% quite likely. Still, 

17.1 % for premium and 33.2 % in mass-market have indecision. Finally, the blue 

bars, representing the likelihood to rebuy the products, show an almost identical 

partition. Therefore, both markets are with a mean of 3.38 (premium) and 3.41 

(mass-market) quite likely to rebuy. There are indeed fewer respondents who are 

likely to rebuy a premium product compared to a mass-market product; however, 

the difference is minimal. 
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Figure 7 – Loyalty in the Mass-Market 

 

It can be said that consumers develop a stronger attitudinal loyalty for premium 

products, referring to identification and preference development for a particular 

product. However, behavioural loyalty is slightly more represented in the mass-

market, referring to the willingness to rebuy a particular product. 

 

4.1.5.2. Evolved Loyalty in the Markets on Social Media 

In order to understand the development of loyalty in more depth, question eight 

and nine work as control variables to question the likelihood of interaction with a 

particular product even if the respondent experienced a bad situation. Thereby, bad 

situations are defined as those in which expectations have not been met. The results 

stand in coherence to question six and seven described in chapter 4.1.4.2, whereby 

figure 8 and 9 represent the changed likelihood of doing a particular action with a 

premium or mass-market brand on SM. The outlined bars illustrate the previous 

results, meaning how likely a respondent is to do an action and the fully coloured 

bars illustrate the result of interest, meaning how likely a respondent is to do an 

action after he/she experienced a bad situation. For the proper understanding of the 

figures; if the coloured bar is below the outlined bar, there is a decrease of 

responses, corresponding to an increase if the coloured bar is above the outlined 

one. 
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Figure 8 – Changed Interaction with a Premium Brand on Social Media after a Bad Experience 

 

Overall, the respondents assess their likelihood to interact with a brand on SM 

in both markets as less likely after they experienced a negative situation. Although 

it seems that the premium market lost more in the willingness to engage, as in sum 

more respondents are quite unlikely and very unlikely than in the mass-market; it 

can be argued that the likelihood to interact with a mass-market brand on SM was 

beforehand lower, meaning the value cannot fall as much as the value from the 

premium market. 

 

 

Figure 9 – Changed Interaction with a Mass-Market Brand on Social Media after a Bad Experience 
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Going back to the results of previous questions, liking a post, partaking in a 

contest and commenting are the three most practised actions in SM in both markets. 

The figures 8 and 9 show that none of these actions is very likely any more in any 

market as all of them fall to less than 4 %. Liking a post is assessed as quite likely 

exhibit a rise of 0.9 % in the premium market, which questions the actual change 

of the respondent’s attitude. Does the respondent change from very likely to quite 

likely or is the impact of a bad situation stronger? For this purpose, the responses of 

question six and seven are used and compared with those of question eight and nine 

in chapter 4.2.4  

Even if all other actions lost around half of their responses, partaking in a contest 

is with 15.2 % and commenting with 10.6 % still more likely than sharing (6.0 %) 

and tagging the brand (4.1 %). In comparison, for the mass-market brand, contest 

participation lost the most and falls to 5.1 % what makes it become the third instead 

of the second most likely interaction on SM. However, the changes are in general 

in both markets, similar in their drop and raise rates. Corresponding to the decrease 

of likely actions, the responses very unlikely increase to an average of 21.7 % and 

result in the same order of actions than before. 

Lastly, when comparing the distance between both markets, meaning how many 

more respondents are unlikely to interact on SM for a mass-market brand than a 

premium brand, it can be seen in tables 1 and 2 in the appendix 2 (yellow columns) 

that the distances between the markets extend in all categories except for sharing. 

Here, the respondent’s attitude for the two markets approaches as the distance 

decrease from 8.3 % to 6.5 %. In contrast, the distance extends the strongest from 

6.9 % to 11.1 % for participating in a contest. Consequently, the respondent’s 

attitudes diverge more when experience a bad situation by what the premium 

product gains. 

 

4.2. Statistical Analysis of Relationships 

The following statistical application helps to understand the relationships 

between the independent and dependent variables necessary for the research 

questions. Primary, regression analysis based on correlations are part of the analysis 

to predict the coefficients that have the main impact (Pallant, 2010). 
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4.2.1. Relationship of Co-Creation and Loyalty in Social Media 

In order to find out if there is a relationship between co-creation and loyalty and 

whether it is significant or not, the results of questions two and four are looked at. 

Further, the use of question five gives information about the action the respondents 

have conducted on SM. Firstly, action is looked at regarding the respondent's 

loyalty attitude to a brand on SM after having contact with the brand. For the 

questionnaire, contact is understood as any interaction with a brand on SM and 

refers to co-creation. As shown in table 3, there is neither a significant nor a large 

relationship between action and feelings for the brand on SM. This is explained by 

the R2 value (see table 3 in appendix 2), which is only at .015, suggesting that the 

dependent variable is not explained by the independent variables (Pallant, 2010). 

However, it is essential to note that there is a large and linear relationship between 

the independent variables. For instance, the relationship of .749 between closer 

identification after SM contact and preference after SM contact. This indicates that 

the respondents who feel a closer identification with a brand through SM also have 

developed a preference for the brand on SM. 

 

Table 3 – Correlation between Action on Social Media and Co-Creation 

Correlation Action Identification Preference Buy Rebuy Identify 

want 

contact 

Repurchase 

want 

contact 

Action 1 -.097 -.111 -.106 -.069 -.058 -.079 

Identi-

fication 

-.097 1 .749** .670** .577** .582** .566** 

Preference -.111 .749** 1 .693** .607** .490** .514** 

Buy -.106 .670** .693** 1 .568** .508** .516** 

Rebuy -.069 .577** .607** .568** 1 .606** .568** 

Identify 

want 

contact 

-.058 .582** .490** .508** .606** 1 .738** 

Repurchase 

want 

contact 

-.079 .566** .514** .516** .568** .738** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 

As for the multicollinearity (see table 4 in appendix 2), it is suggested that a VIF 

value of 2.5 and higher is a cause for concern for the independent variables to 

influencing each other (Hair et al., 2014). The table shows that the VIF of 

identification (2.833), preference (2.869),and identify want contact (2.591) are all 

above the suggested VIF value of 2.5. That means that these three independent 

variables have a higher influence on the other independent variables than the 

dependent variable does. That is also shown in the correlation and significance 

between the independent variables.  
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Next, question four looks at the brand experience a consumer has experienced 

on SM with the action a consumer partakes in on SM. By conducting a multiple 

regression analysis in addition to a Pearson correlation, the correlation between the 

independent and dependent variables are not significant, and there is no relationship 

as suggested by R2 of .018 (see table 5 in appendix 2). There is again, however, a 

significant linear relationship between some of the independent variables. For 

instance, there is a significant relationship of .694 between the brand experience 

preference for a brand and brand experience willingness to rebuy the brand. 

Meaning, when brand experience strengthens the brand preference, it will also raise 

the willingness to rebuy. Also, these two independent variables have the highest 

VIF values, closing in the suggested maximum of 2.5, with 2.444 and 2.326. 

 

Table 4 – Correlation between Action on Social Media and Brand Experience 

Correlation Action BE identify BE preference BE rebuy Contact to 

experience 

VIF 

Action 1 -.079 -.072 -.129 -.065  

BE identify -.079 1 .663** .611** .535** 1.979 

BE 

preference 

-.072 .663** 1 .694** .592** 2.444 

BE rebuy -.129 .611** .694** 1 .621** 2.326 

Contact to 

experience 

-.065 .535** .592** .621** 1 1.813 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

BE = Brand Experience 

 

Furthermore, the look at question two and question four against each other with 

the use of a multiple regression analysis gives the following results illustrated in 

table 5. Thereby the dependent variables representing question two and the 

independent variables representing question four with the inclusion of the 

correlation, significance and Beta values for the highest factors. Firstly, when the 

respondents feel a closer identification after contact on SM, the data suggest that 

there is a significant strong relationship of .637 with respondents saying that the 

brand experience helps them to identify with the brand. This variable also makes 

the most significant unique contribution of .350, which is reported in the Beta value 

(Pallant, 2010). Moving on to preference for a product when respondents have been 

in contact on SM, the variable with the most considerable unique contribution of 

.405 is that brand experience strengthens the preference for the brand, this also has 

the highest correlation of .633 and significance of .000. It is therefore sufficient 

evidence to conclude that the preference a respondent get from the brand experience 
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on SM positively influence the preference a respondent get from having contact, 

i.e. co-create on SM. 

 

Table 5 – Dependent Variable Co-Creation on Independent Variable Loyalty on Social Media 

Dependent Independent Correlation Significance Beta 

2.1  

Closer 

identification with 

contact on SM 

4.1 Brand experience 

identify with brand 

4.2 Brand experience 

strengthen preference with 

brand 

.637 

 

.617 

.000 

 

.002 

.350 

 

.242 

2.2 

Preference for 

product with 

contact on SM 

4.1 Brand experience 

identify with brand 

4.2 Brand experience 

strengthen preference 

.553 

 

.633 

.005 

 

.000 

.205 

 

.405 

2.3 

More likely to buy 

after contact on 

SM 

4.1 Brand experience 

identify with brand 

4.2 Brand experience raise 

willingness to rebuy 

.577 

 

.669 

.007 

 

.000 

.184 

 

.417 

 

2.4 

Rebuy after 

contact on SM 

4.3 Brand experience raise 

willingness to rebuy 

.699 .000 .512 

2.5 

Identify with 

product want 

contact on SM 

4.1 Brand experience 

identify with brand 

4.3 Brand experience raise 

willingness to rebuy 

4.4 Contact on SM for the 

brand experience 

.574 

 

.514 

 

.678 

.000 

 

.005 

 

.000 

.247 

 

.202 

 

.457 

2.6 

Repurchase want 

contact on SM 

4.3 Brand experience raise 

willingness to rebuy 

4.4 Contact on SM for the 

brand experience 

.613 

 

.613 

.002 

 

.000 

.234 

 

.306 

 

Moreover, the purchase of a product after being in contact or co-create with a 

product on SM will be significantly influenced by the willingness to rebuy after the 

brand experience. This variable makes the largest unique contribution with .417, a 

correlation of .699 and a significance of .000. The same variable has the most 

considerable influence (.512) on whether respondents would rebuy a product after 

having co-created with the brand. Also, the correlation and significance are similar 

to the previous values. Furthermore, the data show that there is a high correlation 

(.457) with wanting to co-create with the brand to experience it and wanting to have 

contact on SM when identifying yourself with the product or brand. That also has a 

significant correlation with both the willingness to rebuy and the identification with 

the brand after a brand experience. 

Finally, the R2 value shows how much of the variance in the dependent variable 

is explained by the model. Viewing R2 in table 6 in appendix 2, the lowest value is 

for preference for the product after contact on SM with 44.6 % and the highest is 

for identify with the brand want contact on SM with 54.0 %. According to Pallant 
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(2010), these are acceptable results. To conclude, there is significant evidence to 

support the idea that co-creation and loyalty are positively influencing each other. 

As the respondents indicate that they would experience the brand, which in turn 

would lead them to want to have contact with the brand in addition to both purchase 

and repurchase after the co-creation. 

 

4.2.2. Co-Creation in the Markets 

In the usage of question six and seven, age did not show to affect what kind of 

co-creation the respondents would partake in. Nevertheless, gender, occupation and 

income were shown to affect; however, gender will be the focus as this has more 

importance for the thesis. The findings are summed up in table 6 and 7, and as 

mentioned before (figure 4 and 5), respondents are most likely to like a post and 

partake in a contest in both markets. 

 

Table 6 – Co-Creation for Premium Products on Demographic Data 

 Male Female Highest Response Total 

Like 24.4 % Very likely 37.5 % Very likely 32.3 % Very likely 

Comment 37.2 % Very unlikely 27.2 % Quite unlikely 

and Quite likely 

26.7 % Very unlikely 

Share 46.2 % Very unlikely 27.9 % Very unlikely 34.6 % Very unlikely 

Contest 26.9 % Very unlikely 

and Quite likely 

32.4 % Quite likely 30.0 % Quite likely 

Tag 56.4 % Very unlikely 20.6 % Quite likely 41.0 % Very unlikely 
 

Moreover, about table 6, female respondents show a stronger inkling to co-

create than male in all categories for a premium brand. In particularly tagging a 

brand is determined by 56.4 % of males to be very unlikely to do so. 

 

Table 7 – Co-Creation for Mass-Market Products on Demographic Data 

 Male Female Highest Response Total 

Like 25.6 % Quite unlikely  37.5 % Quite likely 32.3 % Quite likely 

Comment 47.4 % Very unlikely 28.7 % Very unlikely 35.5 % Very unlikely 

Share 55.1 % Very unlikely 31.6 % Quite unlikely 42.9 % Very unlikely 

Contest 37.2 % Very unlikely 26.5 % Quite likely and 

Neither/Nor 

25.8 % Very unlikely 

and Neither/Nor 

Tag 64.1 % Very unlikely 41.9 % Very unlikely 50.2 % Very unlikely 
 

Furthermore, table 7 indicate that females are also more likely to co-create than 

males in the mass-market, as the majority of the male respondents have chosen very 

unlikely. Also notable is that 26.5 % of the female respondents have chosen quite 

likely and neither likely nor unlikely for the contest participation, what makes up 53 

% in comparison to 37.2% very unlikely responses of the male respondents. 
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4.2.3. Existing Loyalty in the Markets 

As with co-creation, the use of demographic data is chosen to deepen the 

knowledge for the markets. It is seen in table 8 for the premium market, that all 

feelings of loyalty are quite likely as illustrated before (figure 6); however, the 

female respondents comprise slightly higher values than the males. Thus, females 

(52.2 %) seem to have a more considerable preference for premium products 

compared to males (46.2 %). 

 

Table 8 - Loyalty for Premium Products on Demographic Data 

 Male Female Highest Response Total 

Identify with 

the product 

38.5 % Quite likely 39.7 % Quite likely 38.7 % Quite likely 

Preference for 

the product 

46.2 % Quite likely 52.2 % Quite likely 49.8 % Quite likely 

Rebuy the 

product 

42.3 % Quite likely 47.1 % Quite likely 44.7 % Quite likely 

 

According to table 9, mass-market products show a higher percentage of 

respondents being unsure, choosing the neither likely nor unlikely option, than for 

the premium products. Here, males show a higher percentage for being indifferent 

in both, having a preference for (42.3 %) and rebuy (42.3 %) the mass-market 

product. However, females are again more likely to be loyal on all three categories. 

Lastly, it can be seen that the disagreement between male and female’s responses 

extended for the mass-market products. 

 

Table 9 - Loyalty for Mass-Market Products on Demographic Data 

 Male Female Highest Response Total 

Identify with 

the product 

37.2 % Quite unlikely 35.5 % Quite unlikely 36.4 % Quite unlikely 

30.9 % Neither/Nor 

Preference for 

the product 

42.3 % Neither/Nor 

25.6 % Quite likely 

41.9 % Quite likely 35.5 % Quite likely 

33.2 % Neither/Nor 

Rebuy the 

product 

42.3 % Neither/Nor 

35.9 % Quite likely 

49.3 % Quite likely 43.8 % Quite likely 

 

As the previous analysis was conducted, there was an interest in finding out if 

Gen Y is less loyal compared to the other generations. The test was carried out on 

behavioural loyalty or the chance they would rebuy in general. Viewing the Gen Y 

responses for both markets (see table 7 and 8 in appendix 2), quite likely to rebuy 

boost the most considerable number of respondents with 71 respondents (49.6 %) 

for the premium market and 67 respondents (46.8 %) for the mass-market. It 

indicates that Gen Y is one of the most loyal generations out of the survey 

respondents. Moreover, even though Gen Y are quite divergent in their responses, 

they are more favourably inclined than Gen Z for both premium and mass-market 
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products. In contrast, Gen X and Baby Boomers are even more positive regarding 

premium products than Gen Y. However, Baby Boomers are less likely to rebuy for 

a mass-market product than both Gen X and Gen Y. Therefore, even though Gen Y 

is quite loyal, they are still less loyal than the other generations when looking at 

premium products. It is, however, contrasting when mass-market are in focus, as 

Gen Y is more likely to rebuy than any other generation, making them the most 

loyal for mass-market products. 

 

4.2.4. Evolved Loyalty in the Markets on Social Media 

Going back to the question risen in chapter 4.1.5.2 about how exactly the 

likelihood to co-create changed after a bad situation. Therefore, table 10 and 11 

represent how the responses are spread for the two markets through the example of 

liking a post as this is the most practised activity. Those respondents who assess 

their behaviour still as quite likely or very likely can be described as loyal, illustrated 

in the marked red area. 

 

Table 10 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Like a Post after a Bad Situation for a Premium Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 32.3 % 

(70) 

11.4 % 

(8) 

45.7 % 

(32) 

15.7 % 

(11) 

10.0 % 

(7) 

17.1 % 

(12) 

Quite likely 24.4 % 

(52) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

28.8% 

(15) 

7.7% 

(4) 

38.5 % 

(20) 

25.0 % 

(13) 

Neither/Nor 18.4 % 

(40) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

15.0 % 

(6) 

25.0 % 

(10) 

40.0 % 

(16) 

20.0 % 

(8) 

Quite 

unlikely 

14.7 % 

(32) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

46.9 % 

(15) 

53.1% 

(17) 

Very 

unlikely 

10.1 % 

(22) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

4.5 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

9.1 % 

(2) 

86.4 % 

(19) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

It is shown that the respondents are more likely to co-create with a premium 

brand and also be loyal to them. With 32.3 %, the majority of the respondents said 

they are very likely to like a post of a premium brand on SM, from which 11.4 % 

remain in their assessment and 45.7 % lower the attitude to quite likely after a bad 

situation; this represents more than half of the respondents. Further, 24.4 % said 

they are quite likely to like a post, from which 28.8 % remained in this position. In 

comparison, from those who are very likely to like a post on SM from a mass-market 

brand (12.0%), 7.7 % remain in their response, and 42.3 % moved to quite likely, 

what still represents half of the respondents. Besides, from 32.2 % of those 

respondents that are quite likely to like a post, one-third remained, what represents 
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the majority and is, therefore, stronger represented in the mass-market. 

Nevertheless, both markets still lost around one-fourth of their active users to very 

unlikely. While the respondents that moved to unlikely positions are lost, potential 

is seen in those that said they are neither likely nor unlikely to like a post as in both 

markets around 25 % remained in their position, and a small amount raised their 

likelihood, i.e., 15.0 % for premium and 4.4 % for mass-market brands. 

 

Table 11 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Like a Post after a Bad Situation for a Mass-Market Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 12.0 % 

(26) 

7.7 % 

(2) 

42.3 % 

(11) 

11.5 % 

(3) 

11.5 % 

(3) 

26.9 % 

(7) 

Quite likely 32.2 % 

(70) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

31.4 % 

(22) 

18.6 % 

(13) 

27.1 % 

(19) 

22.9 % 

(16) 

Neither/Nor 20.7 % 

(45) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

4.4 % 

(2) 

24.4 % 

(11) 

35.6 % 

(16) 

35.6 % 

(16) 

Quite 

unlikely 

17.5 % 

(38) 

2.6 % 

(1) 

2.6 % 

(1) 

7.9 % 

(3) 

47.4 % 

(18) 

39.5 % 

(15) 

Very 

unlikely 

17.5 % 

(38) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

7.9 % 

(3) 

92.1 % 

(35) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

When taking a look at the other activities, as seen in tables 9 to 16 in appendix 

2, there are similar patterns about the loyalty of the respondents in the markets. 

Thus, loyalty is higher for a premium brand. When summing up the previous 

responses very likely and quite likely of those respondents that stayed in these 

categories (red marking), the highest loyalty for premium products is found for 

liking, followed by partaking in a contest and commenting. For the mass-market, 

loyalty is the highest for leaving a like, leaving a comment and third partaking in a 

contest. This can be explained with the previous results as like, comment and 

contest were those activities that first have been executed the most in the past 

(question five referring to figure 7 in appendix 2) and second represent the highest 

likelihood to be conducted in both markets (question six and seven referring to table 

4 and 5), even though the order changed for the mass-market. Next to small 

deviations between the exemplary table for liking and the other activities, there are 

odd changes from unlikeliness to likeliness, which refer to one to two respondents. 

However, all findings have to be considered carefully as the amount of the actual 

respondents (absolute value) is mainly ≤ 100 for each category, thus statistically 

critical in their meaning when interpreting percentages (Epstein, n.d.). 

 



44 

 

  

 

4.3. Summary of the Analysis and Findings 

Summarising, there has been found a relationship between co-creation and 

loyalty. As the respondents are interested in relationships with brands on SM, when 

they can identify with them and previously bought them multiple times, it has 

shown to impact their co-creation behaviour positively. A closer identification 

through SM supports the development of a preference for the brand, and this leads 

to a higher likelihood to rebuy the product. Additionally, brand experience has been 

found to support brand identification and preference, which in turn raises the 

likelihood to rebuy. Also, the brand experience made through contact with SM 

positively influence the buying intention in general. 

Referring to co-creation in SM, the most exercised activities in the past are 

leaving a like, partaking in a contest and leaving a comment. However, the 

respondents valued these activities different when they are concerned about their 

relationship with the brand, meaning when they feel the closest to it. Here, the like 

is followed by tagging a brand in their own posts and sharing a post. 

Furthermore, there is hybrid consumer behaviour found as the respondents are 

interested in both markets. However, the likelihood to buy a premium product is 

with around one-third higher than those to buy a mass-market product. The most 

important product attributes are product quality, price and brand experience for the 

respondents, whereby the mass-market customer values price before quality. The 

relevance of brand experience is supported by the results that respondents wish to 

experience the brand on SM when they purchased the product and identified with 

it. Questioning the loyalty to premium and mass-market products, the respondents 

have a higher attitudinal loyalty to premium as they can identify themselves more 

likely with these products and also have a higher likelihood to prefer them. In 

contrast, behavioural loyalty is slightly higher for mass-market products as the 

respondents are more likely to rebuy the product. 

In respect to co-creation and loyalty on SM in these two markets, firstly, the 

likelihood to co-create is higher for premium brands, whereby both markets follow 

the order above even if they experience a bad situation; like, contest, comment. 

Only their willingness to co-create decreases in every activity though. Secondly, 

loyalty is also found to be higher for premium products. Thereby, those respondents 

that said they are still likely to co-create after a bad experience count as loyal. For 

premium brands, the respondents are most loyal for like, contest and comment; 
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however, for the mass-market, the respondents are more loyal for comment than for 

the contest participation. 
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5. Discussion 

For the discussion, the goal is to state the interpretations and findings from the 

analysis while discussing their contribution to the previous findings and whether 

they are supportive or contradictory. 

 

5.1. Relationship of Co-Creation and Loyalty in Social Media 

Even though there have been different findings in regard to research question 

one; How is the relationship between co-creation and loyalty in social media? 

(Cossío-Silva et al., 2016; Luo et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2014), the majority of 

previous authors have concluded that there is a relationship to which the survey 

results fit. Additionally, the findings extend the literature regarding the SM 

perspective.  

Respondents who said they want to co-create, also indicated that they would 

partake in repeat purchase of the product, referring to behavioural loyalty. Further, 

purchase experience and brand contact have shown to impact attitudinal loyalty, 

meaning to identify with a brand and develop a preference for it. Thereby, 

behavioural loyalty is slightly more represented in the mass-market, and attitudinal 

loyalty in the premium market. Moreover, as consumers want to be in contact with 

brands on SM and engage with them, this contributes to Neudecker et al. (2015), 

who say that consumers start interacting because of personalised values that they 

experience from the product on SM. Also, SM is designed to have interactive 

characteristics, making the consumer more inclined to engage (Davis et al., 2014) 

and consequently provide network-based power (Lund et al., 2018). Besides, 

especially brand equity as a reference to loyalty has been found by Godey et al. 

(2016) to influence future actions if it is stimulated in SM. The present results 

confirm that loyalty and purchase intentions are in dependence; however, 

researchers as Tajvidi et al. (2018) and Shi et al. (2016) add that also the community 

impacts the engagement to co-create. 

 

5.2. Co-Creation in the Premium and Mass-Market 

The findings have shown that like, contest participation and comment are the 

most conducted activities in SM in both markets. Based on Luarn et al. (2015) 

research about brand post engagement, there is the suggestion that those activities 

are easiest to conduct and the most uncomplicated actions to partake in, for instance, 

a like is done in one click. At the same time, they might also be from lower 
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importance for the customer as like, tag and share are mentioned as those activities, 

which make the respondent feel connected to the brand. Concurrent to the different 

order of conducted activities and valuable activities for the brand relationship, 

tagging a brand or sharing a post requires more engagement than liking. Equally, 

the introduction of a Like Economy by Gerlitz and Helmond (2013), question 

whether liking became a habit, thus decrease the emotional importance of this 

action on SM. As a continuation for this argumentation and the results of Luarn et 

al. (2015), there is a need for further research. 

Nevertheless, for the research question two; Do consumers partake in more co-

creation for premium products compared to mass-market products?, there is little 

difference in the overall results. However, it can be said that the respondents partake 

in more co-creation with premium products compared to mass-market products. 

That is in congruence with Allsopp (2005), who states the premium market faces 

higher expectations for relationship quality. Nevertheless, extrinsic motivation 

driver such as status lost in importance (Allsopp, 2005), and reveal lower co-

creation activity (Kim & Drumwright, 2016), what opens up possibilities for the 

mass-market. This is also found in the results, as the brand name/image was valued 

as less important than brand experience. 

Furthermore, it has been previously found that there are differences between 

males and females regarding their expectations and behaviours on SM (Kamboj et 

al., 2018; Shi et al., 2016). Males strive for pleasure and are concerned about trust, 

while women are focused on social gains and commitment to partnerships. As trust 

is known as an integral part of both loyalty (Sahin et al., 2011) and the participation 

of co-creation (Tajvidi et al., 2018), the findings have shown a lesser likelihood of 

participation in co-creation for males than the likelihood for co-creation for females 

have, which agrees with the gender differences from previous research. However, 

as the measurements that have been building the study has not partaken in the use 

of trust, this may be a future point of research.  

 

5.3. Loyalty in the Premium and Mass-Market 

Regarding the third research question; Is loyalty higher for premium products 

compared to the loyalty of mass-market products?, the respondents develop more 

loyalty for premium brands than mass-market brands. Identifying with a brand and 

building a preference is more represented in the premium sector, while with a small 

difference, more mass-market products are rebought. Here, the explanation of 
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Quelch (1987) can be used, who says premium has more attributes to differentiate 

from other’s, what benefits the need of customer’s to reflect their identity (Tolbert 

et al., 2014). Yet, experience determines the value of a product more than its factual 

attributes, what again opens possibilities for the mass-market. In respect to co-

creation on SM and the emerging loyalty, the premium market still benefits; 

however, the results suggest different activities which impact the loyalty of mass-

market brands. Here, comment overtakes contest participation in the number of 

responses. 

Furthermore, regarding gender, the findings are supporting the previous 

assumptions of Shi et al. (2016) for loyalty by females, as they are more likely to 

be loyal for both premium and mass-market products since their wish for 

partnerships. Males also show loyal tendencies for both premium and mass-market 

products, however, as they are less trusting and strive for pleasure, they seem to be 

more on the neutral side where they can easily switch between being loyal and 

finding new products to maximise the pleasure they gain. Lastly, with a focus on 

the generations, the findings confirm the statement of Bilgihan (2016) when 

viewing the premium market, who says that Gen Y is less loyal. However, 

according to the mass-market, Gen Y is the most loyal generation what contrasts 

and extends the previous research of Bilgihan (2016) and Antonow (2018).  

Finally, bad experiences, referring to situations in which the expectations have 

not been met, impact the co-creation and loyalty immense. The majority is very 

unlikely to interact anymore with both brands, whereby the mass-market loses the 

most. This is in congruence with the implications researchers have made, as 

companies have to meet customer’s needs along the whole customer journey 

(Tynan & McKechnie, 2009). Also, it strengthens the argumentation of Kim and 

Drumwright (2016), who mention that SM interaction is voluntarily for consumers. 

Therefore, providing suitable experiences will raise engagement and the likelihood 

to gain from long-term loyalty. As premium is more differentiating (Quelch, 1987), 

this market might face fewer challenges. 

 

5.4. Additional Findings 

Besides the findings to answer the research questions, there are additional ones 

that refer to experience marketing and hybrid consumption. First, research on 

experience marketing states that consumers favour the experience a brand or 

product gives, rather than orientate in their functional attributes (Gentile et al., 
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2007; Sahin et al., 2011). However, the study results differ when discussing the 

premium and mass-market in depth and suggest that product attributes like price 

and quality are favourable compared to the experience and relationship consumers 

have with the brand. Nonetheless, experience and its value for the consumer is more 

of an underlying stimulus in the subconscious part of the mind, and therefore not 

easy to measure as it is not an actual physical attribute of the product and brand 

(Ding & Tseng, 2015). Besides, there is sufficient evidence to say that brand 

experience is higher valued for premium products compared to mass-market 

products. Further, the central role of brand experience is confirmed and supports 

Moreira et al. (2017) when saying that customers wish to partake in experiences. 

Also, Rosenthal and Brito (2017)’s conclusion is represented, who explain that the 

need to interact is higher when a brand has been experienced. Here, respondents 

who bought a product previously and/or identify with it strive for brand experience 

on SM, in turn, this experience supports identification, preference and the 

likelihood to rebuy. The findings show that feelings of identification and rebuying 

influence the customer to want a relationship with the brand. As a conclusion of the 

emotional connection, Sahin et al. (2011) state that brand loyalty develops. 

Secondly, in dependence on the research of Kamboj et al. (2018) and Lund et 

al. (2018), who state that co-creation reflect the consumer’s lifestyle, the findings 

suggest that there is a hybrid consumption in the market. In congruence with 

Ehrnrooth and Gronroos (2013), the loyalty of hybrid customer for premium brands 

is higher than those for mass-market brands. Further, as personality forming became 

an essential purpose of consumption for hybrids, the premium product gains again. 

Also, Kim and Drumwright (2016) mention that intrinsically motivated consumers 

are more engaged in the co-creation process. The results confirm this as attitudinal 

loyalty is higher for premium brands. Besides, price is the main driver for trading 

down categories, which can also be found in the results. Nevertheless, the hybrid 

consumer is known for infrequent behaviour; that is why interests in both markets 

exist to the same time. Here, the respondents do trade up and down between 

premium and mass-market products. A thought to consider in further research is 

how does the hybrid consumption impact loyalty in order to define their driver and 

be able to create long-term relationships? 
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6. Conclusion 

The role of brand experience for today’s markets has been confirmed widely in 

research, including the present study. Thereby, the required consumer-orientation 

is best fostered in SM, where co-creation became the essential tool. Brands strive 

for the creation of unique experiences to gain from loyal customers as their 

competitive advantage. With the present findings, the positive relationship between 

co-creation and loyalty in SM has been confirmed and contribute to the surprisingly 

little existing literature. Besides, the market specification delivers the possibility to 

formulate managerial implications and provides a starting point for further research 

of the hybrid customer. 

To sum up the main contribution of the study to the field of research, it can be 

said that although the likelihood to co-create and stay loyal differs in the markets, 

the willingness to buy premium products is increasingly determined by experiences. 

Extrinsic cues as price and quality are still relevant when choosing products of the 

premium or mass-market; however, the brand experience can make the difference. 

Customers consider brands with a unique experience as wealthy, and this makes 

them pay (more) for it. For this reason, mass-market brands do not lose in 

comparison to premium brands in the first place; it is about the right dealing with 

several touchpoints to convince the consumer. Here, the boost of co-creation on SM 

has shown to impact loyalty as the consumer consistently experience the brand. 

Once consumers buying a product or start identifying with it, the likelihood to build 

preference and rebuy the product increase and in turn, influence the brand 

experience again. 

 

6.1. Implications for Managers 

Premium and mass-market brands do not have a large effect on the difference 

in loyalty and co-creation. However, premium facilitates more co-creation than 

mass-market products, so managers should try and position the product in the first 

hand as premium if the goal is to have a strong bond with the consumer. This refers 

to the emotional connection between customer and brand, which positively impact 

attitudinal loyalty. If the goal is to have repeat purchases and/or to compete on price, 

the mass-market brand gains. Although this consumer-brand relationship base on 

emotional connections as well, it will not lead to great measures of co-creation. 

The evaluation of product value is increasingly determined by experience. 

Thereby, those experiences that meet expectations go beyond the levels of 
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satisfaction and result in loyal customer. For which reason, managers have to 

entertain their customers in order to keep curiosity and interests high. This task 

opens up possibilities to mass-market brands as a consumer have more connection 

points to ‘everyday goods’; however, differentiating attributes need to be included. 

As relationship quality and social support impact co-creation, consumer’s 

feelings of belonging can strengthen the personal connection and also the behaviour 

of the surrounding. Premium brands manage to have a higher identification than 

mass-market brands; however, both have to support the consumer in showing their 

relation to the particular brands. Here, personality-forming is essential for the 

consumer, for what reason brands have to transfer values and emotions rather than 

factual product attributes as quality. 

 

6.2. Limitations and Future Research 

The present study is limited to their high dropout rate of around 25 %, which 

results in a sample size of 217 respondents. Although it is significant, the value of 

generalisation is biased. Further, the sample is characterised by Gen Y with around 

65 %, which refers to students and the most representatives from Germany and 

Norway with in sum around 75 %. Besides, the respondents have not been asked to 

specify either the brand or product they had in mind when answering the questions. 

Therefore, the market specification is limited to the overall market structure rather 

than a product category. Likewise, the respondents can be biased by the given 

examples, where ice cream has been chosen. 

Further research is needed according to the topic mentioned above in the 

discussion, referring to the influence of trust, the role of co-creation activities in 

detail and the loyalty driver for hybrid customers. Also, a more in-depth data 

analysis can further look at the co-creation behaviour of respondents that consider 

premium as important, whether or not there is an influence of brand name/image 

and identification as co-creation booster, and lastly, what influence and motivate 

those respondents that are indifferent, i.e. neither/nor answers, in their co-creation 

behaviour? 
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Appendix 1 – Questionnaire Template 

 

Dear participant, 

 

For our master thesis at the Mid Sweden University, we are interested in the 

relationship of customer-brand interaction in social media and the evolved brand 

loyalty. Thereby, we strive to compare premium products with mass-market 

products. 

 

It will take approximately 10 minutes to complete the following questionnaire. All 

responses are anonymous, and the data collected will be treated confidentially for 

the solely use of our master thesis. If you choose to participate in this project, 

please answer all questions as honestly as possible, from your personal 

perspective and try to answer even if you are uncertain.  

 

With the completion of the survey, you can add your email address for a chance to 

win an Amazon gift card of 50 Euros. The email address will be deleted from our 

records after the thesis is completed and it will not be used other than to notify the 

winner, which will be drawn randomly.  

 

If you have any questions or problems, do not hesitate to contact us: 

heho1801@student.miun.se or jufo1800@student.miun.se 

 

Thank you for your time to support our work. 

Helena Hollekamp and Juni Foss 
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Q1 Which social media platform do you use the most? 

o Facebook  (1)  

o Instagram  (2)  

o Twitter  (3)  

o LinkedIn  (4)  

o Other  (5) ____________ 

 

Q2 Please indicate on the 5-point scale your agreement/disagreement to the 

following statements: 

Note: Contact is understood as any interaction with a brand on social media, for 

instance, liking, commenting or sharing a post of a brand as well as tagging the 

brand in own posts to show your friends/followers about it. 

 Strongly 

agree (5) 

Slightly 

agree (4) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Slightly 

disagree (2) 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

I feel a closer 

identification with a 

product when I have 

been in contact with 

the brand on social 

media (1) 

o  o  o  o  o  

I develop a stronger 

preference for a 

product when I have 

been in contact with 

the brand on social 

media (2) 

o  o  o  o  o  

I am more likely to 

buy a product when I 

have been in contact 

with the brand on 

social media (3) 

o  o  o  o  o  

I am more likely to 

rebuy a product when 

I have been in contact 

with the brand on 

social media (4) 

o  o  o  o  o  

If I identify myself 

with a product, I 

would like to have 

contact with the brand 

on social media (5) 

o  o  o  o  o  

If I have conducted 

multiple purchases of 

the same product 

(over an extended 

period of time) I 

would like to have 

contact with the brand 

on social media (6) 

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q3 Through which action do you feel the closest to a brand on social media? 

o Liking a post  (1)  

o Commenting on a post  (2)  

o Sharing a post  (3)  

o Partaking in a contest  (4)  

o Tagging the brand in your own post  (5)  

o Other:  (6) ____________ 

 

Q4 Please indicate on the 5-point scale your agreement/disagreement to the 

following statements: 

Note: Brand experience is understood as your subjective response to a brand. 

This means if you have contact with a brand on social media, the way you interact 

with the brand influences the way you experience the brand. 

 
Strongly 

agree (5) 

Slightly 

agree (4) 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree (3) 

Slightly 

disagree (2) 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

The brand 

experience on 

social media 

helps me to 

identify 

myself with 

the brand (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  

The brand 

experience on 

social media 

strengthen my 

preference for 

the brand (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  

The brand 

experience on 

social media 

raises my 

willingness to 

rebuy the 

brand (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  

I have contact 

with a brand 

on social 

media to 

experience it 

(4)  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q5 How often have you done the following actions on social media with a 

specific brand? 

 Never (1) Rarely (2) Sometimes (3) Often (4) Always (5) 

Liked a post 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Commented 

on a post (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Shared a post 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Partaken in a 

contest to win 

a product (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Tagged the 

brand or 

product in my 

post (5)  
o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q6 How likely would you be to do the following actions on social media for a 

premium product?  

Note: A premium product is understood as products with a higher quality in 

addition to a higher prices in comparison to the general market offerings.  

For instance, Magnum ice cream or häagen-dazs ice cream. 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

Like a post 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Comment on 

a post (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Share a post 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Partake in a 

contest to win 

a product (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Tag the brand 

in my post (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q7 How likely would you be to do the following actions on social media for a 

mass-market product from the same category as the premium product before? 

Note: A mass-market product is understood as products offered through mass 

retailers. For example, ice cream branded with the retailers/supermarkets name. 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

Like a post 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Comment on 

a post (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Share a post 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Partake in a 

contest to win 

a product (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Tag the brand 

in my post (5)  o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q8 How likely would you be to do the following actions on social media for a 

premium product, even if you had a bad experience with the brand? Please, 

consider the same premium product you had in mind for the previous questions. 

Note: Bad experiences occur when the product did not live up the expectations 

you had. 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

Like a post 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Comment on 

a post (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Share a post 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Partake in a 

contest to win 

a product (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Tag the brand 

in my post (5)  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q9 How likely would you be to do the following actions on social media for a 

mass-market product, even if you had a bad experience with the product? 

Please, consider the same mass-market product you had in mind for the previous 

questions. 

Note: Bad experiences occur when the product did not live up the expectations 

you had. 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

Like a post 

(1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Comment on 

a post (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Share a post 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Partake in a 

contest to win 

a product (4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Tag the brand 

in my post (5)  o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q10 How likely are the following feelings/actions for you regarding premium 

products in general? 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

I identify 

myself with 

the product 

(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I have a 

preference for 

the product 

(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I buy the 

product again 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  
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Q11 How likely are the following feelings/actions for you regarding mass-

market products in general? 

 
Very likely 

(5) 

Quite likely 

(4) 

Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

(3) 

Quite 

unlikely (2) 

Very unlikely 

(1) 

I identify 

myself with 

the product 

(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I have a 

preference for 

the product 

(2)  
o  o  o  o  o  

I buy the 

product again 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q12 On a scale of 1-5 how likely are you to purchase a product of higher quality 

with the corresponding higher price? 

o Extremely likely  (5)  

o Somewhat likely  (4)  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  (3)  

o Somewhat unlikely  (2)  

o Extremely unlikely  (1)  

 

Q13 On a scale of 1-5 how likely are you to purchase a lower quality product with 

a corresponding lower price? 

o Extremely likely  (5)  

o Somewhat likely  (4)  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  (3)  

o Somewhat unlikely  (2)  

o Extremely unlikely  (1)  
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Q14 How important are the following attributes for you when you purchase a 

premium product?  

Note: *The given brand experience is understood as any product attribute that 

symbolises how you will experience the brand. Thereby it does not matter which 

sense is addressed.** The relationship with a brand is understood as the strength 

of your personal connection to the brand. 

 

Very 

important 

(5) 

Somewhat 

important 

(4) 

Neither 

important nor 

unimportant 

(3) 

Somewhat 

unimportant 

(2) 

Very 

unimportant 

(1) 

Product 

Quality (1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Price (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Brand name/ 

image (3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Given brand 

experience* 

(4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Relationship 

with the 

brand on 

social 

media** (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q15 How important are the following attributes for you when you purchase a 

mass-market product? 

Note: *The given brand experience is understood as any product attribute that 

symbolizes how you will experience the brand. Thereby it does not matter which 

sense is addressed.** The relationship with a brand is understood as the strength 

of your personal connection to the brand. 

 



60 

 

  

 

 

Very 

important 

(5) 

Somewhat 

important 

(4) 

Neither 

important nor 

unimportant 

(3) 

Somewhat 

unimportant 

(2) 

Very 

unimportant 

(1) 

Product 

Quality (1)  o  o  o  o  o  

Price (2)  o  o  o  o  o  

Brand name/ 

image (3)  o  o  o  o  o  

Given brand 

experience* 

(4)  
o  o  o  o  o  

Relationship 

with the 

brand on 

social 

media** (5)  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q16 What is your current age? 

____________ 

 

Q17 What gender do you identify as? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

o Other  (3) ____________ 

 

Q18 Where are you from? 

o Germany  (1)  

o Norway  (2)  

o Sweden  (3)  

o Other  (4) ____________ 

 

Q19 Where are you currently living? 

o Rural area (< 5,000 inhabitants)  (1)  

o Urban area (< 20,000 inhabitants)  (2)  

o Medium-sized city (< 100,000 inhabitants)  (3)  

o Big city (< 1 Mio. inhabitants)  (4)  

o Metropolis (> 1 Mio. inhabitants)  (5) 
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Q20 What is your highest educational level? 

o Secondary school (graduation after 10 years of school)  (1)  

o High school diploma (graduation after 12-13 years of school)  (2)  

o Bachelor degree  (3)  

o Master degree  (4)  

o Doctoral degree  (5)  

o Other  (6) ____________ 

 

Q21 What is your current occupation? 

o Student  (1)  

o Part-time employee  (2)  

o Full-time employee  (3)  

o Self-employed  (4)  

o Unemployed  (5)  

o Other  (6) ____________ 

 

Q22 What is your monthly net income?  

Note: 1€ is 10 SEK 

o < 500€  (1)  

o < 1,000€  (2)  

o < 2,500€  (3)  

o < 4,000€  (4)  

o < 5,500€  (5)  

o > 5,500€  (6)  

 

 

For a chance to win an Amazon gift card, please enter your email address in the 

box under. The email will not be used in any other way than to contact the 

winner. The winner will be notified between the 28th of May and 4th of June.  
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Appendix 2 – Models and Figures 

 

 

Figure 1 – Dispersion of Countries of Nationality 

 

 

Figure 2 – Dispersion of Occupation 

 

 

Figure 3 – Dispersion of Monthly Net Income 
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Other
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Figure 4 – Importance of Premium Product Attributes 

 

 

Figure 5 – Importance of Mass-Market Product Attributes 

 

 

Figure 6 – Actions that make Respondents feel close to a Brand 
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Figure 7 – Actions that Respondents Partook in the Past  

 

Table 1 – Distance between the Responses for Premium and Mass-Market Brands for the Co-Creation on Social 

Media 

 Very likely 

(%) 

Somewhat 

likely (%) 

Neither/nor 

(%) 

Somewhat 

unlikely (%) 

Very unlikely 

(%) 

 P M  P M  P M  P M  P M  

Like 32.

2 

12.

0 

20.

3 

24.

4 

32.

3 

7.8 18.

4 

20.

7 

2.3 14.

7 

17.

5 

2.8 10.

1 

17.

5 

7.4 

Com- 

ment 

6.9 2.8 4.1 22.

1 

14.

3 

7.8 19.

4 

20.

7 

1.4 24.

9 

26.

7 

1.8 26.

7 

35.

5 

8.8 

Share 5.1 2.3 2.8 17.

5 

8.8 8.8 19.

4 

19.

4 

0.0 23.

5 

26.

7 

3.2 34.

6 

42.

9 

8.3 

Cont-

est 

13.

8 

4.6 9.2 30.

0 

21.

2 

8.8 19.

8 

25.

8 

6.0 17.

5 

22.

6 

5.1 18.

9 

25.

8 

6.9 

Tag 7.8 1.8 6.0 16.

1 

9.2 6.9 15.

2 

18.

0 

2.8 19.

8 

20.

7 

0.9 41.

0 

50.

1 

9.2 

P = Premium, M = Mass-Market 

 

Table 2 – Distance between the Responses for Premium and Mass-Market Brands for the Co-Creation on 

Social Media after a Bad Situation 

 Very likely 

(%) 

Somewhat 

likely (%) 

Neither/nor 

(%) 

Somewhat 

unlikely (%) 

Very unlikely 

(%) 

in % P M  P M  P M  P M  P M  

Like 3.7 1.4 2.3 25.

3 

16.

6 

8.8 11.

5 

13.

8 

2.3 27.

6 

27.

1 

0.5 31.

8 

41.

0 

9.2 

Com- 

ment 

1.8 1.8 0.0 10.

6 

7.8 2.8 17.

5 

12.

0 

5.5 23.

0 

21.

7 

1.4 47.

0 

56.

7 

9.7 

Share 1.4 0.9 0.5 6.0 2.8 3.2 12.

4 

11.

1 

1.4 22.

1 

20.

7 

1.4 58.

1 

64.

5 

6.5 

Cont-

est 

2.8 2.8 0.0 15.

2 

5.1 10.

1 

18.

4 

17.

5 

0.9 21.

7 

21.

7 

0.0 41.

9 

53.

0 

11.

1 

Tag 1.4 0.9 0.5 4.1 2.3 1.8 13.

4 

9.2 4.1 20.

7 

18.

9 

1.8 60.

4 

68.

7 

8.3 

P = Premium, M = Mass-Market 
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Table 3 – Model Summary Action on Co-Creation 

 

 

Table 4 – Coefficients on Action and Co-Creation  

 

 

Table 5 – Model Summary Action on Brand Experience 

 

 

Table 6 – Dependent Variable R2 for Question two 

Dependent Variable R2 

2.1 Closer identification with contact on SM .491 

2.2 Preference for product with contact on SM .446 

2.3 More likely to buy after contact on SM .494 

2.4 Rebuy after contact on SM .518 

2.5 Identify with product want contact on SM .540 

2.6 Repurchase want contact on SM .493 

 

Table 7 – Rebuy Premium Products based on Generation 

Generation Age 

group 

Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Gen Z ≥ 21 38 5.4 %  

(2) 

42.1 % 

(16) 

21.1 % 

(14) 

13.1 % 

(5) 

2.6 % 

(1) 

Gen Y 22 – 30 143 6.3 % 

(9) 

49.6 % 

(71) 

23.8 % 

(34) 

15.4 % 

(22) 

4.9 % 

(7) 

Gen X 31 – 55  23 21.8 % 

(5) 

26.1 % 

(6) 

39.1 % 

(9) 

13.0 % 

(3) 

0 % 

(0) 

Baby 

Boomers 

≤ 56 12 8.3 %  

(1) 

33.3 % 

(4) 

41.7 % 

(5) 

0 % 

(0) 

16.7 % 

(2) 

Number of respondents are in parenthesis 
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Table 8 – Rebuy Mass-Market Products based on Generations 

Generation Age 

group 

Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Gen Z ≥ 21 38 13.0 % 

(5) 

39.5 % 

(15) 

21.1 % 

(8) 

21.1 % 

(8) 

5.3 % 

(2) 

Gen Y 22 – 30 143 11.9 % 

(17) 

46.8 % 

(67) 

28.0 % 

(40) 

7.7 % 

(11) 

5.6 % 

(8) 

Gen X 31 – 55  23 4.4 %  

(1) 

43.5 % 

(10) 

26.0 % 

(6) 

17.4 % 

(4) 

8.7 % 

(2) 

Baby 

Boomers 

≤ 56 12 0 % 

(0) 

25.0 % 

(3) 

50.0 % 

(6) 

16.6 % 

(2) 

8.4 % 

(1) 

Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 9 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Comment a Post after a Bad Situation for a Premium Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 6.9 % 

(15) 

13.3 % 

(2) 

26.7 % 

(4) 

33.3 % 

(5) 

13.3 % 

(2) 

13.3 % 

(2) 

Quite likely 22.1 % 

(48) 

4.2 % 

(2) 

25.0 % 

(12) 

27.1% 

(13) 

33.3 % 

(16) 

10.4 % 

(5) 

Neither/Nor 19.4 % 

(42) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

9.5 % 

(4) 

38.1 % 

(16) 

26.2 % 

(11) 

26.2 % 

(11) 

Quite 

unlikely 

24.9 % 

(54) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

3.7 % 

(2) 

7.4 % 

(4) 

29.6 % 

(16) 

59.3% 

(32) 

Very 

unlikely 

26.7 % 

(58) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.7 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

8.6 % 

(5) 

89.7 % 

(52) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 10 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Comment a Post after a Bad Situation for a Mass-Market 

Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 2.8 % 

(6) 

16.7 % 

(1) 

33.3 % 

(2) 

16.7 % 

(1) 

16.7 % 

(1) 

16.7 % 

(1) 

Quite likely 14.3 % 

(31) 

3.2 % 

(1) 

22.6 % 

(7) 

22.6 % 

(7) 

38.7 % 

(12) 

12.9 % 

(4) 

Neither/Nor 20.7 % 

(45) 

2.2 % 

(1) 

15.6 % 

(7) 

33.3 % 

(15) 

20.0 % 

(9) 

28.9 % 

(13) 

Quite 

unlikely 

26.7 % 

(58) 

1.7 % 

(1) 

1.7 % 

(1) 

3.4 % 

(2) 

34.5 % 

(20) 

58.6 % 

(34) 

Very 

unlikely 

35.5 % 

(77) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.3 % 

(1) 

6.5 % 

(5) 

92.1 % 

(71) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 
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Table 11 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Share a Post after a Bad Situation for a Premium Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 5.1 % 

(11) 

27.3 % 

(3) 

9.1 % 

(1) 

18.2 % 

(2) 

18.2 % 

(2) 

9.1 % 

(3) 

Quite likely 17.5 % 

(38) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

21.1 % 

(8) 

21.1% 

(8) 

36.8 % 

(14) 

21.1 % 

(8) 

Neither/Nor 19.4 % 

(42) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

7.1 % 

(3) 

33.3 % 

(14) 

21.4 % 

(9) 

38.1 % 

(16) 

Quite 

unlikely 

23.5 % 

(51) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

2.0 % 

(1) 

5.6 % 

(3) 

37.3 % 

(19) 

54.9 % 

(28) 

Very 

unlikely 

34.6 % 

(75) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

5.3 % 

(4) 

94.7 % 

(71) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 12 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Share a Post after a Bad Situation for a Mass-Market Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 2.3 % 

(5) 

20.0 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

20.0 % 

(1) 

60.0 % 

(3) 

Quite likely 8.8 % 

(19) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

10.5 % 

(2) 

15.8 % 

(3) 

36.8 % 

(7) 

36.8 % 

(7) 

Neither/Nor 19.4 % 

(42) 

2.4 % 

(1) 

7.1 % 

(3) 

40.5 % 

(17) 

33.3 % 

(14) 

16.7 % 

(7) 

Quite 

unlikely 

26.7 % 

(58) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

5.2 % 

(3) 

34.5 % 

(20) 

60.3 % 

(35) 

Very 

unlikely 

42.9 % 

(93) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.1 % 

(1) 

1.1 % 

(1) 

3.2 % 

(3) 

94.6 % 

(88) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 13 – Change of Respondents Likelihood to Partake in a Contest after a Bad Situation for a Premium 

Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 13.8 % 

(30) 

16.7 % 

(5) 

40.0 % 

(12) 

10.0 % 

(3) 

10.0 % 

(3) 

23.3 % 

(7) 

Quite likely 30.0 % 

(65) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

27.7 % 

(18) 

20.0 % 

(13) 

24.6 % 

(16) 

27.7 % 

(18) 

Neither/Nor 19.8 % 

(43) 

2.3 % 

(1) 

2.3 % 

(1) 

48.8 % 

(21) 

25.6 % 

(11) 

20.9 % 

(9) 

Quite 

unlikely 

17.5 % 

(38) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

2.6 % 

(1) 

7.9 % 

(3) 

44.7 % 

(17) 

44.7 % 

(17) 

Very 

unlikely 

18.6 % 

(41) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

2.4 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

97.6 % 

(40) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 
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Table 14– Change of Respondents Likelihood to Partake in a Contest after a Bad Situation for a Mass-Market 

Brand 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 4.6 % 

(10) 

40.0 % 

(4) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

30.0 % 

(3) 

30.0 % 

(3) 

Quite likely 21.2 % 

(46) 

2.2 % 

(1) 

19.6 % 

(9) 

28.3 % 

(13) 

26.1 % 

(12) 

23.9 % 

(11) 

Neither/Nor 25.8 % 

(56) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.8 % 

(1) 

41.1 % 

(23) 

23.2 % 

(13) 

33.9 % 

(19) 

Quite 

unlikely 

22.6 % 

(49) 

2.0 % 

(1) 

2.0 % 

(1) 

2.0 % 

(1) 

34.7 % 

(17) 

59.2 % 

(29) 

Very 

unlikely 

25.8 % 

(56) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.8 % 

(1) 

3.6 % 

(2) 

94.6 % 

(53) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 15– Change of Respondents Likelihood to Tag a Premium Brand after a Bad Situation 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Somewhat 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Somewhat 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 7.8 % 

(17) 

17.6 % 

(3) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

17.6 % 

(3) 

41.2 % 

(7) 

23.5 % 

(4) 

Quite likely 16.1 % 

(35) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

17.1 % 

(6) 

28.6 % 

(10) 

34.3 % 

(12) 

20.0 % 

(7) 

Neither/Nor 15.2 % 

(33) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

3.0 % 

(1) 

42.4 % 

(14) 

27.3 % 

(9) 

27.9 % 

(9) 

Quite 

unlikely 

19.8 % 

(43) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

2.3 % 

(1) 

2.3 % 

(1) 

34.9 % 

(15) 

60.5 % 

(26) 

Very 

unlikely 

41.0 % 

(89) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.1 % 

(1) 

1.1 % 

(1) 

2.2 % 

(2) 

95.5 % 

(85) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

Table 16– Change of Respondents Likelihood to Tag a Mass-Market Brand after a Bad Situation 

 Previous 

Likelihood  

Likelihood to co-create after a bad situation 

 Total 

response 

Very 

likely 

Quite 

likely 

Neither/ 

Nor 

Quite 

unlikely 

Very 

unlikely 

Very likely 1.8 % 

(4) 

25.0 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

25.0 % 

(1) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

50.0 % 

(2) 

Quite likely 9.2 % 

(20) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

5.0 % 

(1) 

30.0 % 

(6) 

30.0 % 

(6) 

35.0 % 

(7) 

Neither/Nor 18.0 % 

(39) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

2.6 % 

(1) 

30.8 % 

(12) 

30.8 % 

(12) 

35.9 % 

(14) 

Quite 

unlikely 

20.7 % 

(45) 

2.2 % 

(1) 

2.2 % 

(1) 

2.2 % 

(1) 

40.0 % 

(18) 

53.3 % 

(24) 

Very 

unlikely 

50.2 % 

(109) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

1.8 % 

(2) 

0.0 % 

(0) 

4.6 % 

(5) 

93.6 % 

(102) 
Number of respondents are in parenthesis 

 

  



69 

 

  

 

References 

Aaker, D. A. (1991). Managing Brand Equity: Capitalizing on the Value of a 

Brand Name. New York, NY: Free Press.  

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Measuring brand equity across products and markets. 

California Management Review, 38(3), 102–120. 

Allsopp, J. (2005). Premium pricing: Understanding the value of premium. 

Journal of Revenue and Pricing Management, 4(2), 185–194. 

American Speach-Language-Hearing Association. (2018). Issues in Ethics: 

Confidentiality. Retrieved from 

https://www.asha.org/practice/ethics/confidentiality/ 

Antonow, Z. (2018). 75 Eye-Opening Statistics on How Each Generation Uses 

Technology. Retrieved from https://www.agencyascend.com/blog/75-eye-

opening-statistics-how-each-generation-uses-technology 

Bacik, R., Fedorko, R., Nastisin, L., & Gavurova, B. (2018). Factors of 

communication mix on social media and their role in forming customer 

experience and brand image. Management & Marketing, 10(2), 1108–1118. 

Beig, F. A., & Khan, M. F. (2018). Impact of social media marketing on brand 

experience: A study of select apparel brands on Facebook. Vision: The Journal 

of Business Perspective, 22(3), 264–275. 

Bilgihan, A. (2016). Gen Y customer loyalty in online shopping: An integrated 

model of trust, user experience and branding. Computers in Human Behavior, 

61, 103–113. 

Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, Bernd, & Zarantonello, L. (2009). Brand experience: What 

is it? How is it measured? Does it affect loyalty? Journal of Marketing 

Management, 73(3), 52–68. 

Bruhn, M., Schoenmueller, V., & Schäfer, D. B. (2012). Are social media 

replacing traditional media in terms of brand equity creation? Management 

Research Review, 35(9), 770–790. 

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2015). Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and 

Procedures for Developing Grounded Theory (4th ed.). Los Angeles: SAGE.  

Cossío-Silva, F.-J., Revilla-Camacho, M.-Á., Vega-Vázquez, M., & Palacios-

Florencio, B. (2016). Value co-creation and customer loyalty. Journal of 

Business Research, 69(5), 1621–1625. 

Dall’Olmo Riley, F., Pina, J. M., & Bravo, R. (2015). The role of perceived value 

in vertical brand extensions of luxury and premium brands. Journal of 

Marketing Management, 31(7-8), 881–913. 

Davis, R., Piven, I., & Breazeale, M. (2014). Conceptualizing the brand in social 

media community: The five sources model. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 21(4), 468–481. 



70 

 

  

 

Ding, C. G., & Tseng, T. H. (2015). On the relationships among brand experience, 

hedonic emotions, and brand equity. European Journal of Marketing, 49(7-8), 

994–1015. 

Dwivedi, A., Johnson, L. W., Wilkie, D. C., & Araujo-Gil, L. de. (2018). 

Consumer emotional brand attachment with social media brands and social 

media brand equity. European Journal of Marketing, 13(2). 

Ehrnrooth, H., & Gronroos, C. (2013). The hybrid consumer: exploring hybrid 

consumption behaviour. Management Decision, 51(9), 1793–1820. 

Epstein, L. (n.d.). Making sense of the numbers: when to embrace relativity, and 

when to ignore it. Retrieved from 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/curiosity/making-sense-numbers-when-

embrace-relativity-when-ignore-it/ 

Erdoğmuş, İ. E., & Çiçek, M. (2012). The impact of social media marketing on 

brand loyalty. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 58, 1353–1360. 

Fowler, F. J. (2014). Survey Research Methods (5th ed.). University of 

Massachusetts Boston, USA: SAGE.  

Gender Spectrum. (n.d.). Understanding Gender. Retrieved from 

https://www.genderspectrum.org/quick-links/understanding-gender/ 

Gentile, C., Spiller, N., & Noci, G. (2007). How to sustain the customer 

experience: An overview of experience components that co-create value with 

the customer. European Management Journal, 25(5), 395–410. 

Gerlitz, C., & Helmond, A. (2013). The like economy: Social buttons and the 

data-intensive web. New Media & Society, 15(8), 1348–1365. 

Geyskens, I., Gielens, K., & Gijsbrechts, E. (2010). Proliferating private-label 

portfolios: How introducing economy and premium private labels influences 

brand choice. Journal of Marketing Research, 47(5), 791–807. 

Godey, B., Manthiou, A., Pederzoli, D., Rokka, J., Aiello, G., Donvito, R., & 

Singh, R. (2016). Social media marketing efforts of luxury brands: Influence 

on brand equity and consumer behavior. Journal of Business Research, 69(12), 

5833–5841. 

Gómez, M., Martín-Consuegra, D., Díaz, E., & Molina, A. (2018). Determinants 

and outcomes of price premium and loyalty: A food case study. Journal of 

Consumer Behaviour, 17(1), 64–74. 

Graglia, D. (n.d.). How many survey respondents do I need to be statistically 

valid? Find your sample size. Retrieved from 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/curiosity/how-many-people-do-i-need-to-

take-my-survey/ 

Gupta, Seema. (2012). Interdependence between experience marketing and 

business strategy. Journal of Indian Business Research, 4(3), 170–193. 

Hair, J. F., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Black, W. C. (2014). Multivariate 

Data Analysis (7th ed.). Harlow, Essex: Pearson.  



71 

 

  

 

Homburg, C., Jozić, D., & Kuehnl, C. (2017). Customer experience management: 

toward implementing an evolving marketing concept. Journal of the Academy 

of Marketing Science, 45(3), 377–401. 

Hudson, S., Huang, L., Roth, M. S., & Madden, T. J. (2016). The influence of 

social media interactions on consumer–brand relationships: A three-country 

study of brand perceptions and marketing behaviors. International Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 33(1), 27–41. 

Kamboj, S., Sarmah, B., Gupta, Shivam, & Dwivedi, Y. (2018). Examining 

branding co-creation in brand communities on social media: Applying the 

paradigm of Stimulus-Organism-Response. International Journal of 

Information Management, 39, 169–185. 

Keller, K. L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based 

brand equity, 57(1), 1–22. 

Kenton, W. (2018). Mass-Market Retailer. Retrieved from 

https://www.investopedia.com/terms/m/mass-market-retailer.asp 

Kim, E., & Drumwright, M. (2016). Engaging consumers and building 

relationships in social media: How social relatedness influences intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic consumer motivation. Computers in Human Behavior, 63, 970–979. 

Kohli, C., Suri, R., & Kapoor, A. (2015). Will social media kill branding? 

Business Horizons, 58, 35–44. 

Laroche, M., Habibi, M. R., & Richard, M.-O. (2013). To be or not to be in social 

media: How brand loyalty is affected by social media? International Journal of 

Information Management, 33, 76–82. 

Leeuw, E. d. de, Hox, J., & Dillman, D. (2008). International Handbook of Survey 

Methodology. European Association of Methodology Series. Hoboken: Taylor 

and Francis.  

Lemon, K. N., & Verhoef, P. C. (2016). Understanding customer experience 

throughout the customer journey. Journal of Marketing, 80(6), 69–96. 

Losada-Otálora, M., & Sánchez, I. D. (2018). The role of social media in the 

creation of brand experiences. Cuadernos de Administración, 34(61), 86–96. 

Luarn, P., Lin, Y.-F., & Chiu, Y.-P. (2015). Influence of Facebook brand-page 

posts on online engagement. Online Information Review, 39(4), 505–519. 

Lund, N. F., Cohen, S. A., & Scarles, C. (2018). The power of social media 

storytelling in destination branding. Journal of Destination Marketing & 

Management, 8, 271–280. 

Luo, N., Zhang, M., & Liu, W. (2015). The effects of value co-creation practices 

on building harmonious brand community and achieving brand loyalty on 

social media in China. Computers in Human Behavior, 48, 492–499. 

Malhotra, N. K., Birks, D. F., & Wills, P. A. (2013). Essentials of Marketing 

Research. Harlow, England: Pearson.  



72 

 

  

 

Merz, M. A., He, Y., & Vargo, S. L. (2009). The evolving brand logic: a service-

dominant logic perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

37(3), 328–344. 

Moreira, A. C., Fortes, N., & Santiago, R. (2017). Influence of sensory stimuli on 

brand experience, brand equity and purchase intention. Journal of Business 

Economics and Management, 18(1), 68–83. 

Nenycz-Thiel, M., & Romaniuk, J. (2016). Understanding premium private labels: 

A consumer categorisation approach. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 29, 22–30. 

Neudecker, N., Barczewski, J., & Schuster, H. (2015). How social media 

transforms brand management. Marketing Review St. Gallen, 32(1), 70–79. 

Nisar, T. M., & Whitehead, C. (2016). Brand interactions and social media: 

Enhancing user loyalty through social networking sites. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 62, 743–753. 

O'Dwyer, L. M., & Bernauer, J. A. (2014). Quantitative Research for the 

Qualitative Researcher. Los Angeles: SAGE.  

Pallant, J. (2010). SPSS Survival Manual: A step by step guide to data analysis 

using SPSS (4th ed.). Maidenhead: McGraw Hill.  

Pine, B. J., & Gilmore, J. H. (1998). Welcome to the experience economy. 

Harvard Business Review, 97–105. 

Quelch, J. A. (1987). Marketing the premium product. Business Horizons, 38-45. 

Rosenthal, B., & Brito, E. P.Z. (2017). How virtual brand community traces may 

increase fan engagement in brand pages. Business Horizons, 60(3), 375–384. 

Rudestam, K. E., & Newton, R. R. (2008). Surviving Your Dissertation: A 

Comprehensive Guide to Content and Process (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks: 

SAGE.  

Sahin, A., Zehir, C., & Kitapçı, H. (2011). The effects of brand experiences, trust 

and satisfaction on building brand loyalty; An empirical research on global 

brands. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 24, 1288–1301. 

Sanjari, M., Bahramnezhad, F., Fomani, F. K., Shoghi, M., & Cheraghi, M. A. 

(2014). Ethical challenges of researchers in qualitative studies: the necessity to 

develop a specific guideline. Journal of Medical Ethics and History of 

Medicine, 7(14). 

Schmitt, B. (2009). The concept of brand experience. Journal of Brand 

Management, 16(7), 417–419. 

Shi, S., Chen, Y., & Chow, W. S. (2016). Key values driving continued 

interaction on brand pages in social media: An examination across genders. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 62, 578–589. 



73 

 

  

 

Simon, F., & Tossan, V. (2018). Does brand-consumer social sharing matter? A 

relational framework of customer engagement to brand-hosted social media. 

Journal of Business Research, 85, 175–184. 

Singh, S., & Sonnenburg, S. (2012). Brand performances in social media. Journal 

of Interactive Marketing, 26(4), 189–197. 

Sprout Social Inc. (2018). Sprout Social Index.  

Swedish Research Council. (2017). Good Research Practice. Stockholm: 

Vetenskapsrådet.  

Taherdoost, H. (2016). Sampling methods in research methodology; How to 

choose a sampling technique for research. International Journal of Academic 

Research in Management, 5(2), 18–27. 

Tajvidi, M., Richard, M.-O., Wang, Y., & Hajli, N. (2018). Brand co-creation 

through social commerce information sharing: The role of social media. 

Journal of Business Research. 

Tajvidi, M., Wang, Y., Hajli, N., & Love, P. E.D. (2017). Brand value co-creation 

in social commerce: The role of interactivity, social support, and relationship 

quality. Computers in Human Behavior. 

Tolbert, S. L., Kohli, C., & Suri, R. (2014). Who pays the price for loyalty? The 

role of self-consciousness. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 23(4/5), 

362–371. 

Tsai, S.-p. (2005). Integrated marketing as management of holistic consumer 

experience. Business Horizons, 48, 431–441. 

Tsimonis, G., & Dimitriadis, S. (2014). Brand strategies in social media. 

Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 32(3), 328–344. 

Tynan, C., & McKechnie, S. (2009). Experience marketing: a review and 

reassessment. Journal of Marketing Management, 25(5-6), 501–517. 

University of Southern California. (2019). Organizing Your Social Sciences 

Research Paper: Quantitative Methods. Retrieved from 

https://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide/quantitative 

Yan, J. (2011). Social media in branding: Fulfilling a need. Journal of Brand 

Management, 18(9), 688–696. 

Yang, C.-C., Chen, P.-S., & Chien, Y.-H. (2014). Customer expertise, affective 

commitment, customer paticipation, and loyalty in B&B services. The 

International Journal of Organisational Innovation, 6(4), 174–183. 

Yoo, B., & Donthu, N. (2001). Developing and validating a multidimensional 

consumer-based brand equity scale. Journal of Business Research, 52, 1–14. 

Zarantonello, L., & Schmitt, Bernd. (2013). The impact of event marketing on 

brand equity. International Journal of Advertising, 32(2), 255–280. 

 


