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Abstract  Creating  and  developing  a  firm-hosted  virtual  brand  community  forms  part  of  a  rela-
tionship  marketing  strategy;  therefore,  it  makes  sense  to  evaluate  its  effectiveness  in  terms
of relational  outcomes.  In  an  attempt  to  know  how  marketers  can  foster  the  relationship  with
the brand  through  virtual  communities,  we  posit  and  estimate  a  model  of  relational  efficacy
for a  firm-managed  Facebook  brand  page  (FBP)  in  which  the  brand  posts  created  by  the  firm
influence the  behavioural  engagement  of  individual  users  through  the  utilitarian  and  hedonic
values derived  from  their  interactive  experiences  within  the  FBP.  The  findings  highlight  that
information  posts  stimulate  user  behavioural  engagement  through  the  utilitarian  experiential
route. Aside  from  any  experiential  route  and  adopting  a  more  direct  path,  interaction  posts  are
the main  drivers  of  engagement  behaviour.  Image  posts  contribute  towards  the  perception  of
utility, but  in  no  way  affect  engagement.  Finally,  in  order  to  gain  a  deeper  insight,  we  explore

the moderating  effect  of  user  brand  purchase  intensity  on  the  relations  posited  in  the  model.
© 2017  ACEDE.  Published  by  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  This  is  an  open  access  article  under  the  CC
BY-NC-ND  license  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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he  marketing  landscape  is  changing.  The  new  marketing
nvironment,  dominated  to  a  large  degree  by  the  emer-
ence  of  the  Internet  and  social  networks,  is  imposing

 shift  from  conventional  relationship  marketing  towards
 ‘‘transcending  view  of  relationships’’  (Vargo,  2009)  or
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n  ‘‘expanded  view  of  relationship  marketing’’  (Brodie
t  al.,  2011;  Vivek  et  al.,  2012),  in  which  the  customer’s
nteractive  experiences  and  ‘‘customer  engagement’’  play

 central  role  and  in  which  engaged  customer  involve-
ent  in  the  firm’s  activities  is  more  proactive,  interactive

nd  co-creative  (e.g.,  Brodie  et  al.,  2011;  Prahalad  and
amaswamy,  2000).

Virtual  brand  communities  constitute  an  exceptional

esearch  context  in  which  to  explore  firms’  capacity  to
roduce  interactive  experiences  and  promote  relational
ngagement  among  customers  (Relling  et  al.,  2016).  In  these
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How  brand  post  content  contributes  to  user’s  Facebook  bran

online  spaces,  individuals  come  together  around  some  dis-
tinct  interest  (e.g.,  a  brand)  to  contact  and  interact  with
each  other  in  order  to  exchange,  share  and  pool  resources,
such  as  information,  knowledge,  experiences,  entertain-
ment,  socio-emotional  support  and  friendship,  through
diverse  computer-mediated  communication  systems  (e.g.,
Jin  et  al.,  2010a;  Preece,  2001).  In  this  sense,  a  virtual  brand
community  is,  first  of  all,  an  ‘‘online  community  based  on
social  communications  and  relationships’’  (de  Valck  et  al.,
2009,  p.  185),  a  ‘‘web  of  personal  relationships’’  (Rheingold,
1993)  or  a  ‘‘fabric  of  relationships’’  (McAlexander  et  al.,
2002,  p.  38).  At  the  very  least,  a  virtual  brand  community
provides  a  ‘‘social  structure  to  the  C2C  relationship  in  the
consumer-brand-consumer  triad’’  (Wu  and  Fang,  2010,  p.
573).

With  the  rapid  diffusion  and  widespread  use  of  social
network  sites  (SNS),  more  and  more  firms  are  investing
in  SNS-based  brand  communities  to  build  relationships  and
to  encourage  users  to  exchange  knowledge  about  their
experiences  with  the  brand  or  the  firm  (Ruiz-Mafe  et  al.,
2014).  Millions  of  consumers  are  connected  to  their  favourite
brands  through  social  networks  such  as  Facebook,  Twitter,
YouTube,  and  others  (Statista,  2016).  Unfortunately,  this  in
no  way  means  that  all  these  communities  are  successful  and
that  all  their  individual  members  are  active  participants.
The  report  by  Hampton  et  al.  (2012)  on  The  Pew  Research
Center’s Internet  &  American  Life  Project  concludes  that,
on  average,  Facebook  users  ‘‘get  more  from  their  friends
on  Facebook  than  they  give  to  their  friends’’  and  that  the
typical  Facebook  user  is  ‘‘moderately  active’’  in  performing
specific  Facebook  activities.  Such  results  concur  with  the
findings  obtained  by  Gummerus  et  al.  (2012,  p.  870), Pöyry
et  al.  (2013,  p.  232)  and  van  Varik  and  van  Oostendorp  (2013,
p.  456),  amongst  others,  in  the  case  of  virtual  brand  com-
munities.  In  fact,  by  adopting  a  naive  technically-oriented
approach  and  by  paying  insufficient  attention  to  the  social
interactions  required  to  build  a  true  community,  many  ini-
tially  attractive  online  communities  may  have  failed  to
retain  and  enduringly  engage  their  members  and,  not  sur-
prisingly,  as  a  result  have  become  ‘‘cyber  ghost  towns’’
(Preece,  2001).  In  any  case,  regardless  of  its  level  of  success,
what  makes  a  company’s  social  site  (such  as  a  company-
hosted  Facebook  page)  recognizable  as  a  community  is  that
it  is  a  structured  set  of  social  relationships  among  members
that  share  a  common  interest,  i.e.,  they  are  admirers  of
a  brand  (e.g.,  Cvijikj  and  Michahelles,  2013;  Pöyry  et  al.,
2013;  Zaglia,  2013;  Munnukka  et  al.,  2015;  Relling  et  al.,
2016).

Given  such  a  general  framework,  our  research  focuses
on  the  relational  context  defined  by  a  Facebook-page  brand
community  (which  is  founded,  managed,  and  controlled  by  a
firm)  in  order  to  pinpoint  the  key  drivers  of  user  brand-page
engagement  (as  a  good  indicator  of  community  success).
Specifically,  our  research  question  is  how  marketers  can
reach  customers  and  stimulate  their  community  engage-
ment  in  the  Facebook  page  context.  Thus,  we  centre  on
those  determinants  of  relationship  marketing  strategy  suc-
cess  in  Facebook  that  can  be  directly  controlled  by  the  firm,

such  as  so-called  ‘‘brand  posts’’.  The  present  work  seeks
to  estimate  a  relational  efficacy  model  of  a  Facebook  brand
page  (henceforth,  FBP),  which  will  allow  us  to  (1)  gauge  the
extent  to  which  brand  posts  (henceforth,  BP)  or  posts  cre-
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ted  by  the  firm  running  the  Facebook  page  help  improve
age  users’  overall  relational  experience  and,  through  this
ndirect  pathway,  actually  serves  to  foster  user  engage-
ent  behaviour  and  (2)  ascertain  whether  the  orientation

r  content  type  of  BP  can  determine  the  kind  of  experi-
ntial  value  (utilitarian  or  hedonic)  obtained  by  the  users
nd  their  level  of  page  engagement.  We  thus  explore  the
egree  to  which  each  type  of  BP  encourages  user  brand-page
ngagement  through  the  utilitarian  and  hedonic  experien-
ial  routes.  In  addition,  we  explore  the  moderating  influence
hich  the  user’s  brand  purchase  intensity  (i.e.,  how  much
f  the  brand  they  buy)  might  have  on  the  model’s  structure
nd  paths,  one  aspect  not  to  taken  into  account  thus  far  in
he  context  of  FBP  relational  efficacy.

Previous  literature  on  the  context  of  FBPs  has  empiri-
ally  analyzed  the  response  of  page  users  to  brand  posts.
or  instance,  de  Vries  et  al.  (2012),  Cvijikj  and  Michahelles
2013),  Sabate  et  al.  (2014)  and  Luarn  et  al.  (2015), amongst
thers,  examine  how  the  content  type  (among  other  char-
cteristics)  of  a  BP  directly  impacts  on  the  ‘‘popularity’’  of
hat  BP  (as  indicated  by  the  number  of  likes,  comments  and
hares  on  the  BP).  Compared  to  the  works  mentioned,  our
esearch  evidences  two  significant  differences  in  terms  of
pproach  and  methodology  which  should  be  highlighted.

First,  while  the  unit  of  analysis  of  previous  works  is  the
P,  the  unit  of  analysis  in  the  current  work  is  the  brand
age  and  the  page-user  behaviour.  Our  research  focus  is  cus-
omer  behaviour  in  the  relational  context  of  a  virtual  brand
ommunity,  in  which  each  individual  member  holds  links
ith  the  community  as  a  whole,  with  the  other  members  of

he  group,  with  the  brand  and  with  the  firm  (McAlexander
t  al.,  2002).  The  dependent  variable  in  our  model  is  not,
herefore,  the  community’s  direct  and  global  response  to
ach  BP  or  the  efficacy  per  brand  post, but  each  user’s
verall  response  to  the  brand  page  (i.e.  user  brand-page
ngagement)  or  the  relational  efficacy  per  page  user. More-
ver,  contrary  to  previous  works,  which  evaluate  objective
ndicators  of  BP  content  type  and  engagement,  the  inde-
endent  variables  in  the  current  research  correspond  to
sers’  appraisals  vis-à-vis  the  interest  aroused  in  them  by
arious  types  of  BP  depending  on  their  content,  and  the
ependent  variable  is  the  users’  subjective  evaluation  of
heir  active  involvement  in  the  page’s  relational  activities.
n  other  words,  we  measure  the  number  of  likes,  comments
nd  shares  per  page-user,  not  as  an  objective  figure,  but
ather  as  the  user’s  subjective  evaluation  of  their  actual
ehaviour.

Secondly,  we  conjecture  that  BPs  do  not  promote  user
ngagement  directly.  Rather,  BP  content  influences  user
ngagement  and  brand  page  success  through  a  key  medi-
ting  construct:  the  user’s  brand-page  experiences.  We
hus  follow  the  recommendation  of  Brodie  et  al.  (2011),
ummerus  et  al.  (2012)  and  Malthouse  and  Calder  (2011),
ccording  to  which  the  engagement  construct  should  be
ased  on  the  relational  experiences  of  individuals  inter-
cting  with  the  brand  page.  Therefore,  we  develop  an
lternative  (but  fully  compatible  and  complementary)
odel  in  which  user  relational  experiences  within  the  FBP

lay  a  central  and  crucial  role  as  a  mediator  in  the  relation-
hip  between  BP  interest  and  user  brand-page  engagement.
n  this  vein,  we  refer  to  the  ‘‘experiential  route  of  user
ehavioural  engagement’’.
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In  summary,  the  current  paper  contributes  to  the  lit-
rature  on  the  relational  efficacy  of  SNS-based  brand
ommunities.  By  adopting  a  different  perspective,  it  anal-
ses  the  individual  users’  experiential  and  behavioural
esponses  to  a  FBP  and  then  explains  its  efficacy  per  page-
ser.  In  addition,  the  study  offers  insights  about  the  way  in
hich  the  firm-generated  content  can  foster  users  to  par-

icipate  in  the  FBP  activities.  The  empirical  findings  show
hat  the  utilitarian  experiential  route  clearly  dominates  the
edonic  route.  Thus,  brand-related  content  posted  by  firm
ltimately  results  in  active  engagement  with  the  FBP  if  users
erceive  it  as  truly  useful  in  solving  problems  and  making
ecisions.  Contrary  to  expectations,  entertainment  content,
ven  if  appreciated  and  enjoyed  by  users,  does  not  promote
heir  active  participation.  Anyway,  while  the  experiential
oute  is  perhaps  the  most  consistent  with  the  relationship
arketing  orientation,  it  is  not  the  only  (nor  the  shortest)

oute  of  user  brand-page  engagement.

heoretical background and research
ypotheses

ser  brand-page  engagement  as  an  indicator  of
elational success

igital  technology  applications  may  supply  the  relational
nline  space,  but  member-generated  content  and  inter-
ersonal  communication  provide  the  essence  (Hagel  and
rmstrong,  1997;  Ridings  et  al.,  2002;  Wu  and  Fang,  2010)
s  well  as  the  formative  and  shaping  force  (Bagozzi  and
holakia,  2002)  of  a  virtual  brand  community.  In  other
ords,  the  value  of  a  virtual  community  stems  from  the
ontent  produced  and  shared  during  member  interaction
nd  conversation  (Jin  et  al.,  2010a).  In  light  of  this,  the
ctive  and  ongoing  participation  (i.e.,  engagement)  of  each
ember  in  the  community’s  public  forum  is  regarded  as

 key  ingredient  in  weaving  the  relational  fabric  of  a  vir-
ual  brand  community  (Rheingold,  1993;  Rothaermel  and
ugiyama,  2001)  and  crucial  to  ensuring  the  community’s
urvival  and  endurance  (Algesheimer  et  al.,  2005;  Koh  and
im,  2004).  In  addition,  creating  and  developing  a  firm-
osted  community  forms  part  of  a  relationship  marketing
trategy  (e.g.,  Pitta  and  Fowler,  2005;  Rothaermel  and
ugiyama,  2001),  so  it  makes  sense  to  evaluate  the  effi-
acy  of  a  virtual  brand  community  in  terms  of  relational
utcomes.  Since  a  brand  community  brings  together  individ-
als  around  a  brand  as  a  focal  point  for  their  interests  and
iscussions,  individuals’  community  engagement  will  also  be
erceived  by  the  firm  running  the  community  as  a  reliable
ndicator  of  how  successful  its  relationship  marketing  strat-
gy  is  (Wiertz  and  de  Ruyter,  2007).

Although  there  are  many  and  wide-ranging  definitions  of
ngagement  (see  Brodie  et  al.,  2011;  Dessart  et  al.,  2015;
ollebeek  et  al.,  2014;  van  Doorn  et  al.,  2010  or  Vivek  et  al.,
012  for  a  review  of  relevant  literature),  broadly  speaking,
ngagement  may  be  conceived  as  the  intensity  of  an  indi-
idual’s  connection  and  interaction  with  a  particular  object,

ctivity,  agent,  idea,  value  or  symbol.  In  the  customer
elationship  marketing  context,  the  ‘‘engagement  subject’’
i.e.,  the  engaged  individual)  may  be  either  a  current
ustomer  or  a  potential  customer,  and  the  ‘‘engagement
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bject’’  may  refer  to  a  brand  or  product,  an  organization’s
ffering  or  activity,  or  the  others  in  the  social  network
e.g.,  a  brand  community)  created  around  the  brand,  prod-
ct,  offering  or  activity  (Vivek  et  al.,  2014).  Customer
ngagement  is  based  on  the  existence  of  focal  interactive
ustomer  experiences  with  the  specific  engagement  object
Brodie  et  al.,  2011),  reaches  ‘‘beyond  purchase’’  (MSI,
010,  p.  4)  and  embraces  the  customer’s  overall  partici-
ation  within  and  outside  the  specific  exchange  situations
Vivek  et  al.,  2012).  Finally,  customer  engagement  is  char-
cterized  by  its  dynamic  and  interactively  generated  nature
Hollebeek  et  al.,  2014)  as  well  as  by  its  complex  multidi-
ensional  structure  (Brodie  et  al.,  2013),  which  comprises

elevant  cognitive,  affective,  behavioural  and  social  compo-
ents  (Vivek  et  al.,  2012).

In the  current  research,  our  interest  focuses  on  the
ocial-behavioural  dimension  of  customer  engagement,
nown  as  ‘‘customer  behavioural  engagement’’  (e.g.,
ummerus  et  al.,  2012;  Zheng  et  al.,  2015)  or  ‘‘customer
ngagement  behaviour’’  (e.g.,  van  Doorn  et  al.,  2010).
pecifically,  in  the  case  of  a Facebook  brand  page  (FBP),
sers’  behavioural  engagement  is  manifested  through  their
ctive  participation  in  the  functionalities  Facebook  offers
Gummerus  et  al.,  2012;  Luarn  et  al.,  2015):  clicking,  liking,
ommenting  and  sharing  behaviours  (Wallace  et  al.,  2014),
hich  we  term  ‘‘user  brand-page  engagement’’.

ffect  of  brand  posts  on  user  brand-page
ngagement by  the  experiential  route

n  the  literature  relating  to  the  determinants  of  customer’s
ntegration  and  active  participation  in  social  networks  and
nline  communities,  there  are  two  main  streams  of  research
lthough  distinguishing  between  them  does  not  always
roves  an  easy  task.  The  first  group  encompasses  studies
hich  focus  on  the  role  of  the  ‘‘benefits  sought’’  (Cotte
t  al.,  2006) as  factors  which  determine  community  user
ehaviour  (e.g.,  Hennig-Thurau  et  al.,  2004;  Liao  et  al.,
013;  Pöyry  et  al.,  2013),  by  considering  that  the  pur-
uit  of  these  benefits  is  the  main  motivational  driver  of
ehaviour.  Closely  linked  to  this,  the  other  group  of  works
e.g.,  Dholakia  et  al.,  2004;  Jin  et  al.,  2010a,b;  Mathwick
t  al.,  2008;  Wang  et  al.,  2007;  Zhou  et  al.,  2013)  cen-
res  on  community  members’  relational  experience  and  the
‘benefits  derived’’  from  their  integration  in  the  social  net-
ork  as  determinants  of  their  behaviour.  The  present  work

s  framed  within  this  second  category.
Following  Malthouse  and  Calder  (2011), Gummerus  et  al.

2012,  p.  871)  indicate  that  ‘‘customer  engagement  can  only
e  understood  through  customer  experiences,  which  are
ontext-dependent’’.  Engagement  occurs  by  virtue  of  first-
and  interactive  experiences  (Brodie  et  al.,  2011;  Hollebeek
t  al.,  2014;  van  Doorn  et  al.,  2010)  and  its  behavioural
anifestation  reflects  individual  involvement  and  partici-
ation  in  activities.  Thus,  although  individual  users’  initial
ntention  to  join  a  virtual  community  is  influenced  by  their
alue  expectations,  over  time  the  accumulation  of  commu-

ity  experiences  shapes  their  community  behaviour.  Cleary,
he  reason  why  members  actively  participate  in  a  virtual
ommunity  is  attributed  to  the  experiential  values  derived
rom  their  relationship  history  within  the  community.
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How  brand  post  content  contributes  to  user’s  Facebook  bran

Adapting  the  Brakus  et  al.  (2009)  definition  of  brand
experience  to  our  case  study,  the  user’s  brand-page  expe-
rience  is  a  term  employed  to  represent  the  cognitive  and
affective  reactions  sparked  in  the  user  by  page-related
stimuli.  Page  experience  occurs  during  the  whole  process
of  interaction  with  the  FBP  and  stems  from  the  set  of  inter-
actions  involving  the  user  over  time.  This  is  not,  therefore,  a
one-off  experience  (e.g.,  a  short-lived  emotion)  brought  on
by  a  particular  stimulus  (e.g.,  a  BP),  but  an  overall  relational
experience  resulting  from  an  accumulation  of  interactive
experiences.  Insofar  as  the  relational  experience  itself  can
be  more  or  less  rich  in  value,  users  evaluate  the  overall  expe-
rience  in  terms  of  the  benefits  it  provides.  Experiential  value
thus  emerges  as  a  consequence  of  cumulative  experiences.

By  joining  a  virtual  community,  users  may  obtain  dif-
ferent  types  of  relationship  benefits  (i.e.  benefits  resulting
from  integration),  such  as  practical  benefits,  social  benefits,
social  enhancement,  entertainment  and  economic  bene-
fits  (Gummerus  et  al.,  2012),  or  different  types  of  values,
such  as  purposive  (including  informational  and  instrumental)
value,  self-discovery,  maintaining  interpersonal  connectiv-
ity,  social  enhancement  and  entertainment  value  (Dholakia
et  al.,  2004).  Reflecting  the  utilitarian  versus  hedonic
dichotomy  (Hirschman  and  Holbrook,  1982),  Mathwick  et  al.
(2001)  conceptualize  the  ‘‘experiential  value’’  within  the
context  of  online  purchasing  and  distinguish  between  an
intrinsic  or  hedonic  component  (e.g.,  visual  appeal,  enter-
tainment,  escapism  and  enjoinment)  and  an  extrinsic  or
utilitarian  component  (e.g.,  service  excellence,  efficiency
and  economic  value).  In  the  case  of  virtual  communities
(Dholakia  et  al.,  2004;  Jin  et  al.,  2010a),  the  extrinsic  expe-
rience  is  linked  to  the  purposive  or  utilitarian  value, that
is,  to  the  informational  and  instrumental  benefits  derived
from  accessing  information  on  the  product  and  its  uses,  solv-
ing  specific  problems,  and  learning  from  others.  In  contrast,
the  intrinsic  experience  is  linked  to  the  social  hedonic  or
entertainment  value  derived  from  searching  for  playfulness,
fun,  amusement,  fantasy,  sensory  stimulation  or  relaxation
by  interacting  with  others.  As  an  active  source  of  intrinsic
value,  playfulness  involves  enjoyment  and  escapism,  and  is
reflected  in  the  pleasure  that  comes  from  engaging  in  activ-
ities  that  are  absorbing  and  provide  an  opportunity  to  get
away  from  daily  routine  (Mathwick  et  al.,  2001).

In  both  utilitarian  and  entertainment  experiential  dimen-
sions,  if  community  members  are  not  satisfied,  there  will
be  no  incentive  to  participate  (or  to  continue  participating)
in  the  community.  On  the  contrary,  if  individual  members’
experiences  in  previous  interactions  within  the  community
prove  positive,  they  will  feel  satisfied  and  motivated  to  par-
ticipate  (or  to  participate  more  actively)  in  the  community
activities  (Casaló  et  al.,  2010).  In  this  line  of  thought,  Jin
et  al.  (2010a)  evidence  the  influence  of  positive  disconfirma-
tion  of  both  utilitarian  and  hedonic  experiential  values  on
individual  member  satisfaction  and  affective  commitment
and,  in  turn,  on  ‘‘continuance  intention  to  participate’’  in
an  online  community.  Likewise,  Loureiro  et  al.  (2015)  note
how  a  satisfied  member  is  more  willing  to  engage  deeply.

This  effect  of  positive  experiences  on  active  participa-

tion  might  also  be  explained  as  the  result  of  ‘‘the  call  of
duty’’  (Wiertz  and  de  Ruyter,  2007)  or  a  sense  of  indebt-
edness  (Chan  and  Li,  2010),  according  to  which  community
members  tend  to  reciprocate  the  social  support  received.
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in  et  al.  (2010b)  show  that,  in  return  for  the  social  and
unctional  benefits  gained  from  community  participation,
embers  reciprocate  with  their  affective  and  calculative

ommitment  to  the  virtual  community.  In  our  case,  users
ho  gain  utilitarian  and  hedonic  experiential  values  by  par-

icipating  in  the  FBP  are  more  likely  to  reciprocate.  In
his  regard,  active  engagement  is  understood  as  a  recip-
ocating  behaviour  to  reduce  the  sense  of  indebtedness.
urthermore,  participation  may  also  be  due  to  patterns  of
mitation  and  contagion.  Based  on  observational  learning
heory,  Zhou  et  al.  (2013)  explore  the  transformation  mech-
nism  that  converts  visitors  into  active  members  in  online
rand  communities.  If,  by  viewing  posts,  visitors  realize
he  benefits  of  active  member  participation  and  perceive
osts  as  having  informational  and  social  values,  they  will
e  interested  in  imitating  member  behaviour  and  in  seeking
reater  belongingness  to  the  community  through  a stronger
ntention  to  participate.  Finally,  in  line  with  the  flow  the-
ry  (Novak  et  al.,  2000),  if  community  users  experience
‘flow’’  in  their  online  interactions  (more  likely  when  they
re  involved  in  enjoyable  activities  that  provide  them  with
tility  and  entertainment),  they  will  be  more  inclined  to
pend  time  and  effort  in  contributing  to  the  community.  In
act,  Hall-Phillips  et  al.  (2016)  report  a  direct  and  positive
ink  between  escapism  and  engagement  in  social  networks.

All  of  this  drives  us  to  advocate  the  experiential  ori-
in  of  engagement  and  suggest  a positive  direct  effect  of
he  experiential  value  obtained  on  the  level  of  engagement
xpressed  by  page  users.  In  turn,  users’  experiential  value
omes  from  connecting  to  a brand  page  and  stems  from
he  global  evaluation  of  their  relationship  history  within  the
ommunity  (i.e.,  their  experiential  history  of  interaction
ith  the  brand,  the  firm  and  other  page-users).  Even  so,  in

his  process  of  producing  both  utilitarian  and  hedonic  expe-
iential  values,  page  posts  play  a  particularly  key  role.  When
sers  are  exposed  to  Facebook  page  posts,  the  elicited  affec-
ive  and  cognitive  elaborations  determine  attitudes  towards
he  posts  (Chen  et  al.,  2015),  which  are  later  transferred
o  experiences  and  perceptions  of  experiential  value.  As  a
esult,  the  interest  which  users  perceive  in  the  page  posts
ill  determine  the  quality  of  their  relational  experience
ith  the  brand  page.

It  is  clear,  however,  that  Facebook-page  posts  can  be  gen-
rated  by  both  marketer  and  peer  user.  Thus,  depending  on
he  post  creator,  posts  can  be  categorized  as  either  ‘‘brand
ost’’  or  ‘‘user  post’’.  Unlike  user-generated  content  (i.e.
ser  posts),  brand  posts  (BPs)  refer  to  the  content  cre-
ted  and  directly  controlled  by  an  identified  marketer  (or
rand)  under  the  tenet  of  viral  marketing  (Chen  et  al.,
015).  Through  these  posts,  the  firm  seeks  to  influence
age  user  experiences.  Yet,  BP  content  may  vary  enor-
ously  and  not  all  BPs  generate  the  same  values  to  the  same
egree.  According  to  Luarn  et  al.  (2015),  marketers  can  post
nformation  about  the  product,  firm,  brand  or  marketing
ctivities  (informational  posts);  messages  presenting  limited
ffers,  samples,  coupons,  special  offers  and  other  cam-
aign  activities  aimed  at  promoting  the  brand  (remuneration
osts);  questions,  opinion  polls  and  other  messages  encour-

ging  users  to  discuss,  interact  and  actively  participate  on
rand  pages  (social  posts),  or  content  that  is  unrelated  to
he  brand  or  a  particular  product,  but  provides  an  oppor-
unity  for  users  to  enjoy  themselves,  have  fun  and  escape
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outine  (entertainment  posts).  Assuming,  therefore,  that
Ps  are  designed  to  offer  a  range  of  benefits  (e.g.,  entertain-
ent  or  firm-  and  brand-related  information)  or  to  spark  an

rray  of  different  responses,  the  interest  which  such  content
rouses  is  expected  to  shape  user  experience  in  the  FBP  and
he  type  and  level  of  experiential  value  to  emerge.

Taken  together,  the  preceding  arguments  suggest  that
xperiential  value  mediates  the  effect  of  brand  posts
BPs)  on  users’  page  engagement  behaviour.  The  distinction
etween  ‘‘utility’’  and  ‘‘entertainment’’  as  experiential
alues  leads  us  to  consider  the  possible  two-fold  influ-
nce  of  BPs  on  user  behavioural  engagement.  Indeed,  as
hown  in  Fig.  1,  we  propose  two  experiential  routes  of
ctive  engagement:  the  utilitarian  route,  which  derives  from
nformational  value,  and  the  entertainment  route,  which
erives  from  enjoyment  and  escapism  values.  Such  a  consid-
ration  of  experiential  values  as  mediating  variables  entails
he  assumption  that  (1)  BPs  are  factors  inducing  expe-
iential  value  and  (2)  active  engagement  is  a  behaviour
nduced  by  experiential  values.  Accordingly,  the  following
ypothesis  (broken  down  into  more  specific  and  operational
ub-hypotheses)  is  submitted  for  empirical  testing:

1.  On  a  FBP,  experiential  value  mediates  the  influence  of
rand  posts  on  a  user’s  page  engagement  behaviour,  inas-
uch  as  brand  posts  contribute  towards  the  perception  of
oth  utilitarian  (H1a) and  hedonic  (H1b) experiential  values
albeit  differently,  depending  on  the  orientation  or  content
ype  of  brand  posts)  and,  in  turn,  the  perception  of  both
tilitarian  (H1c) and  hedonic  (H1d) experiential  values  con-
ributes  positively  to  a  user’s  page  engagement  behaviour.

he  moderating  effect  of  a  user’s  brand  purchase
ntensity

iven  that  the  present  study  focuses  on  analysing  the  expe-
iences  and  engagement  of  individuals  who  display  a  positive
ttitude  towards  the  brand  (inferred  because  they  are  fans
f  the  brand  page)  and  who  also  tend  to  purchase  the  brand,
e  were  keen  to  find  out  whether  the  amount  they  purchase

n  any  way  influences  the  effects  considered.  Empirical  evi-
ence  has  shown  that  more  intense  purchasers  are  more
ngaged  and  maintain  more  stable  and  longer-lasting  rela-
ions  with  the  firm  (e.g.,  Reinartz  and  Kumar,  2003).  In
he  present  context,  we  might  also  speculate  that  brand
urchase  intensity  could  affect  page-users’  perceptions,
ttitudes  and  behaviours  and,  therefore,  might  influence  the
xtent  to  which  interacting  with  the  BPs  generates  utility  or
ntertainment  and,  in  turn,  fosters  engagement.

As  regards  the  effect  of  the  type  of  BP  on  the  perceived
xperience  (H1a  and  H1b),  it  could  be  argued  that  more
ntense  purchasers,  thanks  to  their  greater  brand  purchase
nd  consumption  experience,  are  more  familiar  with  the
rand  and  with  the  firm’s  products  and,  therefore,  perceive
ess  utility  in  posts  that  offer  informative  content.  Should
his  be  the  case,  the  effect  of  informational  posts  on  utili-
arian  value  will  be  less,  the  higher  the  purchase  intensity

negative  moderating  effect  on  H1a).  Yet,  regular  buyers  of
he  brand  might  also  be  thought  to  be  more  sensitive  to
he  latest  information  on  the  firm’s  products  and  its  inno-
ations,  which  would  allow  us  to  conjecture  the  opposite
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nformational  post  effect  to  the  one  suggested  earlier  (i.e.,
 positive  moderating  effect  on  H1a).  Similar  observations
ight  also  be  made  with  regard  to  other  kinds  of  BPs  and

he  other  type  of  experiential  value.
Likewise,  it  is  also  possible  to  put  forward  contradictory

ypotheses  for  the  moderating  effect  of  purchase  intensity
n  the  relations  suggested  in  H1c  and  H1d  between  expe-
iential  values  and  engagement.  On  the  one  hand,  it  seems
easonable  to  consider  that  the  most  intense  purchasers  will
e  more  engaged  with  the  brand  and  will,  therefore,  be
ore  inclined  towards  page  engagement  irrespective  of  how

hey  evaluate  their  experience  in  the  FBP.  In  such  instances,
age  engagement  would  be  shaped  less  by  experiential  val-
es  when  the  user  is  a  more  intense  purchaser  (negative
oderating  effect  on  H1c  and  H1d).  Nevertheless,  it  might

lso  be  argued  that  purchasers  who  are  more  intense  and
nvolved  with  the  brand  behave  motivated  more  by  the
all  of  reciprocity  and,  therefore,  adjust  their  engagement
ehaviour  better  to  the  level  of  value  they  receive.  By  con-
rast,  purchasers  who  are  less  intense  and  less  involved  with
he  brands  might  act  less  motivated  by  reciprocity  and  more
y  opportunism,  leading  them  to  display  a  lower  level  of
ngagement  with  the  page,  somewhat  irrespective  of  the
alue  received.  In  this  case,  the  positive  effect  of  the  expe-
iential  value  on  page  engagement  will  be  clearer  for  more
ntense  purchasers  (positive  moderating  effect  on  H1c  and
1d).

Since  we  put  forward  this  purchase-intensity  effect  as
n  exploratory  question,  we  will  test  empirically  for  the
oderating  effect,  but  do  not  posit  a  specific  directional

ypothesis.

2.  The  page-user’s  brand  purchase  intensity  moderates
he  direct  and  indirect  effects  considered  in  hypothesis  H1,
.e.,  the  direct  influence  of  BP  on  experiential  value,  the
irect  influence  of  experiential  value  on  engagement,  and
he  indirect  influence  of  BP  on  engagement.

All  the  proposed  relations  are  shown  in  Fig.  1.

ata

ample

he  information  required  to  estimate  the  model  and  to  test
he  hypotheses  was  taken  from  a  sample  of  fans  in  a  Face-
ook  page  of  a  Spanish  brand  of  women’s  fashion  run  by
he  firm  itself.  The  fashion  brand,  which  wishes  to  remain
nonymous,  currently  boasts  some  27,000  Facebook  fans.
lthough  the  brand  is  commercialized  in  different  European
ountries,  the  fan  page  is  addressed  to  Spanish  customers
it  is  in  Spanish).

The  fashion  industry  is  unquestionably  one  of  enormous
mportance  when  analysing  the  value  of  online  commu-
ities  for  brands  (e.g.,  Park  and  Cho,  2012;  Christofer,
014),  given  that  many  communities  and  blogs  run  by  the
rands  themselves  or  by  fashion  lovers  have  emerged  in

ecent  years.  Moreover,  clothes  are  experiential  products
ith  emotional  connotations  in  addition  to  their  utilitarian

unctions  (Hirschman  and  Holbrook,  1982).  The  fan  pages
f  the  brands  are  thus  likely  to  offer  followers  the  chance
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Figure  1  R

to  find  both  hedonic  and  utilitarian  experiences.  In  the
case  of  the  Facebook  page  chosen  for  the  present  study,
the  content  generated  by  the  firm  (BP)  includes  catalogue
photos,  descriptions  of  clothes,  information  on  promotions,
ideas  for  matching  clothes  and  accessories,  ‘‘the  making
of’’  videos,  photos  of  fans  and  famous  people  wearing  the
brand’s  clothes,  opinion  polls  about  new  designs,  prize  draws
amongst  fans  as  well  as  invitations  to  take  part  in  activ-
ities  organized  by  the  page,  information  concerning  the
brand’s  presence  at  fairs  and  fashion  shows  together  with
appearances  in  the  social  media  (television,  magazines  or
blogs),  etc.  On  said  brand  page,  the  firm  does  not  post
messages  that  do  not  refer  to  the  firm  or  the  brand,  in  ref-
erence  to  the  type  of  content  which  Cvijikj  and  Michahelles
(2013),  de  Vries  et  al.  (2012)  or  Luarn  et  al.  (2015)  term  as
‘‘entertainment  posts’’.

In  order  to  gather  information,  a  link  to  an  online  ques-
tionnaire  was  inserted  in  a  post  of  the  Facebook  fan-page.  In
an  effort  to  encourage  people  to  reply,  fans  were  offered  a
10  Euro  voucher  for  their  next  online  purchase.  We  obtained
266  responses.  Since  the  firm  disposed  of  the  emails  address
provided  by  respondents,  it  was  noted  that  some  individuals
submitted  the  questionnaire  twice.  After  deletion  of  dupli-
cated  answers,  a  final  sample  of  252  responses  was  accepted
for  analysis.  Given  that  those  surveyed  chose  themselves
when  responding,  the  sample  cannot  be  considered  repre-
sentative.  Nevertheless,  we  feel  that  it  is  a  valid  sample
for  studying  the  behaviour  of  the  most  active  followers  and
those  most  closely  linked  to  the  brand.  Even  though  the  sam-
ple  is  not  random,  we  calculated  the  sampling  error  and
obtained  a  value  of  6.13%  for  a  confidence  interval  of  95%,
a  finite  population  size  (19,895  fans)  and  a  sample  of  252
interviewees.

As  regards  the  description  of  the  sample  in  terms  of
sex,  age,  qualifications  and  occupation,  all  of  those  who
answered  were  women,  52%  were  aged  between  36  and  45,
69%  held  a  university  degree  and  71%  were  salaried  workers,
reflecting  fairly  well  the  profile  of  the  brand’s  purchasers.

As  for  their  purchase  behaviour,  over  the  past  year,  33%  had
bought  over  four  of  the  brand’s  garments,  37%  between  two
and  four,  17%  only  one  and  13%  none.  Finally,  with  regard
to  where  they  preferred  to  buy  the  brand,  52%  stated  a
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reference  for  the  physical  store  and  48%  for  the  online
tore.

easures

easurement  of  the  variables  (Table  1) is  based  on  a
eview  of  the  literature  and  on  the  scales  validated  in  prior
esearch,  although  some  variables  had  to  be  adapted  to  the
ontext  of  the  study.  Except  for  the  number  of  brand  articles
urchased,  all  items  were  measured  on  1  to  5  point  Lik-
rt  type  scales.  User  brand-page  engagement  was  measured
sing  three  indicators  reflecting  the  frequency  (from  1:  vir-
ually  never,  to  5:  quite  often)  with  which  those  surveyed
ngaged  with  the  brand  page  through  the  three  options
ffered  by  Facebook:  like,  comment  and  share  (e.g.,  Cvijikj
nd  Michahelles,  2013;  Luarn  et  al.,  2015).  Although  these
ndicators  reflect  different  behaviours,  they  are  usually
losely  related,  and  so  were  treated  as  reflective  items.  As
egards  user  experiences  in  the  social  network,  the  hedonic
xperiential  value  (i.e.,  entertainment)  was  measured  with
wo  indicators  of  enjoyment  and  one  indicator  reflecting
scapism  used  by  Mathwick  et  al.  (2001),  whereas  the  util-
tarian  experiential  value  (i.e.,  utility)  scale  was  based  on
revious  scales  of  perceived  utility  (e.g.,  Davis  et  al.,  1989;
ulviwat  et  al.,  2007)  but  adapted  to  the  case  of  a  fashion
ocial  network.

To  pinpoint  content  types  of  BPs,  15  items  were  pro-
osed  reflecting  the  various  content  offered  by  the  firm  on
ts  Facebook  page  and  which  was  rated  by  fans  in  terms  of
he  interest  said  content  generated  in  five-position  scales
anging  from  1  (not  in  the  least  interesting)  to  5  (very  inter-
sting).  These  items  were  grouped  into  the  three  categories
hat  emerged  from  an  exploratory  factorial  analysis:  (1)
nteraction  content/posts  or  posts  that  encourage  fans  to
et  involved  (e.g.,  uploading  photos,  commenting  or  voting);
2)  image  content/posts  or  posts  that  convey  the  brand’s
mage  and  social  presence  (e.g.,  ‘‘making  of’’  videos,  the
rand’s  appearance  on  television,  blogs  and  magazines,  or

hotos  and  videos  of  famous  people  wearing  the  brand),
nd  (3)  information  content/posts  or  posts  that  provide
nformation  about  the  brand  and  its  products  (e.g.,  cata-
ogue,  description  of  garments  and  accessories,  promotions
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Table  1  Variables  measured.

Variables  and  indicators  Mean  S.D.  Loadings

Engagement  (�  =  0.88;  CR  =  0.92;  AVE  =  0.80)
I take  part  in  the  posts  with  ‘‘likes’’ 2.88 1.261  0.847***

I  comment  on  the  posts  2.13  1.055  0.908***

I  share  the  posts  with  other  people  2.31  1.114  0.942***

Utility  (˛  =  0.92;  CR  =  0.94;  AVE  =  0.80)
The fan-page. .  .

Helps  me  to  decide  what  to  buy  3.25  1.100  0.884***

Helps  me  to  decide  what  to  wear  or  how  to  match  up  clothes  3.12  1.137  0.877***

Offers  me  useful  information  3.51  1.024  0.902***

Gives  me  ideas 3.63 0.991 0.917***

Entertainment  (˛  =  0.92;  CR  =  0.95;  AVE  =  0.86)
The  fan-page  .  .  .

Provides  a  welcome  distraction  from  my  daily  routine  3.27  1.145  0.899***

Is  fun  3.44  1.060  0.952***

Really  entertains  me  3.15  1.101  0.925***

Information  posts  (˛  =  0.83;  CR  =  0.88;  AVE  =  0.66)
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in.  . .

Posts informing  me  about  special  offers 4.25 0.960  0.793***

Posts  with  catalogue  photos 4.08  1.009  0.801***

Posts  with  descriptions  of  garments 3.87 1.078  0.818***

Posts  with  ideas  about  how  to  match  up  clothes 3.77 1.115 0.831***

Image  posts  (˛  =  0.92;  CR  =  0.94;  AVE  =  0.76)
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in  .  .  .

Posts about  [the  Brand]  appearing  on  television  3.37  1.147  0.943***

Posts  about  [the  Brand]  appearing  in  blogs  3.30  1.142  0.920***

Post  about  [the  Brand]  appearing  in  magazines  3.37  1.130  0.919***

Posts  with  photos  of  famous  people  wearing  [the  Brand]  3.33  1.149  0.867***

Posts  with  videos  on  the  making  of  3.18  1.207  0.701***

Interaction  posts  (˛  =  0.88;  CR  =  0.92;  AVE  =  0.69)
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in  .  .  .

Posts encouraging  me  to  upload  fan  photos  3.06  1.193  0.839***

Posts  encouraging  me  to  comment  3.09  1.147  0.920***

Posts  asking  me  to  vote  2.94  1.157  0.852***

Posts  with  specific  mentions  of  fans  or  their  comments  3.08  1.123  0.895***

Posts  announcing  prize  draws  for  fans  4.15  1.086  0.622***

* p < 0.05 (bilateral).
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** p < 0.01 (bilateral).
*** p < 0.001 (bilateral).

r  ideas  for  matching  up  clothes).  For  the  subsequent  anal-
ses,  the  item  relating  to  ‘‘prize  draws’’,  which  factorial
nalysis  located  in  the  factor  we  referred  to  as  ‘‘information
ontent/posts’’,  was  relocated  to  the  factor  ‘‘interaction
ontent/posts’’.  This  is  because  in  the  page  analyzed,  the
rize  draws  appear  as  an  incentive  to  take  part  or  as  a
eward  for  users  who  engage  in  the  page  by  liking,  shar-
ng  or  commenting.  Finally,  brand  purchase  intensity  was
easured  as  the  number  of  garments  purchased  over  the

ast  year  on  a  four-point  scale:  (1)  no  purchase,  (2)  one  gar-
ent,  (3)  between  two  and  four  garments  and  (4)  more  than

our  garments.  This  variable  was  dichotomized  so  as  to  cre-

te  two  user  groups:  lower-intensity  (LI)  group,  comprising
he  76  fans  who  purchased  one  or  no  garments,  and  higher-
ntensity  (HI)  group,  made  up  of  the  196  fans  who  purchased
wo  or  more  garments.
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Table  1  shows  the  indicators  used  and  the  descriptive
tatistics  (mean  and  standard  deviation)  of  each  indica-
or,  as  well  as  the  standardized  factorial  loadings  in  the
easurement  model  to  emerge  from  partial  least  squares

nalysis  (PLS).  Also  offered  are  Cronbach’s  alpha  coeffi-
ient,  composite  reliability  (CR)  and  the  average  variance
xtracted  (AVE)  of  each  reflective  construct.  Table  2  shows
he  correlation  matrix  as  well  as  the  square  root  of  the  AVE
n  order  to  test  the  discriminant  validity  of  the  proposed
ariables  following  the  criterion  of  Fornell-Larcker.  A  high
orrelation  can,  however,  be  seen  between  the  two  dimen-
ions  of  the  experiential  value  (utility  and  entertainment).

lthough  they  are  different  concepts  and  are  not  expected
o  be  highly  correlated,  in  the  current  context  (fashion
ans)  we  suspect  that  utility  and  entertainment  might  act
s  reflective  dimensions  of  an  experiential  value  construct.
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Table  2  Correlation  matrix.

Information  posts  Image  posts  Interaction  posts  Utility  Entertainment

Information  posts  0.811
Image  posts  0.660  0.874
Interaction  posts  0.698  0.755  0.832
Utility 0.684  0.603  0.630  0.895
Entertainment  0.684  0.584  0.678  0.749  0.925
Engagement  0.396  0.456  0.571  0.465  0.440
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The diagonal shows the square root of the AVE of the reflective co

To  check  this,  we  performed  Type  I  second-order  confirma-
tory  factor  analysis  (Jarvis  et  al.,  2003)  that  confirmed  the
reflective  nature  of  utility  and  entertainment  as  dimensions
of  experiential  value  [�2(13)  =  32.82,  p  =  0.000,  GFI  =  0.964,
AGFI  =  0.923,  CFI  =  0.987,  NFI  =  0.979,  RMSEA  =  0.078].

In  order  to  avoid,  or  at  least  minimize,  common  method
variance  bias,  we  followed  some  recommendations  made
by  Podsakoff  et  al.  (2003)  when  designing  the  question-
naire:  respondents  were  explicitly  assured  that  there  were
no  right  or  wrong  answers  and  that  the  information  they
provided  would  be  treated  confidentially;  item  wording  was
revised  so  as  to  avoid  ambiguous  or  unfamiliar  terms;  dif-
ferent  response  formats  were  used;  and  question  order  did
not  match  the  causal  sequence  in  the  model.  In  addition,
Harman’s  single-factor  test  was  performed.  Evidence  for
common  method  bias  exists  when  a  single  factor  emerges
from  the  factor  analysis  or  when  one  general  factor  accounts
for  the  majority  of  covariance  among  the  measures.  In
our  case,  exploratory  factor  analysis  with  all  the  indicators
produced  five  factors  with  an  eigenvalue  greater  than  1.0
(accounting  for  76%  of  explained  variance)  and  a  first  fac-
tor  explaining  only  22%  of  variance.  In  sum,  the  procedural
remedies  applied  and  the  findings  of  the  above-mentioned
test  suggest  that  common  method  bias  is  not  a  major  con-
cern  in  this  study.

The  unmeasured  latent  methods  factor  test  (Podsakoff
et  al.,  2003)  was  also  performed.  We  introduced  a  CMV  fac-
tor  that  includes  all  the  principal  constructs’  indicators  and
calculated  the  degree  to  which  each  indicator’s  variance
was  explained  by  its  principal  construct  (i.e.,  substantive
variance)  and  by  the  CMV  factor.  While  substantive  variance
averaged  0.777,  the  average  method-based  variance  is  0.023
(Table  3).  As  the  ratio  of  substantive  variance  to  method
variance  is  about  34:1,  and  most  of  the  method  factor  load-
ings  are  insignificant,  this  analysis  also  indicates  that  CMV  is
unlikely  to  be  a  critical  factor  in  the  study.

Analysis and results

In  order  to  test  the  hypotheses  posited,  the  partial  least
squares  (PLS)  method  was  applied  using  SmartPLS  (Ringle
et  al.,  2005)  software.  The  levels  of  statistical  significance
of  the  coefficients  of  the  measurement  and  structural  model
were  calculated  using  bootstrapping  with  500  sub-samples.

The  results  of  estimating  the  structural  model  (Model  1
or  full-mediation  model)  are  shown  in  the  first  column
of  Table  4.  In  order  to  test  the  robustness  of  the  results
obtained,  each  latent  constructs  was  reduced  to  a  single
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cts (all except engagement).

ndex  (as  the  average  of  its  indicators)  and  the  model  was
stimated  by  means  of  path  analysis  (using  AMOS  23.0  soft-
are).  Said  estimation  allows  us  to  consider  the  reflective
ature  of  the  two  dimensions  of  experiential  value  (allow-
ng  the  correlation  of  the  measurement  errors  of  utility
nd  entertainment)  and  to  obtain  goodness-of-fit  indices.
s  shown  in  the  second  column  of  Table  4,  the  fit  obtained
id  not  prove  satisfactory.  The  full-mediation  model  was
hen  compared  to  several  nested  models  considering  the
irect  effects  of  brand  post  content  on  engagement,  that
s,  the  partial  mediation  of  the  utilitarian  and  hedonic
xperiential  values  in  the  relationship  between  type  of
P  and  user  engagement.  This  revealed  that  introducing  a
irect  effect  of  the  interaction  posts  on  engagement  signifi-
antly  improved  the  model’s  goodness-of-fit  (third  column
n  Table  4).  Lastly,  this  quasi-mediation  model  (Model  2)
as  estimated  by  means  of  PLS  (fourth  column  in  Table  4).
hese  final  results  were  used  to  test  hypotheses  H1a,  H1b,
1c,  and  H1d.  Despite  the  high  correlation  between  util-

ty  and  entertainment,  the  values  of  the  variance  inflation
actor  (VIF)  rule  out  the  existence  of  problems  of  multi-
ollinearity  between  the  determinants  of  engagement,  both
n  the  full  mediation  model  [VIF  (Utility)  =  2.274;  VIF  (Enter-
ainment)  =  2.274]  and  in  the  quasi-mediation  model  [VIF
Interaction  posts)  =  1.976;  VIF  (Utility)  =  2.728;  VIF  (Enter-
ainment)  =  2.711].

In light  of  the  results,  it  can  be  confirmed  that  the
ontent  of  BPs  impacts  on  the  perception  of  experiential
alues.  In  fact,  the  three  kinds  of  BP  account  for  over
fty  per  cent  of  the  variability  of  utility  (R2 =  0.524)  and
ntertainment  (R2 =  0.547).  Specifically,  in  agreement  with
1a,  the  interest  aroused  by  information  posts  (b  =  0.434,

 <  0.001),  image  posts  (b  =  0.161,  p  <  0.05)  and  interac-
ion  posts  (b  =  0.206,  p  <  0.05)  positively  and  significantly
ffects  the  utilitarian  experiential  value.  In  agreement  with
1b,  information  posts  (b  =  0.399,  p  <  0.001)  and  interaction
osts  (b  =  0.367,  p  <  0.001)  positively  and  significantly  affect
edonic  experiential  value.  However,  the  same  cannot  be
aid  of  image  posts,  whose  effect  on  entertainment  does  not
rove  significant  (b  =  0.044,  p  >  0.1).  Aside  from  this  excep-
ion,  hypotheses  H1a  and  H1b  can  be  seen  to  be  supported.

In  turn,  the  perception  of  an  extrinsic  or  utilitarian
xperiential  value  significantly  contributes  to  improving  fan
ngagement  in  FBP,  in  other  words,  to  enhancing  their  level
f  activity  by  following,  commenting  on  and  sharing  posts,

oth  in  the  full-mediation  model  (b  = 0.309,  p  < 0.001)  and  in
he  quasi-mediation  model  (b  =  0.169,  p  <  0.05).  In  the  case
f  intrinsic  or  hedonic  experiential  value,  things  change.
s  expected,  the  result  of  estimating  the  full-mediation
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Table  3  Common  method  variance  analysis.

Variables  and  indicators  Construct
loading  (CL)

CL2 Method-Factor
Loading  (MFL)

MFL2

Engagement
I  take  part  in  the  posts  with  ‘‘likes’’  0.887** 0.787  −0.002  0.000
I comment  on  the  posts  0.921** 0.848  −0.016  0.000
I share  the  posts  with  other  people  0.901** 0.812  0.018  0.000

Utility
The fan-page. .  .

Helps  me  to  decide  what  to  buy  0.870** 0.757  0.017  0.000
Helps me  to  decide  what  to  wear  or  how  to  match  up  clothes 0.940** 0.884  −0.073  0.005
Offers me  useful  information 0.936** 0.876 −0.040 0.002
Gives me  ideas 0.839** 0.704 0.091* 0.008

Entertainment
The fan-page  .  .  .

Provides  a  welcome  distraction  from  my  daily  routine  0.968** 0.937  −0.080  0.006
Is fun  0.994** 0.988  −0.049  0.002
Really entertains  me  0.817** 0.667  0.126** 0.016

Information  posts
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in.  . .

Posts informing  me  about  special  offers  4 0.924** 0.854  −0.135  0.018
Posts with  catalogue  photos  1 0.913** 0.834 −0.132* 0.017
Posts with  descriptions  of  garments  13 0.809** 0.654 0.015 0.000
Posts with  ideas  about  how  to  match  up  clothes  15 0.612** 0.375 0.238** 0.057

Image posts
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in  .  .  .

Posts about  [the  Brand]  appearing  on  television  1.031** 1.063  −0.095* 0.009
Posts about  [the  Brand]  appearing  in  blogs  0.997** 0.994  −0.087  0.008
Post about  [the  Brand]  appearing  in  magazines  0.892** 0.796  0.036  0.001
Posts with  photos  of  famous  people  wearing  [the  Brand]  0.982** 0.964  −0.124* 0.015
Posts with  videos  on  the  making  of  0.379** 0.144  0.346** 0.120

Interaction posts
I pay  attention  to  and  am  interested  in  .  .  .

Posts encouraging  me  to  upload  fan  photos  1.043** 1.088  −0.222** 0.049
Posts encouraging  me  to  comment  0.982** 0.964  −0.069  0.005
Posts asking  me  to  vote  0.814** 0.663  0.042  0.002
Posts with  specific  mentions  of  fans  or  their  comments  0.975** 0.951  −0.086  0.007
Posts announcing  prize  draws  for  fans  0.200  0.040  0.459** 0.211

Average 0.859  0.777  0.007  0.023
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Significance level p < 0.05.
** Significance level p < 0.01.

odel  (Model  1)  evidences  a  positive  and  significant  effect
b  = 0.209,  p  <  0.01)  of  entertainment  on  engagement.  Nev-
rtheless,  this  effect  loses  all  its  power  and  ceases  to  be
ignificant  (b  =  −0.005,  p  >  0.1)  in  the  case  of  the  quasi-
ediation  model  (Model  2).  We  thus  find  support  for

ypothesis  H1c,  but  are  forced  to  reject  hypothesis  H1d.
inally,  although  it  is  not  an  effect  which  is  considered  in
ypothesis  H1  and  in  the  original  model,  we  see  how  inter-
ction  posts  have  a  strong  direct  impact  on  engagement
b  = 0.472,  p  <  0.001).  Indeed,  this  type  of  BP  becomes  the

ain  driver  of  active  participation,  even  above  the  two
imensions  of  experiential  value.

By  way  of  a  complement  to  the  results  commented
n,  Table  5  shows  the  indirect  effects  of  BP  type  on
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ngagement.  As  can  be  seen,  only  the  indirect  effect  of
nformation  posts  (b  =  0.072,  p  <  0.05),  whose  influence  on
ngagement  is  mainly  noticeable  through  utilitarian  expe-
iential  value,  proves  significant.  Even  if  they  generate
xperiential  value,  image  and  interaction  posts  do  not
ontribute  significantly  to  engagement  through  the  indi-
ect  experiential  route.  Nevertheless,  the  existence  of  the
reviously  mentioned  direct  effect  of  interaction  posts
n  engagement  leads  us  to  conclude  that  its  effect  on
ngagement  is  immediate,  without  any  intermediation  from

xperience.  As  a  result,  we  can  partially  support  H1  since
e  see  three  types  of  effects  of  BPs  on  engagement  depend-

ng  on  the  BP  content  type:  (1)  a  purely  indirect  effect  (not
irect)  through  utility,  in  the  case  of  information  posts;  (2)
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Table  4  Results:  hypothesized  and  respecified  models.

Model  1
Full-mediation  model

Model  2
Quasi-mediation  model

PLS  estimation  Path  analysis  Path  analysis  PLS  estimation

Antecedents  of  utility
Information  posts  →  utility 0.434*** 0.418*** 0.418*** 0.434***

Image  posts  →  utility  0.162* 0.168* 0.168* 0.161*

Interaction  posts  →  utility  0.206* 0.206*** 0.206*** 0.206*

Antecedents  of  entertainment
Information  posts  →  Entertainment  0.399*** 0.391*** 0.391*** 0.399***

Image  posts  →  entertainment  0.044  0.044  0.044  0.044
Interaction  posts  →  entertainment  0.367*** 0.370*** 0.370*** 0.367***

Antecedents  of  engagement
Utility  →  engagement  0.309*** 0.303*** 0.173* 0.169*

Entertainment  →  engagement  0.209** 0.215** -0.009  -0.005
Interaction  posts  →  engagement  -  -  0.472*** 0.472***

R2 adjusted  (Utility)  0.524  0.512  0.512  0.524
R2 adjusted  (Entertainment)  0.547  0.543  0.543  0.547
R2 adjusted  (Engagement) 0.236  0.234  0.347  0.347

Goodness of  fit

�2(3)  =  41.27  �2(2)  =  1.430
(p  =  0.000)  (p  =  0.715)
GFI  =  0.952  GFI  =  0.998
AGFI  =  0.663  AGFI  =  0.980
CFI  =  0.959  CFI  =  1.000
NFI =  0.957  NFI  =  0.998
RMSEA  =  0.225  RMSEA  =  0.000

* p < 0.05 (bilateral).
** p < 0.01 (bilateral).

*** p < 0.001 (bilateral).

Table  5  Indirect  effects  of  brand  posts  on  engagement.

Indirect  effects

Estimation  P-values

Information  posts  →  engagement  0.072  0.023
Image posts  →  engagement  0.027  0.159
Interaction  posts  →  engagement  0.033  0.310
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affect  engagement  (Table  7),  although  to  an  extent  and  at
a  level  of  significance  equally  as  poor  as  before:  b  =  0.034
an  insignificant  effect  (both  direct  and  indirect)  in  the  case
of  image  posts,  and  (3)  a  purely  direct  effect  (not  mediated
by  experiential  values)  in  the  case  of  interaction  posts.

With  regard  to  exploratory  hypothesis  H2,  namely,  the
moderating  effect  of  brand  purchase  intensity  on  the  rela-
tions  posited  in  H1,  we  examine  the  differences  between  the
two  groups  created  with  regard  to  how  many  of  the  brand’s
items  were  bought  (i.e.,  lower  and  higher  purchase  inten-
sity).  Table  6  shows  the  results  of  the  PLS  estimation  of  the
multi-group  structural  model.  In  order  to  test  H2,  we  use
the  parametric  significance  test  provided  by  SmartPLS  for
the  difference  of  group-specific  path  coefficients.  The  para-
metric  test  also  allows  us  to  gauge  measurement  invariance.

Across  the  groups,  neither  the  factor  loadings  nor  the  factor
weights  differ  significantly.  Configural  and  metric  invariance
can  thus  be  confirmed  (Steenkamp  and  Baumgartner,  1998).

(
H

inally,  Table  7  shows  the  indirect  effects  of  the  three  types
f  BP  on  engagement  for  each  user  group.

As  observed  when  analysing  the  sample  as  a  whole
Table  4, model  2),  entertainment  has  no  significant  impact
n  engagement  in  either  of  the  intensity  groups  (Table  6).
owever,  the  effect  of  utility  on  engagement,  which  did
rove  significant  for  the  sample  as  a  whole  (p  <  0.05),  ceases
o  be  so  for  the  LI  group  (b  =  0.160,  p  >  0.1)  and  only  proves
arginally  significant  for  the  HI  group  (b  = 0.175,  p  <  0.1).  In

ny  case,  as  the  parametric  test  reveals,  inter-group  differ-
nces  are  not  in  the  least  significant.  As  regards  the  effects
f  experiential  values  on  engagement,  the  two  intensity
roups  thus  follow  virtually  the  same  pattern  of  behaviour,
eading  us  to  reject  the  moderating  influence  of  brand  pur-
hase  intensity  on  the  relations  posited  in  H1c  and  H1d.

Once  again,  as  with  the  previous  analysis  for  the  total
ample,  information  posts  positively  and  significantly  affect
tilitarian  value,  both  in  the  LI  group  (b  =  0.427,  p  <  0.001)
nd  in  the  HI  group  (b  =  0.419,  p  <  0.001),  and  hedonic  value,
oth  in  the  LI  group  (b  =  0.482,  p  <  0.001)  and  in  the  HI  group
0.359,  p  <  0.001),  with  no  significant  differences  evident
etween  the  two  intensity  groups  (Table  6).  In  this  way,
hrough  experiential  values,  information  posts  indirectly
p  <  0.1),  for  the  LI  group,  and  b  =  0.089  (p  <  0.05),  for  the
I  group.  As  a  result,  contrary  to  what  was  conjectured  in
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Table  6  PLS  multi-group  analysis.

Brand  purchase  intensity  Comparisons  of  path  coefficients

Lower  intensity  Higher  intensity  Parametric  testa

Antecedents  of  utility
Information  posts  →  utility  0.427*** 0.419*** 0.958
Image posts  →  utility  0.356*** 0.032  0.052
Interaction  posts  →  utility  0.104  0.317*** 0.239

Antecedents  of  entertainment
Information  posts  →  entertainment 0.482*** 0.359*** 0.331
Image posts  →  entertainment 0.007 0.032 0.878
Interaction  posts  →  entertainment 0.314* 0.422*** 0.518

Antecedents  of  engagement
Utility  →  engagement  0.160  0.175† 0.933
Entertainment  →  engagement  −0.070  0.045  0.533
Interaction  posts  →  engagement  0.600*** 0.382*** 0.148
R2 adjusted  (Utility) 0.531  0.562  0.740
R2 adjusted  (Entertainment) 0.631 0.501  0.236
R2 adjusted  (Engagement) 0.444  0.300  0.169

a This method is a parametric significance test for the difference of group-specific PLS-SEM results that assumes equal variances across
groups. In this case, Levene’s test indicates that equal variance across groups can be assumed for all the variables.

* p < 0.05 (bilateral).
** p < 0.01 (bilateral).
*** p < 0.001 (bilateral).
† p < 0.10 (bilateral).

Table  7  Indirect  effects  of  brand  posts  on  engagement  for  each  group.

Brand  purchase  intensity

Lower  intensity  Higher  intensity  Parametric  test

Information  posts  →  engagement  0.034† 0.089* 0.408
Image posts  →  engagement  0.056  0.007  0.288
Interaction  posts  →  engagement  −0.006  0.074  0.286

* p < 0.05 (bilateral).
** p < 0.01 (bilateral).
***
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p < 0.001 (bilateral).
† p < 0 .10 (bilateral).

2,  brand  purchase  intensity  does  not  seem  to  moderate  the
irect  and  indirect  effects  of  informational  content.

In  the  case  of  image  posts,  the  situation  differs  slightly.
s  in  the  general  analysis,  this  kind  of  branded  content  does
ot  contribute  directly  to  entertainment  value  or  indirectly
o  behavioural  engagement  in  either  of  the  two  purchase-
ntensity  groups.  Nevertheless,  the  general  effect  of  image
osts  on  the  perception  of  utilitarian  value  (b  =  0.161,

 <  0.05)  is  now  no  longer  evident  in  the  case  of  the  HI  group
b  = 0.032,  p  >  0.1),  but  is  maintained  and  even  furthered,
oth  in  terms  of  power  and  level  of  significance,  in  the  case
f  the  LI  group  (b  =  0.356,  p  <  0.001).  Moreover,  as  evidenced
y  the  parametric  test,  this  difference  between  intensity
roups  is  significant  with  a  confidence  level  close  to  95%,
hich  provides  only  a  very  partial  support  for  the  hypoth-

sis  H2.  It  would  appear  that  BPs  which  convey  the  brand
mage  prove  useful  for  decision  making,  although  only  in
he  case  of  fans  who  display  lower  purchase  intensity  (i.e.

i
i
S

egative  moderating  effect  of  purchase  intensity  on  the
elation  posited  in  H1a).

Finally,  even  if  no  significant  differences  are  apparent
etween  the  groups,  one  comment  is  worth  making  with
egard  to  the  effects  of  interaction  posts.  On  the  one  hand,
his  type  of  BP  continues  to  emerge  as  a  clear  driver  of  the
ntertainment  experienced  by  page-users,  both  when  con-
erning  clients  who  are  not  very  intense  (b  =  0.314,  p  <  0.05)
nd  those  who  are  more  intense  (b  =  0.422,  p  <  0.001).  On  the
ther  hand,  it  can  be  seen  how  the  positive  effect  of  inter-
ction  posts  on  the  perception  of  utilitarian  value  is  less
vident  in  the  LI  group  (b  =  0.104,  p  >  0.1)  and  only  proves
trong  and  significant  in  the  case  of  the  HI  group  (b  =  0.317,

 < 0.001).  Thus,  even  though  we  lack  sufficient  statistical
vidence,  we  glimpse  a  possible  leverage  effect  of  purchase

ntensity  on  the  relation  between  the  interest  aroused  by
nteractive  content  and  the  perception  of  utilitarian  value.
omething  similar,  but  in  the  opposite  direction,  occurs  with
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the  direct  effect  of  interaction  posts  on  engagement.  Once
again,  even  though  the  difference  between  the  intensity
groups  is  not  statistically  significant,  it  does  appear  that
said  effect  is  greater  amongst  members  of  the  LI  group
(b  =  0.600,  p  <  0.001)  than  amongst  members  of  the  HI  group
(b  =  0.382,  p  <  0.001),  allowing  us  to  venture  the  possibility
of  a  dampening  effect  of  purchase  intensity  on  the  capacity
of  interaction  posts  to  directly  encourage  participation  in
brand  page  activities.

In  light  of  the  results  to  emerge  from  this  exploratory
analysis  and  exercising  due  caution,  we  conjecture  a  possi-
ble  two-fold  moderating  effect  of  brand  purchase  intensity
on  the  role  played  by  interaction  posts:  (1)  a  positive  moder-
ating  effect  concerning  the  influence  these  posts  have  on  the
perception  of  utility  and  (2)  a  negative  moderating  effect  on
their  direct  influence  on  engagement.  Both  effects  may  be
seen  as  small  signs  in  favour  of  H2.

Discussion

In  the  new  context  of  relationship  marketing,  social
networks  are  an  extremely  valuable  tool  for  firms  when  it
comes  to  handling  their  relations  with  clients  and  when  cre-
ating  and  maintaining  real  communities  around  their  brands.
Specifically,  beyond  merely  serving  as  a  window  to  promote
products  and  brands,  FBPs  may  contribute  positively  to  busi-
ness  performance  provided  that  relationship  with  clients  can
be  enhanced  and  that  customer  engagement  in  communica-
tion  and  value  creation  through  social  interaction  can  be
furthered.  In  this  context,  firms  clearly  need  to  decide  what
their  communication  strategy  will  be  if  they  are  to  secure
the  relational  engagement  of  page  users.  Based  on  this,  in
the  present  study  we  posit  that  more  active  commitment
may  be  obtained  from  users  by  offering  them  an  interactive
experience  in  the  brand  page,  particularly  an  experience
which  proves  sufficiently  appealing  and  valuable.

As  contended  by  authors  such  as  Brodie  et  al.  (2011),
Gummerus  et  al.  (2012)  or  Malthouse  and  Calder  (2011),  cus-
tomer  engagement  is  attained  through  relational  customer
experiences.  The  findings  to  emerge  from  the  empirical
analysis  evidence  that  experiences  with  the  brand  page  and
the  experiential  values  obtained  determine  users’  level  of
engagement,  allowing  us  to  consider  an  experiential  route
of  engagement.  At  the  same  time,  it  seems  clear  that  active
engagement  can  be  understood  as  a  reciprocating  behaviour.
In  order  to  explain  this  general  remark  more  clearly,  two
important  clarifications  should  be  made.

Firstly,  it  should  also  be  recognized  that,  contrary  to
what  was  conjectured,  the  experiential  route  is  not  the  main
way  of  promoting  engagement.  Whilst  not  denying  the  rela-
tive  importance  of  the  experiential  route,  engagement  does
appear  to  be  an  immediate  response  to  the  direct  call  to
participate  made  by  the  firm  to  page  users  through  so-called
interaction  posts.

Secondly,  we  see  how  the  explanatory  capacity  of  expe-
riential  value  is  due  exclusively  to  utility  value,  which
means  that  the  utilitarian  experiential  route  of  engage-

ment  fully  prevails  over  the  hedonic  experiential  route.
The  informational  support  received  when  making  purchase
decisions  generates  a  feeling  of  reciprocity  which  can  only
be  matched  by  reciprocation,  a  behaviour  which  is  slightly
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ore  evident  in  the  case  of  page  users  who  display  greater
rand  purchase  intensity.  Contrary  to  expectations,  the
articular  case  analyzed  does  not  seem  to  indicate  that
ntertainment  value  motivates  engagement.  It  may  thus  be
oncluded  that  perceived  utility  encourages  active  partic-
pation,  whereas  entertainment  produces  receptive  users
ut  not  active  participants.  One  feasible  explanation  for
his  result  could  be  related  to  the  content  of  the  posts  ana-
yzed.  Civijikj  and  Michahelles’  (2013)  findings  reveal  that
rand  posts  which  contain  entertaining  content  trigger  the
ighest  level  of  active  engagement  (i.e.,  liking,  commenting
nd  sharing  behaviours),  followed  by  posts  providing  brand-
elated  information  and  posts  which  offer  remuneration.
owever,  the  FBP  analyzed  in  our  study  does  not  contain
pecific  ‘‘entertainment  posts’’,  even  if  users  can  find  enter-
ainment  in  other  posts.  Thus,  the  firm  is  responsible  for
erceived  utilitarian  value  (informational  BP),  but  is  not
esponsible  for  perceived  hedonic  value.  Therefore,  users
ould  reciprocate  a  firm’s  efforts  with  active  participation
ut  would  only  reciprocate  informative  efforts.

Another  possible  explanation  for  this  result  concerns
ndividuals’  motivations  to  use  the  FBP,  which  might
elp  to  ascertain  whether  engagement  is  determined  by
he  perception  of  utility  or  the  perception  of  entertain-
ent.  Unfortunately,  the  study  of  the  relationship  between

sers’  motivations  and  participation  has  yielded  contra-
ictory  evidence.  Pöyry,  Parvinen  and  Malmivaara’s  (2013)
nalysis  reveals  that  hedonic  motivations  for  using  the
ompany-hosted  Facebook  brand  page  relate  to  a  higher
ropensity  to  participate  in  the  community,  whereas  utili-
arian  motivations  relate  more  strongly  to  merely  browsing
he  community  page.  Other  studies,  however,  point  to  par-
icipation  linked  to  utilitarian-motivated  individuals.  For
nstance,  Zaglia  (2013,  p.  219)  affirms  that,  compared
o  Facebook  groups,  ‘‘in  [company-hosted  Facebook]  fan
ages,  activities  related  to  the  community’s  purpose  are
more]  central,  and  consumers  participate  mainly  due  to
tilitarian  (e.g.,  getting  information)  motives’’.  In  this  line,
hao  and  Ross  (2015)  explore  different  stages  of  consumer
nteraction  with  a  FBP  community  and  conclude  that  com-
unity  users  require  entertainment  if  their  involvement
ith  the  FBP  is  to  be  sustained.  However,  as  consumers
ecome  more  sophisticated,  ‘‘information  seeking  is  the
nly  significant  motive  for  an  individual  to  post  on  a  Face-
ook  brand  page’’  (p.  253).  In  our  study,  we  do  not  measure
ser  motivation  although  we  do  find  that  FBP  users  perceive
oth  utility  and  entertainment  (the  mean  values  of  the  indi-
ators  are  over  3).  Therefore,  in  a  Facebook  fashion-brand
age,  both  utilitarian  and  hedonic  experiential  values  may
rove  to  be  key  elements  vis-à-vis  retaining  individuals  in
he  Facebook  community.  However,  in  terms  of  engagement,
sers  seem  to  be  motivated  by  utilitarian  reasons,  since  only
he  utilitarian  experiential  value  determines  active  partici-
ation  in  FBP  activities.

As  regards  how  efficient  BPs  are  as  (either  direct  or  indi-
ect)  determinants  of  engagement,  our  findings  point  to  a
ifferent  effect  of  each  type  of  post  depending  on  the  kind  of
ontent  in  question:  an  indirect  effect  of  information  posts

through  utility),  a  direct  effect  of  interaction  posts,  and  no
ffect  of  image  posts.

Irrespective  of  user  brand  purchase  intensity,  informa-
ion  posts  positively  and  significantly  impact  on  perceived
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tility  and  entertainment,  although  their  indirect  effect  on
ngagement  is  only  evident  through  the  utilitarian  route.
ne  may,  therefore,  sense  a  certain  wish  to  respond  to  the
all  of  duty  sparked  by  the  perceived  utility  of  brand-related
nformation  which  aids  problem  solving  and/or  decision
aking.  Nevertheless,  the  fact  that  this  indirect  effect  on

ngagement  is  not  as  strong  as  anticipated  might  be  due
o  the  existence  of  users  who  are  mere  information  seek-
rs  and  act  as  lurkers,  in  other  words,  who  browse  without
eciprocating  (Chan  and  Li,  2010;  de  Valck  et  al.,  2009).

Unlike  the  above,  image  posts  in  no  way  affect  engage-
ent.  Through  these  posts,  the  brand  ‘‘shows  off’’  its  social

elevance  to  its  fans  by  appearing  in  various  media.  How-
ver,  this  sparks  no  feeling  of  reciprocity  amongst  fans,
erhaps  because  such  content  is  seen  as  a  form  of  adver-
ising.  Even  so,  image  posts  do  make  quite  a  relevant
ontribution  to  utility,  albeit  only  in  the  case  of  users  who
isplay  less  brand  purchase  intensity.  When  taking  or  boost-
ng  their  purchase  decisions,  these  less  intense  purchasers
eed  to  know  that  the  brand  has  a  social  presence  and  is
ecognized  in  the  market.  For  such  buyers,  the  fact  that
he  brand  appears  on  TV  or  radio  programs  and  that  famous
eople  wear  its  clothes  proves  useful  when  it  comes  to
valuation  and  choice  in  the  purchase  decision  process.
or  regular  purchasers  of  the  brand,  namely  those  who  are
robably  more  familiar  it  and  have  a  more  clearly  defined
mage  thereof,  such  posts  are  not  so  useful.  What  does
rove  surprising  is  that  image  posts  fail  to  contribute  to
he  perception  of  hedonic  experiential  value.  The  possibil-
ty  should  therefore  be  considered  that  image  posts  are  not
omparable  to  ‘‘entertainment  posts’’,  messages  designed
or  users  to  enjoy,  entertain  and  amuse  themselves  with
ontent  that  is  not  specifically  related  to  the  brand  (Cvijikj
nd  Michahelles,  2013;  Luarn  et  al.,  2015).

Finally,  interaction  posts  contribute  towards  the  percep-
ion  of  utility  (albeit  to  a  greater  extent  in  the  case  of  the
igher  purchase-intensity  group)  and  entertainment  (very
learly  in  the  two  groups),  without  this  effect  becoming
oticeable,  through  either  of  the  two  experiential  routes,  in
ehavioural  engagement.  In  particular,  the  effect  of  inter-
ction  posts  on  utilitarian  experiential  value  merits  a  brief
xplanation,  since  it  might  be  surprising  that  posts  which
rovide  no  kind  of  information  make  a  significant  contribu-
ion  to  perceived  utility.  In  our  view,  for  a  specific  user,  BPs
hich  encourage  participation  are  not  useful  in  themselves,
ut  do  prove  valuable  in  that  they  foster  the  production
f  content  generated  by  other  users  (such  as  comments,
pinions  or  answers  to  questions),  which  might  be  helpful  in
ecision  making.  Thus,  the  greater  the  amount  of  informa-
ion  available  on  a  brand  page  thanks  to  these  user  posts,  the
reater  the  perceived  utility  of  the  page.  Through  this  indi-
ect  route,  interaction  posts  contribute  to  users’  utilitarian
xperiential  value.

What  would  appear  to  be  more  evident  is  the  particularly
trong  direct  effect  of  interaction  posts  on  engagement,

 phenomenon  found  in  both  groups  of  users.  As  a  result,
hat  is  interesting  in  this  case  is  not  so  much  its  expla-
ation,  which  is  obvious  given  the  nature  and  purpose  of

his  type  of  BP,  but  how  it  is  interpreted.  In  this  vein,  we
nd  two  possible  interpretations  which  correspond,  respec-
ively,  to  a  pessimistic  and  an  optimistic  view  of  relational
eality  in  brand  pages.  On  the  one  hand,  corresponding  to
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he  more  pessimistic  view,  users  in  general  (but  more  clearly
ess  intense  purchasers)  might  be  felt  to  respond  directly
o  interaction  posts  since  they  promise  more  or  less  def-
nite  rewards  (e.g.,  the  right  to  take  part  in  a  draw)  in
xchange  for  active  participation.  As  can  be  seen  in  Table  1,
Ps  which  generate  more  attention  and  prove  more  inter-
sting  are  precisely  those  which  provide  information  about
pecial  offers  (a  kind  of  information  post  with  an  average
nterest  score  of  4.25  out  of  5)  and  those  which  announce
rize  draws  amongst  fans  (a  kind  of  interaction  post  dis-
laying  an  average  score  of  4.15).  Moreover,  the  very  fact
hat  subjects  in  the  sample  answered  the  questionnaire
erves  to  support  such  an  interpretation,  since  it  should
e  remembered  that  the  survey  was  put  up  in  an  interac-
ive  post  that  rewarded  user  cooperation  by  offering  them  a
oucher.

In  contrast  to  this  pessimistic  view,  one  might  be  inclined
o  think  that  the  less  relevant  role  of  the  experiential  route
favouring  the  direct  effect  of  interaction  posts)  is  not  nec-
ssarily  indicative  of  a  low  level  of  commitment  to  the
rand  page.  Perhaps,  users  who  receive  experiential  val-
es  reciprocate  with  ‘‘brand  engagement’’  (e.g.,  positive
ord-of-mouth  in  their  most  personal  environment,  brand
dvocacy,  brand  acceptance,  brand  loyalty,  inhibition  to
witch  brand,  propensity  to  stay  in  the  brand  relationship
nd  other  consumer  brand-supporting  behaviours)  outside
he  brand  page,  but  not  in  the  public  forum  of  the  vir-
ual  community.  The  fact  that  they  do  not  correspond  to
he  value  received  with  their  active  participation  in  the
age  activities  might  be  due  to  the  inhibiting  effect  of  cer-
ain  personality  traits,  such  as  having  a  more  withdrawn
r  introverted  character  (e.g.,  Kabadayi  and  Price,  2014),
version  to  publicly  expressing  their  opinions  or  drawing
ttention,  a  fear  of  being  labelled  as  show-offs,  concern
hat  their  opinions  and  comments  might  go  unnoticed  or
nappreciated,  or  lack  of  faith  in  their  ability  to  make  con-
ributions  that  prove  original  and  interesting  to  others.  In
uch  instances,  interaction  posts  provide  the  opportunity
nd  the  means  of  expression  these  users  were  seeking  to
articipate  unselfishly  in  the  FBP  and  to  repay  the  bene-
ts  received.  Unfortunately,  the  information  available  does
ot  allow  us  to  gauge  to  what  extent  which  of  the  two
iews  (or  indeed  a combination  of  the  two)  is  the  dominant
ne.

In  summary,  by  way  of  a general  conclusion,  an  over-
ll  analysis  of  the  results  obtained  in  our  research  allows
s  to  state  that  the  three  kinds  of  BPs  considered  prove
ffective  in  terms  of  their  contribution  to  the  brand  page’s
elationship  success,  although  not  all  of  them  contribute  in
he  same  way  and  with  the  same  intensity.  To  a  greater  or
esser  degree  and  not  always  for  the  two  groups  of  users,
he  three  kinds  of  BPs  contribute  significantly  to  produc-
ng  experiential  values,  but  only  information  and  interaction
osts  ultimately  affect  engagement.  Image  posts  do  not  in
ny  way  promote  engagement,  even  if  they  generate  utility
or  users  with  lower  brand  purchase  intensity.  Exclusively
hrough  the  utilitarian  experiential  route,  information  posts
ncourage  user  behavioural  engagement,  regardless  of  the

ser  type.  Aside  from  any  experiential  route  and  through

 more  direct  route,  interaction  posts  are  the  main  deter-
inant  of  engagement  behaviour,  especially  in  the  case  of

sers  with  lower  brand  purchase  intensity.
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Table  8  Synthesis  of  contributions  for  academics  and  practitioners.

Academic  contributions  and  research  findings  Managerial  implications

Research  posits  and  estimates  a  model  of  relational
efficacy  for  a  Facebook  brand-page  (FBP)  community
in which  the  firm-generated  content  in  the  form  of
brand  posts  (BP)  influences  the  behavioural
engagement  (i.e.,  the  level  of  participation  in  page
activities)  of  individual  members  through  both
utilitarian  and  hedonic  experiential  values  derived
from  their  interaction  history  within  the  FBP.

Evaluating  the  relational  behaviour  and  success  of  a
firm-hosted  FBP  community  is  recognized  as  an
important  tool  to  improve  the  planning  of  online
marketing  strategy.  On  this  basis,  by  clarifying  the
relation  between  community  membership  and  active
engagement,  the  model  illuminates  how  a  firm  can
assess  the  relational  efficacy  of  its  FBP  and  provides
guidance  on  managing  community  relationships.

Unit of  analysis  is  the  FBP  and  the  behaviour  of
individual  user.  Thus,  contrary  to  previous  works,  the
final dependent  variable  is  not  the  community’s  direct
and global  response  to  each  BP  (i.e.,  efficacy  per
brand  post),  but  each  user’s  overall  response  to  the
FBP  (i.e.,  the  so-called  ‘‘user  brand-page
engagement’’  as  reliable  indicator  of  relational
efficacy  per  page  user).

FBP  efficacy  cannot  be  examined  through  the  impact  or
popularity  of  each  particular  BP  in  isolation,  but  in
conjunction.  Relational  efficacy  of  a  FBP  community
should  be  measured  through  their  members’  cumulative
experiential  and  behavioural  responses  to  the  whole  set
of content  posted  over  time  by  firm.

More active  community  engagement  may  be  obtained
from  FBP  users  by  offering  them  a  sufficiently
appealing  and  valuable  relational  experience.

In  general,  firm  holding  a  FBP  should  post  content  that
attracts  particular  interest  from  users,  contributes  to
improve  their  interactive  experience,  provides  them
with experiential  values  and  truly  serves  to  promote
their  active  community  engagement.

The utilitarian  experiential  route  of  engagement  fully
prevails  over  the  hedonic  experiential  route.  Since
entertainment  has  no  impact  on  engagement,  the
hedonic  experiential  route  does  not  appear  to  be
applicable.

In  the  context  of  fashion  brand  pages,  even  if  all  BP
types  contribute  to  producing  experiential  values,  very
special  attention  should  be  devoted  to  BPs  conveying
brand-related  information,  which  may  generate  more
utility  and  make  users  to  feel  the  need  to  reciprocate
with their  active  engagement.

The experiential  route  of  user  brand-page  engagement
is perhaps  the  most  consistent  with  the  relational
spirit,  but  it  is  not  the  only  one.  Aside  from  any
experiential  route,  active  engagement  is  also  seen  as
an immediate  response  to  the  direct  call  to
participate  made  by  the  firm  to  community  members

If  handled  judiciously,  interaction  BPs  (in  the  form  of
direct invitations  to  participate,  usually  in  return  for
some potential  reward)  are  the  main  instrument  to
promote  active  engagement  and  invigorate  community
life. However,  there  is  a  risk  that  such  BP  type  motivates
a selfish  and  merely  opportunistic  engagement.
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through  so-called  ‘‘interaction  BP’’.

Managerial  implications

The  findings  of  our  research  provide  firms  which  invest  in
Facebook-page  brand  communities  with  some  guidelines  to
foster  user  brand-page  engagement  and  so  succeed  in  their
SNS-based  relationship  marketing  strategy.

The  first  implication  is  that  information  and  image  posts
are  not  as  efficient  as  interaction  posts  in  terms  of  their  abil-
ity  to  encourage  active  participation  in  a  Facebook  brand
page.  Yet  this  should  not  lead  a  community  manager  to  a
feeling  of  frustration,  as  it  is  possible  to  make  a  positive
comment  on  the  relational  efficacy  of  information  and  image
posts.  If  page-user  interaction  with  such  posts  helps  gen-
erate  experiential  value,  the  firm  can  feel  well  pleased.
In  our  view,  generating  utilitarian  and/or  hedonic  values
might  prove  to  be  a  relational  result  in  itself,  regardless

of  whether  it  is  subsequently  manifested  in  engagement
behaviour  on  the  page.  Although  we  have  not  explored  the
matter  in  the  present  analysis,  we  feel  that  the  experien-
tial  values  to  emerge  from  users’  elaboration  process  of

p
e
W
d

Ps  and  from  their  interaction  with  the  brand  page  might
ranslate  directly  to  more  positive  attitudes  towards  the
rand  (Chen  et  al.,  2015)  and  indirectly  to  various  brand-
upportive  behaviours  such  as  advocacy  and  loyalty.  In  any
ase,  the  firm  might  not  need  to  seek  immediate  reward  for
aving  set  up  a  FBP  or  virtual  brand  community.  It  should  at
east,  however,  consider  that  (1)  users  access  the  page  and
ctually  read  the  posts,  indicating  that  they  are  in  fact  fans
f  the  brand,  and  (2)  users  have  relational  experiences  and
btain  experiential  values,  which  will  strengthen  their  posi-
ion  as  fans  and  help  to  enhance  the  brand’s  social  image.
his  does  not  mean  that  the  firm  should  cease  in  its  attempt
o  create  a  veritable  community  feeling  so  that  active  par-
icipation  is  more  spontaneous  and  information  flows  more
uently.

A  second  implication  of  this  research  is  the  enormous

otential  of  interaction  posts  to  provide  the  two  types  of
xperiential  values  and,  directly,  to  engage  users  in  the  FBP.
e  have  interpreted  this  result  as  an  opportunistic  con-
uct.  According  to  this  initial  interpretation,  behavioural
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ngagement  in  the  brand  page  might,  first  and  foremost,  be
pportunistic  behaviour  spurred  by  the  desire  to  be  given

 more  or  less  certain  and  immediate  reward.  Neverthe-
ess,  even  if  engagement  is  self-interested,  what  is  true
s  that  active  user  participation  breathes  life  into  the  vir-
ual  brand  community.  The  complementary  interpretation
s  that  interaction  posts  act  as  a  mechanism  to  prevent  the
eluctance  to  participate  and  self-disclose  that  some  people
xperience.  In  this  way,  the  hurdles  preventing  natural  and
pontaneous  participation  can  be  overcome  by  users  being
pecifically  invited  (through  interaction  posts)  to  engage  in
ome  concrete  activity  by  the  firm  (e.g.,  voting,  commenting
r  uploading  photos).

A  third  implication  is  related  to  customer  relationship
anagement  through  FBP.  A  firm  should  be  aware  of  the

egments  of  customers  who  follow  it  on  its  Facebook  brand
age  and  the  type  of  posts  preferred  by  each  segment  so  as
o  then  be  able  to  offer  content  adapted  to  the  different  cat-
gories  of  followers.  Even  if  our  findings  are  contextualized
n  the  case  of  a  specific  fashion  brand,  we  have  pointed  to
ome  attitudinal  and  behavioural  differences  between  page
sers  depending  on  their  brand  purchase  intensity.  Although
ll  types  of  page  users  built  their  utilitarian  and  hedonic
xperiences  with  the  FBP  through  information  posts,  they
iffer  in  terms  of  the  experiential  value  extracted  from  both
mage  and  interaction  posts.  Thus,  image  posts  might  prove
ore  appropriate  for  lower-intensity  buyers  who  are  look-

ng  for  quick-fire  information  about  the  brand.  Contrastingly,
nteraction  posts  prove  to  be  more  experientially  effective
hen  targeting  users  displaying  a  closer  relationship  with

he  brand  (higher-intensity  buyers).
Table  8  offers  a  summary  of  the  most  relevant  research

ontributions  for  academics  and  practitioners.

imitations  and  future  research

o  conclude  the  work,  its  most  salient  limitations  as  well
s  the  possibilities  it  opens  up  for  future  research  should
e  mentioned.  Firstly,  the  study  has  been  carried  out  using
ata  gathered  from  a  single  FBP  representing  the  fashion
ndustry,  which  reduces  the  need  to  control  the  effect  of
ertain  brand-  or  page-specific  variables,  but  limits  gener-
lizability.  Validation  of  our  results  and  conclusions  requires
he  model  be  tested  on  other  FBPs  within  and  outside  the
ector  in  question  (Pöyry  et  al.,  2013).  Secondly,  experi-
ntial  values  originate  from  the  overall  set  of  relational
nteractions  involving  users  in  the  brand  page,  not  only
ith  BPs.  Future  inquiry  should,  therefore,  posit  a  more

nclusive  model  in  which  brand  posts  and  user  posts  can  com-
ete  freely  and  contemporaneously  against  each  other  to
est  their  respective  abilities  to  generate  experiential  value
nd  motivate  engagement.  Thirdly,  there  is  a  need  to  rec-
gnize  that  much  of  the  variability  in  engagement  is  not
ccounted  for  by  brand  posts  and  experiential  values,  lead-
ng  us  to  consider  that  variables  which  are  not  related  to
sers’  interaction  with  the  FBP  might  lie  at  the  heart  of
heir  decision  to  make  an  active  engagement.  The  model

ight  be  furthered  by  including  subjects’  general  person-

lity  traits  which  we  have  used  to  explain  and  interpret
he  results.  Certain  personal  traits  such  as  sociability,  the
ense  of  social  involvement,  attitude  towards  collaboration

C
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ith  others,  aversion  to  opportunism,  extraversion,  show-
ng  off,  self-esteem  or  perceived  creativity  might  well  help
o  better  explain  engagement.  Likewise,  it  might  be  worth
ncluding  user  variables  that  are  more  directly  linked  to
he  brand  page  (e.g.,  motivations  to  use  the  FBP  and  a
ense  of  belonging  to  the  community),  to  the  brand  (e.g.,
rand  love),  the  product  (e.g.,  knowledge  and  expertise,
r  attitude  to  fashion)  or  the  setting  (e.g.,  motivations  and
ttitudes  towards  the  Internet  or  social  networks).  Following
n  from  de  Valck  et  al.  (2009), Kabadayi  and  Price  (2014),
an  Doorn  et  al.  (2010), Wasko  and  Faraj  (2005)  or  Wiertz
nd  de  Ruyter  (2007),  individual  user  traits  can  directly  or
ndirectly  affect  the  likelihood  and  level  of  user  engagement
r  moderate  the  relations  posited  in  the  model.  Fourthly,

 model  which  is  more  understanding  of  the  reality  should
onsider  other  expressions  of  user  engagement  aside  from
rand  page  (e.g.,  brand  advocacy  or  brand  loyalty)  as  indi-
ators  of  the  success  of  online  relational  strategy.  Finally,
urther  to  our  investigation,  even  if  this  means  changing  the
pproach  adopted  here,  it  would  be  desirable  to  examine  in
etail,  by  positing  specific  hypotheses  and  applying  the  right
ethodology  (e.g.,  experiments),  how  diverse  features  of

 brand  post  (brand-  or  product-related  versus  non-related
ontent,  informative  versus  emotional  orientation,  formal
ersus  informal  language,  serious  versus  amusing  format,
tc.)  impact  on  user  response  to  the  BP  (quantified  as  the
umber  of  likes,  shares  and  comments  on  this  BP).
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