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Abstract

The purpose of the current study was to develop a scale to measure the consumer’s engage

ment with brand-related social-media content, based on three dimensions established in the 

framework of an earlier theoretical construct, “Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities” 

(Muntinga, Moorman, and Smit, 2011). Qualitative techniques were used to generate an initial 

pool of items that captured different levels of consumer engagement with consumption, contri

bution, and creation of brand-related social-media content. Quantitative data from a survey of 

2,252 consumers across Poland then was collected in two phases to calibrate and validate the 

ensuing scale, measuring participants’ engagement, with nearly 300 brands spanning a range 

of industries. Results confirmed the structure and psychometric properties of the scale.

Management slant

• Advertisers can use the authors’ “Consumers’ Engagement With Brand-Related Social-Media Content” 

scale as an instrument for auditing and tracking the effectiveness of social media marketing strategies.

• Each individual item of the reported scale provides advertisers with specific brand-related social-media 

activities they could pursue.

• Brand equity and brand attitudes correlate positively and significantly with individual brand-related 

social-media activities.

Introduction

Social networking sites such as Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter have become increasingly important 

in consumers’ lives and influence their communication habits. With consumers deeply engaging in 

social media, an increasing share of communication is occurring in these new environments (Berthon, 

Pitt, and Campbell, 2008).

In contrast with the static websites in the early days of the Internet, the interactive nature of social 

media ultimately has changed how consumers engage with brands. When using social media on a 

regular basis, consumers come into contact with myriad brands and products by reading, writing, 

watching, commenting, “Liking,” sharing, and so forth.

Despite the growing amount of research on consumers’ engagement with brands on social media, 

the authors of the current paper believe that operationalization of this factor is largely fragmented 

and still is at a nascent stage (Schultz and Peltier, 2013). The goal of the current study is to fill the 

measurement gap regarding consumers’ engagement with brand-related content on social media by 

developing— and validating—a scale that differentiates between the levels and types of engagement 

with brands on social media.

A 2014 study addressed the need for an instrument to capture consumers’ engagement with brands 

on social media by developing a scale to measure such engagement in a brand community (Hollebeek, 

Glynn, and Brodie, 2014). The current scale took the concept a step further by
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• measuring engagement with brand-related social-media content rather than engagement with 

the brand per se

• defining and measuring “engagement” as a behavioral construct rather than an affective/cognitive 

and behavioral one.

The current scale, furthermore, demonstrates conceptual divergence from a metric proposal introduced 

for customer engagement on Facebook (Oviedo-Garcia, Munoz-Exposito, Castellanos-Verdugo, and 

Shancho-Mejias, 2014). Specifically, the authors

• adopted a pencil-and-paper survey approach instead of a calculation of fixed parameters based 

on mathematical formulas;

• focused on the consumer and not on the organizational perspective;

• emphasized a more comprehensive range of brand-related activities, which makes the current 

scale a flexible instrument independent of Facebook metrics (e.g., number of “Likes,” comments, 

shares, posts, and other clicks).

The current research drew on an earlier behavioral construct that encompasses consumer activities 

pertaining to brand-related content on social media (Muntinga, Moorman, and Smit, 2011), known as 

the “Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities” framework.

Considering the increasing role of brand communication on social media, the authors believe 

researchers and practitioners should have a measurement instrument that not only covers a vast range 

of brand-related social-media activities but also differentiates across levels of media engagement from 

a consumer’s point of view. This study is a first step in that direction.

The authors have extended the earlier framework by introducing—and describing its systematic 

development and validation—a “Consumer’s Engagement With Brand-Related Social-Media Content” 

(CEBSC) scale. In support of that program, the authors used a combination of qualitative and quanti

tative research methods.

The following research objectives, therefore, were proposed:

• RO1: To identify and categorize individual Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities;

• RO2: To test the factorial validity of scores from the authors’ CEBSC scale;

• RO3: To test whether a hierarchical relationship existed among the dimensions of the framework;

• RO4: To validate the psychometric properties of the scale with nomological network constructs.

Literature Review

Consumers’ Online Brand-Related Activities

Consumers’ interests in brands on the Internet began in the 1990s, when people started using bulletin 

boards on sites such as Yahoo and AOL to share their preferences for and opinions about products 

(Kozinets, 2001).

The development of Internet technology supported a new dimension of consumer involvement with 

brands on social media (Li and Bernoff, 2011). Online environments such as blogs, wikis, media-sharing 

sites, social-networking sites, and other social-media–based websites have significantly extended the 

manner and depth of consumer–brand interactions (Christodoulides, 2009).

Consumers use an array of tools and resources on social media to engage with brands. Neverthe

less, different brand-related activities on social media may entail different levels of engagement. For 

instance,
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• When consumers see a picture or watch a movie displaying a Harley-Davidson motorcycle, they 

are consuming brand-related media;

• When consumers engage with media by commenting on a post or “Liking” a piece of content, 

they are moving from the stage of “observer” to a “media contributor”;

• When consumers decide to upload a picture of their new Chuck Taylor All-Star sneakers on 

Facebook, they are creating brand-related content.

These three levels of consumer engagement with brands on social media appeared in an earlier model’s 

“Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities” framework (Muntinga et al., 2011) as consumption, 

contribution, and creation dimensions.

The current authors believe they have extended the literature on social media, user-generated 

content, and engagement. They describe their scale as a “pencil-and-paper-type instrument” that 

allows theoreticians and practitioners to gauge different levels of consumers’ engagement with brand-

related content on social media.

Conceptually, this research draws from earlier work. In one exploratory study, boundaries were 

defined according to the level of consumer engagement with user-generated media and suggested that 

people engage with such media in three ways (Shao, 2009):

• by consuming,

• by participating, and

• by producing brand-related media.

Scholars further investigated consumers’ motivations for engaging in online brand-related activities 

by validating the theoretical Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework (Muntinga et al., 

2011). In that study, the researchers had analyzed the online activities of 20 consumers who had used 

instant-message interviews and suggested three dimensions of analysis: “consumption,” “contribution,” 

and “creation.” Although that study’s authors had introduced the framework of the Consumer’s Online 

Brand-Related Activities theory, they did not provide a formal definition of it.

To guide their enhancement, conceptualization, and measurement of the framework, the current 

authors, therefore, proposed their own definition:

“A set of brand-related online activities on the part of the consumer that vary in the degree to which 

the consumer interacts with social media and engages in the consumption, contribution, and creation 

of media content.”

The consuming dimension has its roots in marketing literature and includes consumers’ participa

tion in networks and online brand communities (e.g., Armstrong and Hagel, 1996; Dholakia, Bagozzi, 

and Pearo, 2004; Kozinets, 1999; Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). This type of Consumer’s Online Brand-

Related Activities program represents a minimum level of engagement and refers to consumers who 

passively consume brand-related media without participating (Muntinga et al., 2011; Shao, 2009).

The consumption of brand-related content includes both firm-created and user-generated media, 

and, therefore, no distinction of communication sources is anticipated. This is the most frequent type 

of online brand-related activity among consumers (Muntinga et al., 2011).

The contributing dimension includes both peer-to-peer and peer-to-content interactions about 

brands (Shao, 2009). This dimension does not include actual creation but rather reflects consumers’ 

contribution to brand-related content through participation in media previously created by either a 

company or another individual.
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Because of its interactive nature, the contributing dimension has gained popularity among practi

tioners and brand researchers (Dickinson-Delaporte and Kerr, 2014). Research on this type of consumer 

online brand-related activity can be traced back to studies on brand-related electronic word of mouth 

(e.g., Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006; Dellarocas, Zhang, and Awad, 2007; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, 

Walsh, and Gremler, 2004; Hung and Li, 2007) and online customer reviews (e.g., Ho-Dac, Carson, and 

Moore, 2013; Zhu and Zhang, 2010).

More recently, researchers have given attention to consumers who “Like” brands (e.g., Nelson-Field, 

Riebe, and Sharp, 2012; Wallace, Buil, De Chernatony, and Hogan, 2014) or share brand-related content 

on social media (e.g., Belk, 2014; Brettel, Reich, Gavilanes, and Flatten, 2015; Craig, Greene, and Versaci, 

2015; Shi, Rui, and Whinston, 2014).

Finally, the creating dimension involves consumers’ creation and online publication of brand-re

lated content. Studies on consumer involvement in the creation of brand-related content are grounded 

in product cocreation (e.g., Füller, Bartl, Ernst, and Mühlbacher, 2006; Füller, Mühlbacher, Matzler, and 

Jawecki, 2009; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2002) and consumer empowerment (e.g., Pires, Stanton, and 

Rita, 2006; Wathieu, Brenner, Carmon, Chattopadhay et al., 2002; Wright, Newman, and Dennis, 2006).

More recent studies have focused on user-generated content (e.g., Berthon et al., 2008; Bruhn, 

Schoenmueller, and Schäfer, 2012; Christodoulides, Jevons, and Bonhomme, 2012; Daugherty, Eastin, 

and Bright, 2008; Hautz, Füller, Hutter, and Thürridl, 2013; Schivinski and Dabrowski, 2014, 2015).

The creating dimension, therefore, represents the strongest level of online brand-related engage

ment (Muntinga et al., 2011) in that the content consumers generate may be a stimulus for further 

consumption and/or contribution by other peers.

From this discussion, note that the same person may act as a consumer, contributor, and creator of 

content for the same brand concurrently or successively, depending on situational factors. Likewise, 

the same consumer may choose to contribute for one brand but only consume content for another 

brand. Consequently, by including the above three dimensions into the Consumer’s Online Brand-

Related Activities framework, researchers may gain a richer understanding of the phenomena.

In this context, the authors articulate Consumers’ Online Brand-Related Activities as a three-factor 

framework and expect its three constituent dimensions to be positively correlated.

Methodology

To reach the four anticipated research objectives, the authors followed a multistage process of scale 

development and validation (e.g., Churchill, 1979). Five studies—three qualitative and two quantitative

—were conducted in Poland.

To accomplish RO1, three qualitative studies were designed to extend the preliminary set of 

Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities reported in the literature (Li and Bernoff, 2011; Muntinga 

et al., 2011), consequently aiming for a broader exploration of individual activities, for which the 

authors used

• Study 1: online focus groups;

• Study 2: online depth interviews;

• Study 3: netnography..

The outcomes of the qualitative studies served as a basis to achieve the subsequent research objectives. 

Therefore, the authors prepared an initial pool of items that was used to further develop the CEBSC 

scale.
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Two quantitative studies followed:

• Study 4: This study was designed to address both RO2 and RO3. The authors calibrated and 

tested the measurement instrument with a confirmatory factor analysis and further subjected it 

to a post hoc analysis to investigate whether a hierarchical relationship indeed existed among the 

Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework dimensions;

• Study 5: Finally, to achieve RO4, an additional data collection (with a new sample of consumers) 

was used to verify the structure and psychometric properties of the scale and established the 

criterion-related validity of the instrument (with brand equity and brand attitudes).

For an extensive list of activities pertinent to each dimension of the Consumer’s Online Brand-Related 

Activities framework (i.e., consumption, contribution, creation) considered in the five studies, see 

Appendix A.

Qualitative Exploration

Study 1: Online Focus Groups

The purpose of Study 1 was to elaborate on the brand-related social-media activities previously 

reported in the literature (Li and Bernoff, 2011; Muntinga et al., 2011).

To that end, the authors administrated two online focus groups (bulletin boards) using the service 

Google Groups for a two-week period. In total, 25 respondents participated in the study and were 

divided into two groups:

• 12 respondents who passively consumed (bulletin board 1: consumption);

• 13 who created brand-related content (bulletin board 2: creation)

The current authors believe that activities pertinent to the contributing dimension should emerge 

spontaneously because it intermediates the consuming and creating dimensions. The division of 

respondents— according to their level of engagement with brands on social media—helps better capture 

the content domain, thus addressing the primary purpose of the study (i.e., further exploration of 

Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities theory). For this exploratory step, the authors used an 

asynchronous method of online focus groups with bulletin boards (Fox et al., 2007).

To participate in bulletin board 1, the respondents needed to use the Internet daily and actively 

follow brands on social media. The same criteria were required for participation in bulletin board 2, 

plus respondents needed to have created at least three pieces of content for at least one brand. Those 

who did not fulfill these criteria were not allowed to take part in the studies.

Respondents’ ages ranged from 18 to 34 years. The respondents affirmed that they spent from two 

to five hours online daily. The majority of respondents (47 percent) declared using at least one social-

media channel; 33 percent “frequently” used two services; the remaining used three or more services. 

The sample was evenly distributed according to gender.

Both bulletin boards were administered daily by one moderator. The role of the moderator was 

to post new entries and motivate the respondents to engage in the discussion. The moderator also 

provided explanation to respondents in case of doubts, though without solving any of the tasks for 

them.

Throughout the study, the respondents were asked such exploratory questions as:

• “What sort of activities [things] do you do on social media that involve brands?”

• “Can you name activities that motivate Internet users to be engaged with a brand?”
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Study 1 Results

The outcomes of Study 1 included activities belonging to the three types of consumer online brand-

related activities (i.e., consumption, contribution, and creation). Activities the respondents mentioned 

included

• following a brand on social media;

• watching brand-related videos, picture, and images;

• commenting on brand-related posts; and

• writing brand-related content on blogs.

Although the outcomes of Study 1 closely matched the activities reported previously in the literature, 

the authors wanted to confirm and complement the list of consumer online brand-related activities 

using a synchronous data collection method.

Study 2: Online Depth Interviews

The goals of Study 2 were

• to confirm the previous list of consumer online brand-related activities with a different sample 

of Internet users through a synchronous data collection method, and

• to discover activities that remained undetected in Study 1.

In total, 32 consumers were interviewed by means of online instant messaging-based software. To 

recruit respondents, the authors used similar criteria to those in Study 1. The sample also had a similar 

structure to that in Study 1.

Three interviewers received training and were informed about the research objectives and goals. 

During the interviews, the respondents were asked to recall the brands they followed on social media 

and give examples of activities they took part in according to the given level of online brand-related 

engagement (i.e., consumption, contribution, and creation).

Study 2 Results

The results generated from Study 2 enhanced the outcomes from Study 1. As expected, the online depth 

interviews uncovered activities that were not previously detected with the asynchronous research 

method, including

• subscribing to a brand-related video channel,

• commenting on a brand-related fan page, and

• publishing a brand-related picture of a product.

The results of both Studies 1 and 2 provided an extensive list of consumer online brand-related activ

ities that the respondents could recall from memory. The authors, therefore, designed a subsequent 

study to cover online brand-related activities that were possibly forgotten by the respondents using a 

less obtrusive research method.

Study 3: Netnography

This study’s objectives were to:

• verify whether the activities obtained from the literature and Studies 1 and 2 were commonly 

found across social-media channels, and

• identify activities that the respondents could not recall from memory.

To reach the given objectives, the current authors applied netnography, a technique they believe is far 

less obtrusive than the ones used previously, mainly because it entails observing consumers’ online 

behavior in a context not established by the researcher (Kozinets, 2002).
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Five researchers were trained to perform the netnography; none had access to the outcomes of the 

first and second stages of the research. The investigators were instructed to observe actions on the 

Internet and generate a list of consumer online brand-related activities.

The observations were held across social-media channels the respondents had listed during Studies 

1 and 2. At the end of the procedure, the authors reviewed the outcomes of the investigations and 

generated a single list.

Study 3 Results

As expected, the results of Study 3 rendered a more extensive list of activities than the previous 

two studies. Activities such as downloading brand-related widgets, clicking on brand-related adver

tisements, and rating a branded product were included in the final Consumer’s Online Brand-Related 

Activities typology.

The outcomes of the three qualitative studies collectively made up an initial pool of 35 items to 

measure Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities along the lines of the current framework’s three 

dimensions:

• The consuming dimension was measured with 12 items. This scale measures the level of users’ 

engagement in passive consumption of media by reading, watching, and following brands on 

social media.

• The contributing dimension was measured with 15 items. This scale captures the intermediary 

level of consumers’ engagement with a brand on social media. Activities that belong to this level 

require consumers to interact with the brand by “Liking,” sharing, and commenting.

• The creating dimension was measured by eight items. This scale captures the highest level of 

consumer engagement with brands on social media by creating content in the form of texts, 

images, and videos.

Quantitative Analysis

Study 4: Scale Development, Calibration, and Post Hoc Analysis

A robust fourth study entailed developing, calibrating, and testing the authors’ CEBSC scale. The 

authors also performed a post hoc analysis that assessed the hierarchical relationships of the consump

tion, contribution, and creation dimensions.

Scale Development: Item Reduction and Reliability

For Study 4, the authors developed a questionnaire from the initial item pool. Respondents were asked 

to indicate their level of agreement with each of the 35 statements using a 7-point Likert scale anchored 

by “not very often” and “very often.” The respondents could also select the option “not at all” (coded 

as 0).

A sample of 48 undergraduate business students pretested the questionnaire. All the students 

mentioned that they follow brands in different social-media channels. Minor changes to the order and 

wording of questions were made after the pretest.

The main data collection was conducted online. Rather than using probability sampling during the 

recruiting process, the authors recruited respondents by extending invitations in several social-media 

channels, online forums, and discussion groups. They weighted the final sample demographically 

to ensure that its characteristics represent the Internet users in Poland (Fulgoni, 2014; GUS Central 

Statistical Office, 2012).
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The authors made no a priori behavioral distinction between respondents in the sampling strategy 

(i.e., consumers, contributors, and creators of brand-related social-media content), to avoid a skewed 

distribution of the sample and to ensure that the final instrument could be used with typical consumers 

independent of their level of engagement with a brand.

The invitation to the survey consisted of informative text highlighting the broad topic of the study. 

After clicking on the survey’s link, respondents were redirected to the questionnaire. The survey was 

divided into blocks:

• The introduction presented an explanatory description of the general objectives of the study and 

distinguished among the three types of consumer online brand-related activities;

• The second block consisted of demographic questions;

• The third block asked the respondents to enter a brand they actively followed on social media. 

Examples of engagement with brands on social media were briefly described. The respondents 

were also informed that they would be using the chosen brand throughout the survey;

• To capture the CEBSC scale dimensions, three additional blocks were individually presented to 

the respondents; each contained the scale for a single dimension. The authors randomized the 

order of the blocks and the scale within each block to avoid systematic order effects.

A sample of 2,578 Polish consumers participated in the study. Invalid and incomplete questionnaires 

were rejected (12.65 percent), resulting in 2,252 valid questionnaires (87.35 percent). Women repre

sented 59.6 percent of the respondents. The age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 62 years, with 

a median age of 26 to 29 years (53.8 percent). The education level of the sample ranged from primary 

school to higher education, with a median of at least some college education. Total daily Internet 

usage ranged from up to one hour to more than six hours, with a median Internet usage of up to two 

hours daily.

In total, the authors analyzed 299 brands spanning a range of industries, including amusement 

and recreation, apparel and accessories, automotive, beverages, food, hi-tech, mobile operators, and 

perfumes and cosmetics.

To verify the levels of consumers’ engagement with brands on social media, the authors computed 

the mean scores for the three dimensions of the CEBSC scale. On average, respondents reported higher 

levels of consumption engagement (M = 3.68, SD = 1.60) than contribution engagement (M = 2.65, SD 

= 1.52) and creation engagement (M = 2.02, SD = 1.36; See Appendix B).

For managerial relevance, the authors evaluated the levels of consumer engagement with consump

tion, contribution, and creation of brand-related social-media content along a continuum, specifically:

• The lower (higher) the score in the CEBSC scale dimension, the lower (higher) is the individual’s 

engagement.

Because the CEBSC scale is a metric instrument, any threshold fixed to determine low–high levels of 

consumer engagement is arbitrary (Vernette and Hamdi-Kidar, 2013). Therefore, to assess the sample’s 

proportion of low–high consumers, contributors, and creators of brand-related social-media content, 

the authors opted to use the first upper and lower deciles as a threshold (top 10 percent and 90 percent). 

The proportion of low and high consumers partaking in brand-related social-media content was

• 12.7 percent and 7.9 percent;

• that of contributors was 18.9 percent and 8.4 percent;

• that of creators was 40.8 percent and 9.5 percent, respectively.
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The authors then randomly split the usable sample into calibration and validation samples (Churchill, 

1979; Cudeck and Browne, 1983; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). Each sample consisted of 1,126 

consumers. The calibration sample served to develop the scale, and the validation sample served to 

verify its dimensionality, as well as establishing its psychometric properties (See Appendix C).

The authors performed an exploratory factor analysis with the maximum-likelihood estimation 

method and Promax orthogonal factor rotation using IBM SPSS software package version 21.0 (IBM 

Corp., Armonk, NY). Factor extraction followed the MINEIGEN criterion (i.e., all factors with eigen

values >1). The Kaiser–Meyer– Olkin measure of sampling adequacy value was 0.97, with a significant 

chi-square value for the Bartlett test of sphericity, χ² = 25243.07, p < 0.001, indicating that sufficient 

correlations exist among the variables (Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson, 2014). Thus, the exploratory 

factor analysis was appropriate for the data.

Four items had cross-loading issues and failed to exhibit a simple factor structure; therefore, they 

were removed from the analysis. The final structure of the CEBSC scale included 31 items, which 

reflected a three-factor solution and accounted for 55.33 percent of the total variance. The internal 

consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of the measurement instrument was as follows:

• consumption α = 0.90 (12 items),

• contribution α = 0.93 (11 items), and

• creation α = 0.94 (8 items).

The Cronbach’s alpha value for each of the three dimensions demonstrates the internal consistency 

of the scales (Nunnally, 1978). The correlations between the CEBSC scale dimensions were positive 

and significant (consumption–creation: r = 0.72; contribution–creation: r = 0.65; consumption–contri

bution: r = 0.50).

Scale Calibration and Testing: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Using the highly technical measurement procedure known as “confirmatory factor analysis,” the 

researchers calibrated and tested their CEBSC scale. The procedure involved using specialized software 

and indexing to check the hypothesized three-factor (consumption, contribution, and creation) struc

ture of the scale and to analyze the covariance matrix.

All latent variables were included in a single multifactorial confirmatory factor model in Mplus 7.2 

software. The maximum-likelihood estimation method was used, and the goodness-of-fit scores of the 

model were evaluated using the following:

• the chi-square test statistic

• the comparative fit index (CFI)

• the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI)

• the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)

• the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR).

Values greater than 0.90 for CFI and TLI and values of 0.08 or lower for RMSEA or SRMR indicate good 

model fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Calibration and Testing Results

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis showed that the three-factor, 31-item model had a poor 

fit to the data: χ²(430) = 3643.40, CFI = 0.87, TLI = 0.86, RMSEA = 0.08, and SRMR = 0.06.
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The next step involved identifying the areas of misfit in the model: To assess the possible model 

misspecification, the authors examined the standardized loadings of the items and modification indices 

(Hair et al., 2014). The authors proceeded by eliminating 14 items:

• the standard loadings of which were below the 0.5 cutoff;

• that demonstrated cross-loading issues that were not detected during the exploratory factor 

analysis;

• that yielded high modification index values.

After the authors ran the diagnostics and eliminated the problematic items, the ensuing three-factor 

17-item model yielded a good fit: χ²(115) = 859.26, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.07, and SRMR 

= 0.06.

As it is common with rating scales, the assumption of multivariate normality was violated (the data 

indicated multivariate kurtosis). Hence, the authors also conducted an alternative confirmatory factor 

analysis using the robust maximum-likelihood estimation method. The model yielded good goodness-

of-fit values: χ²(115) = 557.47, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.05, and SRMR = 0.06.

The next step was to calculate the construct reliabilities of the three dimensions of CEBSC scale. 

The reliability was

• 0.88 for consumption

• 0.92 for contribution

• 0.93 for creation.

These values exceeded the threshold of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2014), thus demonstrating the internal consis

tency of the three subscales. All loading estimates were statistically significant and greater than 0.63. 

The t values ranged from 30.92 to 105.56 (p < 0.001). These results provide evidence of convergent 

validity (Hair et al., 2014).

In terms of discriminant validity, the authors calculated the average variance extracted (AVE) for 

each construct. The AVE values were

• 0.54 (consumption)

• 0.65 (contribution)

• 0.68 (creation).

The authors then compared the AVE values with the square of the estimated correlation between 

constructs [maximum shared squared variance (MSV); Hair et al., 2014]. The AVE values were greater 

than the MSV values, thus confirming discriminant validity.

Finally, the correlations between the Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities dimensions were 

as follows:

• contribution/creation: r = 0.77

• consumption/contribution: r = 0.65

• consumption/creation: r = 0.51.

The correlations were positive and significant (See Table 1 and Figure 1).
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Table 1. Reliability and Validity of the Consumer’s Engagement With Brand-Related Social-Media Content (CEBSC) 

Scale

α CR AVE MSV CONT CONS CREA

CONT 0.92 0.92 0.65 0.59 0.80

CONS 0.88 0.88 0.54 0.42 0.65 0.77

CREA 0.93 0.93 0.68 0.59 0.77 0.51 0.83

The square root of the average variance extracted values appears in italics. CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; 

MSV = maximum shared squared variance; CONT = contribution; CONS = consumption; CREA = creation.

Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Three-Factor CEBSC Framework

Post Hoc Analysis: Hierarchical Relationship of Dimensions

The next stage of the analysis was to investigate whether a hierarchical relationship existed among 

the dimensions of the Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework.

The authors followed the traditional hierarchy-of-effects model (Lavidge and Steiner, 1961). Thus, 

the evolution of the CEBSC can be described as a learning process by which people’s consumption of 

brand-related content leads to contributions, which in turn lead to creation (See Figure 2).

Figure 2. Structural Equation Model: CEBSC Scale Post Hoc Analysis
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Post Hoc Analysis Results

All latent variables of CEBSC scale were included in a single multifactorial structural equation model 

in Mplus 7.2 software with robust maximum-likelihood estimator. The results of the analysis revealed 

that the model had a good fit to the data. The goodness-of-fit scores were

• χ²(115) = 557.47

• CFI = 0.95

• TLI = 0.94

• RMSEA = 0.05

• SRMR = 0.06.

The results further showed that a hierarchical relationship existed among the Consumer’s Online 

Brand-Related Activities dimensions:

• consumption → contribution (β = 0.61, p = 30.00) and contribution → creation (β = 0.81, p = 33.59).

In addition, the authors computed the indirect effects to test for the mediating effects of the 

contributing dimension. To test for the inference of indirect effects, the authors applied a bias-corrected 

bootstrapping (5,000) resampling procedure with 99 percent confidence interval (Hayes, 2013; Muthén 

and Muthén, 2012). The results showed that the direct effect between consumption and creation 

becomes nonsignificant when contribution is included in the model as a mediator (See Table 2).

Table 2. Mediation Analysis

Hypothesis Direct β without mediator Direct β with mediator Indirect β Mediation type observed

Partial mediation 

Consumption→Contribution→Creation

0.51*** 0.02 (n.s.) 0.49*** Full mediation

Bootstrapping sample = 5,000. *** p > 0.001; n.s. = nonsignificant.

Study 5: Scale Validation

The last objective of this research was to further validate the authors’ CEBSC scale by examining 

whether it behaves as expected in relation to constructs in its nomological network. Study 5 thus ex

plored the psychometric properties of the scale with two important variables that capture consumers’ 

perceptions of brands:

• brand equity

• brand attitudes.

Consumers’ engagement with a brand likely will lead to better brand knowledge and, consequently, 

brand equity (Aaker, 1997; Keller, 1993). At the same time, the prospect of high-equity brands more 

likely will motivate consumers to undertake online brand-related activities such as user-generated 

content (Christodoulides et al., 2012). Furthermore, brand-related social-media content from both 

consumers and firms positively influences consumers’ perceptions of brand equity and their brand 

attitudes (Bruhn et al., 2012; Schivinski and Dabrowski, 2014).

Therefore, the two constructs (brand equity and brand attitudes) should be significantly and posi

tively correlated with the CEBSC scale.

A new sample of 416 Polish consumers participated in Study 5. The structure of the sample and 

the scores of consumption, contribution, and creation for each individual closely matched those from 

Study 4. The same recruitment techniques were used.

13



Schivinski, Christodoulides and Dabrowski (2016), accepted manuscript Journal of Advertising Research

To capture brand equity, the authors used six items adapted from previous research (Yoo and 

Donthu, 2001). This scale measures the added value of a branded product in comparison with an 

unbranded product with the same characteristics.

Three items adapted from the works of Low and Lamb (2000) and Villarejo-Ramos and Sánchez-

Franco (2005) measured brand attitudes.

Study 5 Results

All latent variables were included in a single multifactorial confirmatory model in Mplus 7.2. The 

confirmatory factor analysis was performed using the robust maximum-likelihood estimator. The 

model demonstrated a good fit, as evidenced by the following goodness-of-fit values: χ²(288) = 600.95, 

CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05, and SRMR = 0.06.

The Cronbach’s alpha values for each scale ranged from 0.88 to 0.94. Composite reliabilities ranged 

from 0.92 to 0.94. These values exceeded the threshold of 0.7, indicating the internal consistency of 

the scales. All factor loading estimates were statistically significant and ranged from 0.70 to 0.95 (p < 

0.001; See Appendix C).

The average variance extracted and maximum shared squared variance values also were calculated 

for each subscale. The average variance extracted values ranged from 0.66 to 0.84 and were greater 

than the maximum shared squared variance values (See Table 3).

Table 3. Reliability and Validity Scores of the CEBSC Scale

α CR AVE MSV BEQ CONS CONT CREA BA

BEQ 0.93 0.93 0.70 0.57 0.84

CONS 0.88 0.92 0.66 0.42 0.40 0.81

CONT 0.92 0.92 0.67 0.61 0.27 0.65 0.82

CREA 0.95 0.95 0.75 0.61 0.23 0.50 0.78 0.87

BA 0.94 0.94 0.84 0.57 0.76 0.37 0.20 0.14 0.92

The square root of the average variance extracted values appears in italics. CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; 

MSV = maximum shared squared variance; BEQ = brand equity; CONS = consumption; CONT = contribution; CREA = creation; BA = 

brand attitudes.

The results from the confirmatory factor analysis in Study 5 demonstrate that the CEBSC scale is 

a reliable and robust measurement instrument. The outcomes of the correlation analysis across this 

scale, brand equity, and brand attitudes ranged from 0.14 to 0.78 with t values between 3.59 and 53.58 

(p < 0.001; See Table 4).

Table 4. Correlation Analysis Outcomes across the CEBSC Scale, Brand Equity, and Brand Attitudes

Correlated factors Estimate SE t-value

Consumption/Contribution 0.65 0.02 27.75

Consumption/Creation 0.50 0.03 19.18

Contribution/Creation 0.78 0.01 53.58

Consumption/Brand equity 0.40 0.04 9.09

Contribution/Brand equity 0.27 0.04 6.27

Creation/Brand equity 0.23 0.04 5.41

Consumption/Brand attitude 0.37 0.03 9.69

Contribution/Brand attitude 0.20 0.04 5.22

Creation/Brand attitude 0.14 0.04 3.59

Brand equity/Brand attitude 0.76 0.03 25.32

χ²(288) = 600.95, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06; p < 0.001; Estimator = robust maximum-likelihood; n = 416.
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Conclusions

General Discussion and Theoretical Contributions

The Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework (Muntinga et al., 2011) is a behavioral 

construct that contains the consumer’s engagement with brands on social media. The authors of the 

current paper believe their study is the first of its kind to approach the scale development of that 

framework.

To guide in the development of a parsimonious, valid, and reliable scale to measure the consumer’s 

engagement with brands on social media, the authors established four research objectives (RO1–

RO4). To reach the given objectives, they used a combination of qualitative and quantitative research 

methods.

Research Objective 1

RO1 was intended to identify and categorize individual Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities, 

which were not reported previously in literature (Li and Bernoff, 2011; Muntinga et al., 2011). 

The authors carried out a literature search on the subject, complemented by asynchronous (online 

focus groups), synchronous (online depth interviews), and nonobtrusive qualitative research methods 

(netnography).

The overall contribution of RO1 to literature results was a comprehensive typology of online 

activities encompassing three different levels of CEBSC.

Research Objective 2

RO2 was set to test the factorial validity of scores from the CEBSC scale. The authors used 

exploratory and confirmatory statistics to analyze the brand-related social-media behavior of 2,252 

Polish consumers across 299 brands spanning a range of industries.

The accomplishment of RO2 contributes to the literature with a robust and reliable scale to measure 

the consumer’s consumption, contribution, and creation of brand-related social-media content.

Research Objective 3

RO3 was designed to test whether a hierarchical relationship existed among the CEBSC scale dimen

sions. The authors ran a post hoc analysis with structural equation modeling. The results suggested a 

hierarchical relationship among the consumption, contribution, and creation dimensions.

These findings contribute to the literature on online brand communication in three ways:

• from a macro perspective, by empirically showing that consumers engage in higher levels of 

online brand-related activities as a result of a learning process;

• from a micro perspective, by identifying the consuming dimension as an antecedent of consumers’ 

engagement in the contribution of brand-related content on social media and the contributing 

dimension as an antecedent of user-generated content;

• by demonstrating that the contributing dimension is a mediator between the consuming and 

creating dimensions

Research Objective 4

RO4 was anticipated to validate the psychometric properties of the current scale with two nomological 

network variables (i.e., brand equity and brand attitudes). The authors analyzed the brand-related 

social-media behavior and brand perceptions of 416 Polish consumers using confirmatory statistics.
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The outcomes from RO4 contribute to the literature by corroborating with findings from previous 

research, which indicated that brand equity and brand attitudes correlate positively and significantly 

with individual brand-related social-media activities.

In summary, the results empirically demonstrate that the authors’ CEBSC scale is a three-factor 

construct that includes the consumption, contribution, and creation dimensions suggested in the 

earlier framework.

These three dimensions capture lower to higher levels of brand-related social-media engagement. 

Furthermore, this wide scope of the scale highlights its broad usability to quantify and measure 

consumers’ behavior toward brands on social media.

Further employment of the CEBSC scale may facilitate theoretical development in the domains of 

marketing, advertising, branding, consumer behavior, and other research fields, the authors believe. 

The scale can be used to measure the construct’s effects on outcome variables such as

• brand extension

• purchase intention

• price premium.

Applying the measurement instrument in such a manner, the authors believe, will generate knowledge 

about the influence of consumption, contribution, and creation of brand-related social-media content 

on various consumer responses.

In contrast, the earlier Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities is a behavioral framework. 

The advantage of the current CEBSC scale is that it can be implemented in structural models as 

dependent variables. Using this approach, scholars might test several variables to assess the drivers of 

the Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework. This information would be of significant 

value to theory in the pursuit of answers to important questions, such as:

• Why do consumers engage in brand-related social-media activities?

• What types of brands most likely would induce consumers to engage in social media?

• What kinds of marketing activities influence consumers’ engagement with brand-related content 

on social media?

The authors believe this is the first study to holistically examine consumption, contribution, and 

creation of brand-related social-media content under a single framework. At first glance, the data 

suggest that lower levels of engagement (consumption) are associated with higher levels of brand 

equity or more favorable brand attitudes (compared with creation). This finding, however, likely is due 

to a suppression effect, given that the number of people who consume brand-related content on social 

media is significantly higher than the number of people who contribute and create.

Managerial Contributions

Although companies are using social-media channels as part of their marketing and advertising 

communication strategies, research on consumer behavior related to brands on social media is nascent 

(Araujo et al., 2015; Burmann, 2010; Fulgoni and Lipsman, 2015; Yadav and Pavlou, 2014).

But before managers can more confidently employ social-media marketing and branding, they need 

to understand how consumers behave and interact with brands on those channels.

The CEBSC scale should assist in this matter. This research provides clear guidance on what consti

tutes the Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities framework (i.e., the consuming, contributing, 

and creating dimensions) and which online activities define those dimensions. The dimensions of the 
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CEBSC scale give managers the conceptual instrument to delineate consumers’ social-media behavior 

toward brands according to their level of engagement.

Additionally, the underlying subscales (in this case, each individual item in a dimension) provide 

managers with specific brand-related social-media activities they could pursue.

When managing the presence of brands online and executing social-media marketing strategies, 

managers can use the CEBSC scale to audit and track the effectiveness of these programs. When using 

it systematically, managers not only can evaluate the success of their social-media marketing strategies 

but also take corrective action when necessary. The parsimony of the scale is intended to facilitate 

such practical applications.

Because Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities is a holistic framework, managers should 

administer its three dimensions simultaneously. By using the current authors’ CEBSC scale holistically, 

greater insights can be gleaned into consumers’ social-media behavior toward brands. The subscales 

also may be used individually when, for example, researchers or practitioners wish to focus on a 

specific type of activity, such as consumers’ brand-related social-media content creation.

Advertisers should closely monitor social-media channels and the brand-related activities con

sumers are more intensely engaging in, while also trying to stimulate the activities they want 

consumers to be more active with.

This point is consistent with the view that the full integration of the three levels of CEBSC scale 

into social-media communication strategies will benefit brands. For example, the consumption of firm-

created and user-generated brand-related social-media communication influences consumer mindsets 

and, thus, behavior (Bruhn et al., 2012; Schivinski and Dabrowski, 2014).

Consumers’ contribution of brand-related content is a key metric for evaluating the success of 

social-media marketing efforts (Nelson-Field et al., 2012) and plays an important role in the process of 

communication message acceptance (Coulter and Roggeveen, 2012).

Finally, the creation of user-generated content shapes traditional advertising policies (Krishna

murthy and Dou, 2008) and leads to positive consumer acceptance (Pornpitakpan, 2004).

Furthermore, the current scale’s original framework—Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities

—assumes a hierarchical structure. Practitioners should continue their social-media branding agendas 

by being present on social-media channels and by continuously producing engaging brand-related 

content that their target audiences likely will consume. Doing so likely will induce consumers to 

engage further by commenting, “Liking,” and even sharing the brand-related content consumed.

By engaging in the contributing dimension, consumers may successively begin creating user-

generated content by initiating posts, writing product reviews, or posting brand-related videos and 

pictures. The hierarchical structure of the framework also is supported by the indication that the 

contribution dimension serves as a mediator between the consumption and creation of brand-related 

social-media content.

Limitations and Further Research

Although this research makes a significant contribution to the measurement of consumers’ engage

ment with brand-related social media content, it is not without limitations. As such, the restrictions 

of this research can provide guidelines for future studies.

• The list of Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities (Appendix A) presented in this study is 

not exhaustive. With the constant changes and adaptations of websites and web services, new 
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activities pertinent to the three dimensions of CEBSC scale likely will emerge. Researchers should 

continue searching for new trends on social media and adjusting the instrument in line with 

technological changes.

• The data in Studies 4 and 5 were not factored for consumers’ past brand usage. Although the 

scores of consumption, contribution, and creation for each respondent were provided, the results 

presented should be interpreted with care. Further research should address this limitation. In 

addition, scholars should use the brand usage variable for moderation and conditional process 

analysis. Such analyses would answer questions such as how previous brand usage influences 

consumers’ scores of engagement with brand-related social-media content.

• Finally, this research was conducted in a single country. Although social-media channels are 

similar across the globe, the authors encourage other researchers to undertake replication studies 

in other countries to assess the equivalence of the CEBSC scale across nations and cultures.

Researchers also could use a combination of the CEBSC scale and other behavioral variables in a 

latent class analysis (Goodman, 1974) to classify consumers who engage in brand-related social-media 

activities into homogeneous subgroups and, thus, to explore a typology of consumers according to 

their level and type of engagement in online brand-related activities.

Assuming that consumers’ perceptions of social-media communication differ across industries, re

searchers also could implement the CEBSC scale to explore in greater depth patterns of similarities and 

differences within the consumption, contribution, and creation of brand-related social-media content. 

Researchers could use a multilevel approach to the data to perform analysis between (industries) and 

within (brands) groups.
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Appendix A

Activities Pertinent to Each Dimension of the “Consumer’s Online Brand-Related Activities” Framework

Activity Sources

Consumption

To download brand-related widgets/applications d, e

To follow a brand on social networking sites a, b, c, d

To follow brand-related blogs c, d, e

To listen to brand-related audio e, *

To play brand-related games d, e

To read brand-related emails c, ***

To read brand-related fan page(s) on social networking sites a, b, c, d

To read brand-related posts on social media a, b, c

To read brand-related reviews a, b, c, d, e, ***

To read other people’s comments about a brand on social media a, b, c, d, e, ***

To send brand-related virtual card e, *

To watch brand-related ads (e.g., banners, YouTube ads) d, ***

To watch brand-related pictures/graphics a, b, c, d, e

To watch brand-related videos b, c, e, ***

Contribution

To add brand-related videos to favorites c, d, ***

To click on brand-related ads d, ***

To comment on brand-related pictures/graphics a, b, c, d, e

To comment on brand-related posts c, d, e

To comment on brand-related videos a, b, c, d, e

To engage in brand-related conversations e, *

To forward brand-related emails to my friends/family c, **

To join a brand-related profile on social networking sites e, *

To “Like” brand-related fan pages a, b, c, d, ***

To “Like” brand-related pictures/graphics a, b, c, d

To “Like” brand-related posts b, c, d

To “Like” brand-related videos a, b, c, d, ***

To participate in online contests/drawings sponsored by a brand d, **

To rate brand-related products e, *

To share brand-related pictures/graphics a, b, c, d, ***

To share brand-related posts a, b, c, d

To share brand-related videos a, b, c, d, **

To take part in brand-related online events b, d, **

Creation

To create brand-related audio e, *

To create brand-related hashtags „#” on social networking sites c, ***

To create brand-related posts e, *

To initiate brand-related posts on blogs a, b, c, d, e

To initiate brand-related posts on social networking sites a, b, c, d

To post brand-related pictures/graphics a, b, c, e

To post brand-related videos b, c, d, e

To post pictures exposing self and a brand b, c, d, ***

To write brand-related posts on forums c, d

To write brand-related reviews c, d, e

a Activity detected during Study 1 (bulletin board – consumption); b Activity detected during Study 1 (bulletin board – creation); c 

Activity detected during Study 2 (in-depth interviews); d Activity detected during Study 3 (netnography); e Activity previously reported in 

literature; Item not identified during the qualitative procedures; Item removed from the analysis during the exploratory factor analysis; ** Item 

removed from the analysis during the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Appendix B

Mean Scores for the Three Dimensions of the CEBSC Scale by Industry

Industry n Consumption M SD Contribution M SD Creation M SD

Alcoholic beverages 128 3.78 1.50 3.10 1.53 2.22 1.28

Nonalcoholic beverages 225 2.99 1.48 2.44 1.35 1.82 1.16

Amusement and recreation 196 3.76 1.58 2.96 1.51 2.06 1.38

Apparel and accessories 205 4.49 1.51 2.86 1.70 2.10 1.54

Automotive 106 4.70 1.60 2.83 1.74 2.78 2.41

Food and kindred products 152 4.33 1.29 3.07 1.31 2.13 1.33

Hi-tech 609 3.43 1.49 2.50 1.43 1.98 1.30

Mobile operators 324 3.24 1.38 2.26 1.26 1.71 1.22

Perfumes and cosmetics 151 3.91 1.43 2.57 1.56 1.85 1.11

Services 156 4.69 1.63 3.36 1.78 2.59 1.66

Note: N = 2,252 (full data set).
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Appendix C

Descriptive Statistics for the Items of the CEBSC Scale, Factor Loadings (Completely Standardized Lambda X), and Explained Variance on Each Item (R2) for the Final Three-Factor 

17-Item Model

Item Calibration λ R² M (SD) Validation λ R² M (SD) Full λ R² M (SD) Study 5 λ R² M (SD)

Consumption

Cons1 I read posts related to Brand X on social media. 0.83 0.68 3.79 (1.99) 0.82 0.68 3.89 (1.94) 0.83 0.68 3.84 (1.97) 0.87 0.75 3.72 (2.06)

Cons2 I read fan page(s) related to Brand X on social networking sites. 0.83 0.69 3.78 (2.06) 0.84 0.71 3.90 (2.05) 0.84 0.70 3.84 (2.05) 0.85 0.72 3.67 (2.14)

Cons3 I watch pictures/graphics related to Brand X. 0.64 0.41 4.22 (1.89) 0.66 0.43 4.34 (1.90) 0.66 0.44 4.28 (1.90) 0.77 0.60 3.87 (2.01)

Cons4 I follow blogs related to Brand X. 0.63 0.39 2.70 (1.88) 0.63 0.40 2.81 (1.90) 0.64 0.41 2.76 (1.90) 0.69 0.48 2.69 (1.97)

Cons5 I follow Brand X on social networking sites. 0.87 0.76 3.66 (2.04) 0.86 0.74 3.76 (1.97) 0.86 0.74 3.71 (2.01) 0.87 0.76 3.49 (2.05)

Contribution

Contr1 I comment on videos related to Brand X. 0.85 0.73 2.16 (1.63) 0.84 0.71 2.27 (1.72) 0.85 0.72 2.22 (1.68) 0.83 0.69 2.37 (1.83)

Contr2 I comment on posts related to Brand X. 0.87 0.76 2.35 (1.69) 0.90 0.80 2.43 (1.76) 0.88 0.78 2.39 (1.73) 0.90 0.81 2.51 (1.93)

Contr3 I comment on pictures/graphics related to Brand X. 0.87 0.75 2.17 (1.68) 0.86 0.74 2.26 (1.71) 0.87 0.75 2.22 (1.70) 0.86 0.74 2.42 (1.85)

Contr4 I share Brand X related posts. 0.89 0.79 2.43 (1.76) 0.88 0.78 2.52 (1.80) 0.89 0.79 2.47 (1.78) 0.90 0.80 2.59 (1.95)

Contr5 I “Like” pictures/graphics related to Brand X. 0.62 0.39 3.34 (2.00) 0.63 0.40 3.40 (2.02) 0.63 0.39 3.37 (2.01) 0.68 0.46 3.33 (2.17)

Contr6 I “Like” posts related to Brand X. 0.67 0.45 3.20 (1.98) 0.67 0.44 3.28 (1.99) 0.67 0.44 3.24 (1.98) 0.73 0.53 3.30 (2.10)

Creation

Creat1 I initiate posts related to Brand X on blogs. 0.89 0.78 1.94 (1.55) 0.90 0.78 1.95 (1.52) 0.89 0.80 1.95 (1.54) 0.91 0.82 2.21 (1.76)

Creat2 I initiate posts related to Brand X on social networking sites. 0.87 0.76 2.01 (1.58) 0.90 0.76 2.17 (1.70) 0.89 0.79 2.09 (1.64) 0.89 0.79 2.35 (1.83)

Creat3 I post pictures/graphics related to Brand X. 0.87 0.76 1.98 (1.54) 0.82 0.76 2.19 (1.67) 0.84 0.71 2.08 (1.61) 0.89 0.79 2.29 (1.80)

Creat4 I post videos that show Brand X. 0.83 0.69 1.96 (1.53) 0.85 0.69 2.11 (1.60) 0.84 0.71 2.03 (1.57) 0.86 0.73 2.27 (1.80)

Creat5 I write posts related to Brand X on forums. 0.80 0.65 1.96 (1.53) 0.80 0.65 2.11 (1.60) 0.80 0.64 2.04 (1.57) 0.85 0.72 2.29 (1.79)

Creat6 I write reviews related to Brand X. 0.75 0.57 1.91 (1.52) 0.69 0.57 2.04 (1.61) 0.72 0.52 1.97 (1.56) 0.82 0.68 2.16 (1.74)

Note: Calibration sample: χ²(115) 564.31, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06; Validation sample: χ²(115) 557.47, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06; Full data set: χ²(115) 719.47, CFI = 

0.93, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.05; Study 5: χ²(313) = 651.71, CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06; p < 0.001; Estimator = robust maximum-likelihood.
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