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1 Introduction and objectives 
 

This doctoral research focuses on the various factors that potentially contribute to 
loyalty towards a particular hedonic social network (from now on HSN). The concept of 
loyalty, as adopted from Oliver (1999:34), is: “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or 
repatronise a preferred product/service consistently in the future.” 

This chapter starts with a justification of our study, followed by the objectives pursued 
in the research, and finally the structure of this doctoral thesis. 

1.1 Why study loyalty on hedonic social networks? 

This study emerges from the combination of two elements that have become central to 
the study of consumption experiences on social media. First is the need to achieve and 
maintain consumer loyalty online. Second is the emerging interest in understanding 
consumer behaviour on social network sites (from now on SNSs), particularly on 
hedonic SNSs such as Facebook. 

Consumer loyalty has become a priority for marketers and managers of all industries 
and businesses (Straub, 2014). As a matter of fact, companies seek to strengthen 
relationships with their customers and to do so they bear in mind the following two 
long-lasting customer base effects (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990): in most of the sectors, 
the benefit provided by a customer over the third year triples the one generated in the 
first year by that same customer (see Figure 1); and a loyal customer generates not 
only a higher margin but also additional benefits, including increased purchases, lower 
operation costs, referrals, and a higher willingness to pay price premiums (see Figure 
2).  

Figure 1. Customers long-term profit in different sectors 

 
Source: Reichheld and Sasser (1990). 
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Figure 2. Average customer cost and benefit over time (aggregated percentage) 

 
Source: Reichheld and Sasser (1990). 

Firms in every sector focus on customer loyalty because it contributes to profitability 
(Bowen and McCain, 2015). In fact, the MBNA Bank of America found that a 5% 
improvement in defection rates increased customer value by more than 125%, a similar 
result to that of Reichheld and Sasser (1990) where they analysed different sectors 
such as credit insurance, auto-service chains, software, office building management, 
industrial distribution, industrial laundry, insurance brokerage, credit cards and branch 
deposits; in all the cases a 5% decrease of defection rates boosted profit 25 to 85% (see 
Figure 3). 

Figure 3. Customer value increase derived from 5% defection rate reduction 

 
Source: Reichheld and Sasser (1990). 
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This also applies to internet environments, where the importance of customer 
retention, or e-loyalty, to succeed was introduced by Reichheld and Schefter (2000). 
Not surprisingly, e-loyalty is conceived as a key factor for the sustainability of online 
retailers (Ameen and Khali, 2012). This is because the pattern of early losses-rising 
profits – which justifies the interest in establishing long-term relationships with 
customers – is even more evident in virtual environments. This phenomenon is also 
visible in other sectors such as appliances, books, and groceries e-retailing, and is 
utilized by Reichheld and Schefter (2000) to emphasize the importance of creating 
loyalty relationships with customers (see Figure 4). 

Figure 4. Customer life-cycle economics in e-commerce 

 
Source: Bain & Company and Mainspring, as illustrated by Reichheld and Shefter (2000). 

The importance of loyalty was clearly expressed by Gremler and Brown (1996:171): 
"few, if any, businesses can survive without establishing a loyal customer following." 
Understanding the factors that lead to loyalty is of great importance for companies 
(Martensen et al., 2000). But this is becoming increasingly challenging for the firms due 
to the consumer’s tendency to be less loyal towards brands (Fraering and Minor, 2013). 
This challenge must be managed by all the firms as loyalty increases their equity 
(Atilgan et al., 2005). This is why companies often try to lead their customers to the 
highest levels of loyalty (Kasolowsky, 2014).  

Therefore, companies should be interested in finding out the mechanisms that 
contribute to a consumer’s continuance intention to use the product, and thus loyalty.  

SNSs have been and continue to be a growing phenomenon. For the next five years, the 
global social network market is expected to increase in terms of both number of 
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consumers and revenue (Tsiotsou, 2015). SNSs is one of the most important emerging 
internet phenomena due to their capability of sharing people’s interests and opinions 
and the interactivity they allow (Sledgianowski and Kulviwat, 2009). 

We focus our doctoral research on a particular type of consumer experiences in SNSs: 
those that are particularly hedonic and enjoyable, like the consumption experiences 
raised on Facebook. Taking into account that these SNSs tend to raise exploratory 
behaviours, and bring pleasure, fun or escapism to consumers (Childers et al., 2001), 
we refer to them as hedonic SNSs or HSNs. 

According to the annual report by We Are Social (Kemp, 2016), almost half of the 
world’s population in 2016 (3,419 million) were internet users and 2,307 million people 
were active social media users, which is equivalent to 31% of the total world 
population. More than half of the adult world population regularly uses at least two 
SNSs (Morrison, 2015). Users spend more than 2 hours a day on average on SNSs, a 
figure that is particularly higher in the Philippines (3.7 hours), Brazil (3.3 hours), Mexico 
and Argentina (3.2 hours), and United Arab Emirates and Malaysia (3 hours, Kemp, 
2016). Interestingly, they spent more time on SNSs than watching television (1.25 
hours, Statista, 2016). 

This increase in the number of SNS users could be attributed to a general increase of 
the population, but this is not the case as shown in Figure 5: the percentage of SNS 
users related to the total population has constantly increased over the years. 

Figure 5. Penetration of SNSs among total world population (in %) 

 
Source: own elaboration from We Are Social 2012-2016 reports. 

In fact the total population has increased only 4% from 2012, far distant from the 
growth in the number of users (49%) and SNSs (42%, see Figure 6). Nowadays there are 
as many as 1,623 million active social media users.  
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Figure 6. Evolution of population, internet users and SNS users 

 
Source: own elaboration from We Are Social and Population Reference Bureau 2012-2016 reports. 

All these figures above show the importance of SNSs. 

The figures about Facebook growth are also very illustrative about the emergence of 
the SNS phenomenon: every day a half a million people join Facebook for the first time, 
which means that 6 new profiles are created every second (Regan, 2015). Facebook is 
by far the largest SNS with a total of 1,590 million users worldwide, followed by 
Whatsapp (900 million) and QQ, the Chinese instant messaging company (860 million, 
see Figure 7). 

Figure 7. Ranking of the largest SNSs worldwide 

 

Source: Kemp (2016). 

Facebook is also a leader among all SNSs in terms of frequency of use (Mander, 2016). 
Facebook’s audience is indeed the second biggest of all sites and mobile applications 
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worldwide 1. 

Since its inception, user experiences with SNSs have evolved significantly (Alarcon-del-
Amo et al., 2012). Originally, SNSs were exclusively aimed at allowing individuals to 
build their profile and stay connected to personal social networks within a virtual 
environment (Boyd and Ellison, 2008). However, SNSs have also become a marketing 
channel that is heavily used by brands. In fact, more than 90% of brands use more than 
one social media channel for marketing purposes (Morrison, 2015). 

Particularly, Facebook has become a channel for marketing communications one that 
allows users to design or broadcast an advertising message according to the contents 
and message source; this was designed to enhance the consumer’s attitude of the 
brand (Yang, 2012). Facebook has been the main beneficiary of advertising migration 
from traditional media to SNSs (Tynan, 2016), becoming a high-potential marketing 
instrument. Facebook alone captures a 3% share of the total advertising expenditure, a 
figure that is expected to continue to grow (DiChristopher, 2015). Fans for the most-
followed brands on Facebook are as follows: Coca Cola has as many as 102,771,380 
fans, McDonald’s has 68,655,743 fans, and Red Bull has 47,074,595 fans2. This gives an 
idea of the importance of Facebook as a marketing channel for brands. 

As seen above, increasing brand loyalty is currently a main goal for companies, and 
SNSs are one of the most important media sources for achieving these goals. A number 
of studies have analysed ways to improve customer brand loyalty (e.g. Anderson et al., 
2014; Chan, 2012; Erdoğmuş and Cicek, 2012; Ruiz-Mafe et al., 2013; Wallace et al., 
2013). Nevertheless, Facebook consumers have been poorly studied (Van Dam and Van 
de Velden, 2014), and only a few studies have considered the factors that trigger user 
loyalty towards Facebook or other HSNs. 

1.2 Objectives of the study 

The main purpose of our study is to develop a better understanding of the main driving 
factors of customer loyalty towards a HSN. More specifically, we hope to accomplish 
four objectives.  

The first objective is to build a coherent framework of antecedents of consumer 
willingness to patronise a HSN. This is important because HSNs have been poorly 
studied in previous investigations. In fact, in a more generic scope, hedonic online 
consumer experiences (from now on HOCEs) have not been examined extensively. 
Most online experiments and surveys focused on SNSs have only explored non-hedonic 
behaviours. The limited number of studies that analyse hedonic online navigation was 
observed in a search using the Thomson Reuters Web of knowledge, which yielded only 
26 papers on HOCEs3. This is surprising especially because of the emergence and 
expansion of the HSN phenomenon. 

                                                      
1
 www.similarweb.com [2016/12/20] 

2
 Source: www.socialbakers.com [2017/01/24] 

3
 Research completed in May, 2016 
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We have taken into consideration two central constructs closely related to 
consumption experiences on HSNs: flow and presence. The relationship between these 
two constructs and loyalty has been poorly studied and, to the best of our knowledge, 
is not found in any cases within studies related to HSN. Our study could help to close 
this gap, which is necessary because HSNs provide an environment that prompts online 
social meetings, and hedonic experiences –both closely related to flow and presence. 
Even more, the concept of presence has hardly been analysed and, to the best of our 
knowledge, is never in-depth enough to distinguish between its components that are 
specifically applied to a HSN environment. We create our framework based on 
presence and flow and complete it with a set of constructs that provide a valuable 
contribution to the understanding of HSN experiences.  

Our second objective is to analyse the interplay between personal factors, product 
experience factors, and social factors in the continuing usage of HSNs. On the basis of 
Oliver’s (1999) model, we provide a holistic view of the diversity of factors that might 
prompt user’s loyalty towards a HNS. As early as in 1999, Oliver proposed to consider 
three types of driving factors of loyalty: personal, experience-based, and social factors. 
Surprisingly, although Oliver’s paper is the most cited in the field of loyalty4, to the best 
of our knowledge no previous study has approached the analysis of loyalty towards 
SNSs having into consideration those three types of factors. All these three categories 
of factors have been taken into consideration in our study, where personal factors are 
represented by optimum stimulation level (from now on: OSL), social factors are 
represented by subjective norms, and experience-based factors consider interactivity, 
flow, social presence and spatial presence. In addition, we include attitude as a 
personal factor with a product experience component. To the best of our knowledge, 
our study is the first to explore the factors favouring loyalty while taking into account 
the three factors proposed by Oliver (1999). The inclusion of these factors enriches the 
study and will provide a broader vision that has not been previously explored. This 
could be a valuable contribution to the study of loyalty and can serve as a starting point 
for further investigations. 

The third objective of our study is to construct an integrated model of the direct and 
indirect drivers of the continuance intention of a HSN. This involves the need to analyse 
the relationships among all the constructs proposed and their roles in the construction 
of loyalty towards a HSN. After review of the relevant HOCE and HSN literature 
regarding consumer experiences in online environments, we propose different 
relationships among all the construct antecedents of loyalty, namely interactivity, OSL, 
spatial presence, social presence, flow, attitude and subjective norms. These 
relationships are developed and analysed in our study. 

The fourth objective of our study is to find empirical support for the causal paths in the 
model. For that purpose, we designed a questionnaire utilizing scales validated in 
previous research for every construct reflected in our model. The target population of 

                                                      
4
 According to Thomson Reuters Web of Science, until now it has generated 1508 citations in JCR-

indexed journals (15th Apr 2017) 
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our questionnaire is composed of Facebook users worldwide who were selected using 
a snowballing sampling method. The data gathered was analysed using SEM (structural 
equation modelling), a method highly recommended in social sciences investigations 
because it allows us to propose and test theoretical models based on hypothesized 
relationships (Merchant et al., 2013). 

1.3 Structure of the thesis 

This document is divided into four chapters. The current chapter presents the 
justification of interest and the main objectives of the research. 

The second chapter is dedicated to the theoretical background and conceptual model. 
It will start with a review of the relevant literature regarding the concepts involved in 
our study, particularly ones that discuss the deepening of HSN consumption. This will 
help to understand the different types of experiences associated with HSNs, as well as 
to identify the factors that potentially trigger loyalty in HSN environments. It analyses 
in-depth every factor taken into consideration in our study, leading to relationships that 
constitute the base of our model. Accordingly, the conceptual model will be presented. 

The third chapter is dedicated to the presentation of the methodology and results of 
the study. It will explain in-depth the methodology applied to the research, namely 
sampling and processing of the information methods, measuring scales and their 
sources, and application of SEM. All the steps involved in the application of SEM will be 
emphasized, primarily the measurement and structural models and the analysis of the 
validity of the hypothesized relationships. This allows us to assess which hypotheses 
are reinforced and which ones should be rejected according to the empirical data 
obtained. 

Chapter four starts with a comprehensive presentation of the main contributions of our 
study and draws managerial implications of our findings. Then, we explain the 
limitations of our research and how they were managed. The chapter concludes with 
potential directions for future research. 

Additionally, a chapter containing all the bibliographic references considered in the 
study is included, as well as one appendix containing the questionnaires utilized in the 
empirical field work.  
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2 Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model 
 

In this chapter, we offer a review of the relevant literature regarding consumer 
intentions in continued use of a HSN. This review allows us to identify and study the 
factors that potentially trigger HSN loyalty. As a result, we build a conceptual model of 
HSN users’ continued intentions, which include the driving factors intervening in HSN 
formation and the interplay among them. 

It should be noted that a HSN user’s continuance intention represents the willingness 
to repeat the usage of the HSN due to a favourable attitude towards it (Moon et al., 
2001). This concept is mostly equivalent to Oliver’s (1998:34) definition of consumer 
loyalty: “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise a preferred 
product/service consistently in the future.” Thus, the study of HSN user continuance 
intentions involves an examination of user loyalty; the terms continuance intention and 
loyalty are used interchangeably.  

The chapter is composed of six sections. In section one, we theoretically explore the 
criterion variable of our model, that is, a HSN user’s continuance intention. In sections 
two to four, we identify and conceptually examine three typologies of factors that 
potentially trigger HSN continuance intentions: consumer experiences with the HSN, 
consumer personality traits, and social influences. These sections are divided into 
subsections devoted to the specific driving factors considered in each category: 
interactivity, spatial presence, social presence, and flow as experience factors; 
optimum stimulation level (OSL) as a personal trait; and subjective norms as a social 
influence. Section five revolves around the role of attitude in a HSN user’s continuance 
intention, which is conceived as a mediating precursor to HSN loyalty. Finally, section 
six presents and justifies the hypothesised relationships included in our conceptual 
model.  

2.1 A first approach to loyalty 

Brand loyalty is an intriguing concept due to the fact that apparent “loyal” behaviours 
do not necessarily involve loyalty, such as a repurchase due to a lack of alternative 
options, or a routine decision other than the consumer’s preferences (Wood, 2004). 

Dick and Basu (1994) reported that, although loyalty is related to repurchasing 
behaviour and is facilitated by attitude, there is not always a cause-effect relationship 
between attitude and loyalty. For instance, a consumer with a very favourable attitude 
towards a brand may not purchase it because of a stronger positive attitude towards an 
alternative brand. Based on this, Dick and Basu proposed a model suggesting an 
interplay between attitude, repeat patronage, and loyalty (see Figure 8). This model 
includes two initial factors: the strength of the attitude towards the brand and the 
attitudinal differentiation shown to the brand. These two dimensions combined elicit a 
higher or lower relative attitude, which expresses the likelihood of an individual to 
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prefer a brand in a non-isolated environment (i.e. considering the other existing 
brands). The combination of relative attitude and repeat patronage will indicate the 
individual’s level of loyalty towards a brand. 

Figure 8. Relative attitude model 

 
Source: adapted from Dick and Basu (1994). 

Keller (2008) proposed a model for brand resonance consisting of four stages where 
brand loyalty sits at the last stage. The author defends that consumer loyalty can be 
determined with the following questions: whether the consumer will buy the brand 
whenever they can and as much as they can, whether the brand is the only alternative 
available to meet the consumer’s needs, whether the brand is the only one the 
consumer prefers to use, whether the consumer can go out of their way to use the 
brand, and whether the consumer regrets situations in which the brand is not available 
and they must use a different one. 

Figure 9. Keller's brand resonance model 

 
Source: Keller (2008). 
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Jacoby and Kyner (1972) recognised the difficulties for conceptually delimiting brand 
loyalty and proposed a definition based on six necessary and sufficient conditions: (1) 
the consumer considers past experiences with the brand in the purchase decision 
process, (2) repurchasing is a consequence of the consumer’s behavioural intention, (3) 
repurchasing is repeated over the time, (4) there is a decision maker in the form of a 
person or a decision unit, (5) purchase decision refers to a brand or set of brands 
among a larger set of brands available, and (6) purchase decision results from a 
psychological evaluative process. 

Jacoby and Kyner’s (1972) characterisation was later extended by Jacoby and Chestnut 
(1978): 

1. Brand choice does not follow a zero-order process, which would happen if the 
consumer’s decision to purchase a product were not affected by past decisions. 
Conversely, a non-zero-order process involves that brands can participate in the 
creation of brand loyalty.  

2. Loyalty is a behavioural concept. Consequently, a verbal manifestation of a brand’s 
preference is not sufficient enough to indicate brand loyalty. Loyalty involves a 
behaviour that leads to repurchasing the brand. 

3. Loyalty requires consistent behaviour over time, so an incidental preference of a 
brand does not imply loyalty. 

4. Regardless of the agents and influencers that intervene in the purchase process, it 
is the consumer or the decision-making unit who will make the decision of 
continually purchasing (and being loyal to) a brand. 

5. To demonstrate loyalty, there must also be a possibility of being disloyal. This 
implies the existence of a range of brands to choose from, among which only a 
small number of brands or a single brand will be selected. Reversely, if only a single 
option is available, consumers cannot show their loyalty. 

6. The consumer’s preference and commitment towards a brand results from an 
internal evaluation process. On the basis of consumer knowledge and previous 
experiences, they assess brands and form their preferences.  

Many studies have dealt with brand loyalty. As early as 1978, Jacoby and Chestnut 
identified and reviewed up to 53 definitions of brand loyalty. In a comprehensive and 
more recent literature review, Wang (2007) examined 29 models and theories on 
loyalty, which covered a broad range of topics about loyalty: conceptualisations of 
loyalty (e.g. Muncy, 1983), the attitudinal facet of loyalty (Jacoby, 1971; Bourdeau, 
2005), classifications of loyalty (Backman and Prompton, 1991; Tideswell and Friedline, 
2004), measurements of loyalty (Pritchard and Howard, 1997), typologies of loyal 
consumers (Baloglu, 2002; Reinartz and Kumar, 2002), and drivers to loyalty (Hallowell, 
1996; Back & Parks, 2003; Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Bowen and Shoemaker, 1998). 
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In most of these studies brand loyalty, or the intention to repurchase, are situated in a 
post-purchase stage of the consumer’s decision-making process, which is indeed 
related to brand satisfaction (Erciş et al., 2012). Following this line of reasoning, studies 
such as Oliver’s (1993) built a model of loyalty revolving around expectations-
confirmation theory (ECT). ECT is probably the most utilised theoretical framework 
considered to examine brand satisfaction and their subsequent effect on post-purchase 
intention (Lin et al., 2005; Jiang and Klein, 2009). According to ECT modelling, 
repurchase intention is prompted by satisfaction, which is triggered by the 
confirmation of the individual’s initial expectations about the brand and the brand’s 
perceived performance. 

Figure 10. ECT modeling 

 
Source: Lin et al. (2005). 

An interesting model of factors leading to loyalty is one proposed by Dick and Bassu 
(1994). These authors conceived loyalty as the relationship between the consumer’s 
attitude towards an entity (a brand, a medium or a vendor) and his or her patronage 
behaviour. From Dick and Bassu’s point of view, patronage is not an output or a 
consequence of loyalty but a component of the mentioned relationship between 
attitude and patronage behaviour. Interestingly, the model was completed with two 
non-attitudinal factors: social norms and situational factors. 

Oliver (1999) synthesised earlier conceptualisations of consumer loyalty and suggested 
six stages in loyalty theoretical thought, which he graphically represented as panels 
(see Figure 11). Loyalty models situated in panel 1 are those in which loyalty and 
experience are conceived as different manifestations of the same concept. Panel 2 
refers to more evolved models, which conceive of a consumer’s experience as a 
necessary condition for loyalty. Models represented in panel 3 go one step further as 
they consider satisfaction as not only a necessary component but also critical for 
loyalty. Models in panel 4 suggest a superordinate loyalty concept that encompasses 
both loyalty and a consumer’s experience that manifests in various levels of loyalty. In 
models in panel 5, consumer experience and loyalty are related and overlapping 
concepts, yet the overlapping area is relatively small in comparison to the full area 
covered by each concept. This implies that loyalty can exist without a positive 
consumer experience, and that there is a relatively small area of coincidence between 
both concepts. Finally, models included in panel 6 defend that consumer experience 
precedes loyalty “much like a caterpillar becomes transformed into a butterfly”. 
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Figure 11. Oliver’s view on consumer’s loyalty models 

 
Source: Oliver (1999). 

Starting from Dick and Bassu’s (1994) framework, Oliver (1999) built his own loyalty 
model, which he placed in panel 6. He further suggested three necessary requirements 
for the “caterpillar” to evolve: product experience factors, personal traits, and social 
forces (see Figure 12). 

Figure 12. Oliver’s model (1999) 

 
Source: own elaboration from Oliver (1999). 

Even though Oliver’s article is the most cited paper on consumer loyalty, to the best of 
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our knowledge there is no empirical evidence that supports the conjoint influence of 
product experience factors, personal traits and social forces in the particular territory 
of user loyalty towards SNSs. Most studies on SNS loyalty perceive loyalty exclusively in 
terms of user experiences and disregard other elements that might play a part. For 
example, Geçti and Gümüs (2014) only examine loyalty factors related to brand 
experience; Pövry et al. (2013) just consider the consumer’s participation; Gummerus 
et al. (2012) focuses on the benefits of the experience; and Anderson et al. (2014) 
explains brand loyalty formation in terms of saving time. Only a fraction of studies have 
examined the impact of social factors in SNS user loyalty. This is the case of Munnukka 
et al.’s (2015), who studied the impact of community promotion on brand loyalty; and 
Chiu et al. (2013), who explored the effect of social prestige on loyalty formation. Only 
a few studies such as Ruiz-Mafe et al. (2014) conceived a more complex compound of 
potential determinants of SNS usage, which combined experiential and personal 
factors. For their part, Al-Debei et al. (2013) studied the impact on SNS loyalty of two 
experience constructs (perceived value and control) and subjective norms. 

Therefore, there is a lack of studies that offer a comprehensive view of the individual’s 
various mechanisms that explain why people keep using SNSs, and particularly HSNs. 
Those studies that focus only on a typology of driving factors miss the integrative effect 
of elements of diverse nature, and the potential interplay among them. Consistently 
with seminal view of loyalty from Oliver’s (1999), we propose an integrative model of 
HSN continuance that considers the influence of three types of driving factors: factors 
related to the individual’s experience on the HSN, personal traits related to the user’s 
personality, and social factors that reflect the extent to which social groups influence 
an individual’s decisions on HSN continuance. 

In the following epigraphs, we undertake a thorough review of these three drivers, 
initially suggested by Oliver, and explore their potential influence on consumer loyalty 
towards HSNs. 

2.2 Experience factors driving HSN loyalty 

The first factors potentially driving loyalty have to do with the individual’s internal 
experiences from the use of a HSN. According to Oliver’s (1999), factors related to the 
individual’s experience with the product or service, are key to explain their willingness 
to patronise such a product or service.  

This interest in an individual’s experiences on a HSN is in sync with the emergence of 
positive customer experience as a marketing and customer service priority for 
managers within the IT and new media industries (Laufer, 2015) as well as for app 
developers (Carter, 2015). As many as 9 out of 10 American consumers are willing to 
pay a higher price to ensure a superior customer experience (RightNow, 2011).  

Similar considerations apply to HSNs. On the basis of seminal studies on consumption 
experiences (e.g. Gentile et al., 2007; Meyer and Schwager, 2007; Häubl and Trifts, 
2000), a HOCE has been described as a “psychological state manifested as a subjective 
response” (Rose et al., 2012, p. 309). When a HOCE is positive, favourable responses 
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towards the brand will arise, including consumer satisfaction (e.g. Homburg et al., 
2006), trust (e.g. Kennedy et al., 2001; Koufaris and Hampton-Sosa, 2002) and a greater 
intention to revisit the app or website (e.g. Ha et al., 2010), which may all precede 
loyalty (Heskett, 2002).  

Pine and Gilmore (1998) noted that the methods with which companies seek customer 
satisfaction have evolved, moving from offering mere goods and services to bringing 
personal experiences. Pine and Gilmore classified consumer experiences on the basis of 
two dimensions (see Figure 13). The first dimension is consumer participation, which 
expresses the level of an individual’s contribution to the experience and ranges from 
passive participation in the experience (e.g. attendance at a classical music concert) to 
active participation. The second dimension is consumer connection, which captures the 
individual’s involvement in the experience, from the lowest level of involvement or 
absorption (e.g. watching a derby from the grandstand as a spectator) to the highest 
level of involvement or immersion (e.g. watching a 3D film in a theatre with large 
screen and surrounding stereophonic sound). 

Figure 13. The four realms of an experience 

 
Source: Pine and Gilmore (1998). 

The concept of consumer experience deserves careful attention in the particular 
territory of new media and social networking. If the consumer’s experience is a pillar to 
building consumer loyalty towards any conventional, physical product, it might become 
more important in the understanding of digital products and SNS usage, which often 
faces even more difficulties in gaining loyal users (Gommans et al., 2001). This implies 
that the role of positive usage experiences for new media and SNSs may be even more 
important than the role they play on conventional consumption environments (Shankar 



Chapter 2. Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model  37 
 

 
 
 

et al. 2003; Van Riel et al. 2001).  

When online usage experiences become successful from the consumer’s point of view 
and they configure unique, memorable and sustainable experiences over time, the 
consumer may want to patronise businesses offering such experiences (Pullman and 
Gross, 2004; Jacoby and Kyner, 1973). 

The first theoretical attempts to conceive consumption experiences were usually 
positivists. This is because the first dominant position within the marketing and 
consumer behaviour disciplines was positivism and its variants (see Shankar and 
Patterson, 2001). According to this early positivist perspective, consumers make their 
decisions based on rational arguments, giving greater weight to economic or utilitarian 
reasons. In contrast, Katona (1965) proposed a different perspective, one that 
considers the role of psychological variables in explaining consumption experiences. 
More than a decade after Katona’s proposal, hedonic components were added to the 
equation of consumer experience and two types of consumption experiences were 
differentiated and explored: utilitarian experiences and hedonic experiences (Holbrook 
and Hirschman, 1982; Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Unger and Kernan, 1983; 
Havlena and Holbrook, 1986). In connection with this, the study of the mere act of a 
purchase was being considered insufficient, so the entire consumption experience was 
regarded as a more adequate phenomenon to be examined (Hirschmann and Holbrook 
1982; Holbrook and Hirschmann, 1982; Hirschmann, 1989). This is because consumers 
valued their experience consuming the product more than the product’s physical 
features (Holbrook and Hirschman, 1982). Currently, this is a dominant view in the 
disciplines of marketing and consumer behaviour (Childers et al., 2001; Martínez-López 
et al., 2006). 

Solomon (1997) went a step further and proposed a taxonomy of consumer 
behaviours: utilitarian behaviours, which are related to the search for functional and 
practical benefits combined with the consumption of a product or service; and hedonic 
behaviours, which are linked to the entertaining and pleasant experiences that a 
product or service might provide. This taxonomy of consumer behaviours was later 
connected (Martínez-López et al., 2006) with a distinction between intrinsic and 
extrinsic psychological consumer motivations (Malone and Lepper, 1987). Since then, 
marketing and consumer behaviour literature has assumed that utilitarian behaviours 
are largely related to extrinsic motivations, as long as these motivations lead 
consumers to look for benefits related to the utility, economy, or convenience derived 
from the consumption of a particular product or service and are not related to their 
internal feelings or experiences with the product. In contrast, hedonic behaviours are 
presumed to be triggered by an individual’s intrinsic motivations, such as the pleasure 
and enjoyment that the consumption experience in and of itself might bring to the 
individual (Teo et al., 1999). 

The dual conceptualisation of the consumption experience was adopted by earlier 
internet studies dealing with online consumption experiences, which pointed out the 
key role of hedonic behaviour online. Importantly, Hoffman and Novak (1997) 
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distinguished between goal-directed and experiential navigation. Similarly, Catledge 
and Pitkow (1995) distinguished between searching and browsing behaviours. Later, 
Pace (2004) identified two types of consumer behaviours online: directed search 
behaviours (aimed at finding specific information about products or services and 
performing purchases online); and exploratory browsing, defined as “more 
experimental in nature” behaviours considered  with no specific objective. Sánchez-
Franco and Roldán (2005) also took into consideration a distinction between goal-
directed and experiential surfing behaviours to explain individual differences in web 
usage. Recent studies have followed this line of reasoning and separately examined 
utilitarian and hedonic consumption experiences online (Zhou et al., 2012). 

Consumer experiences resulting from the user’s interaction with a hedonic SNS, like 
Facebook, provide the consumer with the “multisensory, fantasy and emotive aspects” 
they might be looking for (Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982). According to this rationale, 
what consumers seek with their hedonic usage of a SNS are not utilitarian functions 
but intrinsic benefits the SNS provides, such as fun and excitement that emerges from 
HSN usage (Rodríguez-Ardura and Martínez-López, 2014). 

We will similarly include important elements related to an individual’s experience with 
a HSN in our conceptual model constructs (see Figure 29). More specifically, the impact 
of subjective experiences of spatial presence, social presence, and flow on continuance 
intention will be theoretically explored. The importance of these three experience 
constructs was revealed in previous research about hedonic online consumption that 
noted their connection with hedonic human behaviour on SNSs, consumer satisfaction 
within a HSN and the intention of online consumption continuance (e.g. Trevino and 
Webster, 1992; Lin, 2010; Roca et al., 2006; Sukoco and Wu, 2011; Lee, 2010). 

Keeping in mind our interest in understanding these three central experience 
constructs, we considered a fourth construct: interactivity. Interactivity has shown to 
be a relevant antecedent of presence as well as of flow, and its inclusion will help to 
obtain a more comprehensive view of individual experiences in HSNs. 

In what follows, we offer a detailed description and discussion about each one of these 
four constructs. 

2.2.1 Interactivity 

The nature and scope of interactivity has not been consistently defined (see e.g. 
McMillan and Hwang, 2002). As a matter of fact, interactivity is still conceived as an 
“undertheorized” construct (Voorveld et al., 2011:77). Depending on the perspective 
adopted to study the concept, interactivity has a different meaning. For example, 
technologists might define interactivity in terms of the feedback provided by systems, 
applications and technologic devices while advertisers might be more interested in 
interactivity as a two-way communication with the target market (Johnson et al., 2006). 

From a theoretical point of view, we can identify two main approaches to interactivity. 
The first approach takes into consideration the interaction or feedback between the 
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user and the technology. Accordingly, interactivity is described as a characteristic of an 
app, a website, or a technological system and tackled with feature-based measures. In 
contrast, the second approach considers the interaction with the app, web, or system 
as perceived by their users, so the interactivity afforded by a technology environment 
might vary for each user. The second approach makes more sense in social sciences 
studies such as this doctoral research and therefore will be the approach adopted from 
now on. Consequently, we will examine HSN interactivity from the point of view of the 
user, i.e. as a perception-based construct (Cui et al., 2010). 

Figure 14. Feature vs. perception-based interactivity studies 

 
Source: own elaboration from Cui et al. (2010). 

Heeter (1989) proposed a model for interactivity based on six components: (1) the 
complexity of choices available, (2) the effort the user must exert, (3) the 
responsiveness to the user, (4) the monitoring of the communication process, (5) the 
ease of adding information, and (6) the facilitation of interpersonal communication. 
First, the complexity of choice available is a concept that emerges in analyses of mass 
media, where the greater the possibilities offered to the audience, the greater the 
interactivity. Accordingly, hedonic HSNs offer a broad range of options and require 
users to make choices, making them highly interactive media. Second, a number of 
researchers considered the user’s effort in their conceptualisations of interactivity. This 
is the case with Heeter, who defined interactivity as “the amount of effort required 
from users” (Heeter, 1989:222). Similarly, highly interactive environments (such as 
HSNs) require effort from users to access information. Third, response from the new 
media must resemble human behaviour so the interactivity perceived will be higher; 
this will be facilitated by highly technologically sophisticated environments. Thus, the 
responsiveness of a simple electronic device might be quite low, whereas a HSN may 
increase interactivity and even provide the possibility of interchanging communication 
roles. Fourth, the more interactive the media, the better their capacity to measure and 
monitor the use of the system. Fifth, HNSs enable users to become information 
transmitters, which increases interactivity. Sixth, the more a new medium facilitates 
face-to-face communications, the more interactive it will be. 

McMillan (2006) proposed three dimensions of interactivity: (1) user-to-documents, 
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which is how humans react to content; (2) user-to-system, which is how individuals 
interact with the immediate environment; and (3) user-to-user, which “focuses on ways 
that individuals interact with each other” (McMillan, 2006:166). For their part, Liu and 
Shrum (2002) identified three components of interactivity: (1) active control to 
customise the information they want to access; (2) two-way communications, which 
allow reciprocal communication between companies and users and users with one 
another; and (3) synchronicity, which is related to the simultaneous actions between a 
user and its response to the environment. 

Liu and Shrum (2002:54) stated one of the most relevant definitions of interactivity: 
“the degree to which two or more communicating parties can act on each other, on the 
communication medium, and on the messages and degrees with which such influences 
are synchronized.” Liu and Shrum’s model coincides well with the model of McMillan 
and Swang (2002) because Liu and Shrum considered three components suggested by 
McMillan and Swang: direction of the communication, user control, and time. Johnson 
et al. (2006) examined reciprocity, responsiveness, and speed of response as three 
basic components of interactivity and added a fourth dimension, nonverbal 
information, which is the richness of the communication messages. 

Figure 15. Comparison between Heeter's and Liu and Shrum's Interactivity models 

 
Source: own elaboration from Heeter (1989) and Liu and Shrum (2002). 

Other authors distinguish the interaction between the user and the technology (e.g. 
Novak et al., 2000; Chung and Tan, 2004; Bridges and Florsheim, 2008) from the 
communication afforded by the technology (Liu, 2003; Chang and Wang, 2008; Cui et 

al., 2010; Song and Zinkhan, 2008). Accordingly, interactivity is conceived either as a 
perception of speed or “responsiveness” (Novak et al., 2000) or as a “communication” 
facet (Song and Zinkhan, 2008). These models are summarised in the elements shown 
in Figure 16, which involves the main concepts of the previous modelisations: 
responsiveness, perceived control (as the most relevant feature perceived by users), 
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and bi-directional communication. Let us examine those three concepts.  

Figure 16. Conceptualisation of interactivity 

 
Source: own elaboration. 

Responsiveness. Defined as 'the relatedness of a response to earlier messages' 
(Dholakia et al., 2001:7), responsiveness is an extreme feature of interactivity. In fact it 
differentiates between non-interactive, quasi-interactive, and interactive 
communications. In non-interactive communications, there is no coherence in the 
conversation between sender and receptor. In quasi-interactive communications, there 
is a sequence in the conversations: there is either a response that acknowledges prior 
messages, or a regular response that involves a reaction to prior messages, i.e., there is 
a reaction from receptor to sender's message. Additionally, total interactivity requires  
that later messages depend on the reaction to earlier messages, i.e. not just a reaction 
but an interaction (Rafaeli, 1988). Figure 17 shows the different processes typical of 
non-interactive, quasi-interactive, and interactive communication, where P1 and P2 
represent the two persons engaged in the communication process, Mj the messages 
numbered in the temporal sequence, and [Mj] the message Mj taken into account to 
create the next message. 
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Figure 17. Interactive, quasi-interactive and non-interactive communication 

 
Source: adapted from Rafaeli (1988). 

In non-interactive processes, each message is created independently from the previous 
ones; in quasi-interactive processes only the previous one is taken into account in the 
creation of each message; in totally interactive, there is responsiveness, which involves 
the previous sequence of messages in the creation of each new message. As a result, ‘it 
incorporates reference to the content, nature, form, or just the presence of earlier 
reference’ (Rafaeli, 1988:19). In online communications, responsiveness of an 
environment can be featured according to the probability of the response, its speed, 
relevance, and elaboration (Lee, 2005). 

Control is present in many studies about interactivity focused on the features of the 
environment as perceived by users (e.g. Lee, 2005; Liu and Shrum, 2002; McMillan and 
Swang, 2002; Rodríguez-Ardura and Meseguer Artola, 2016; Shankar et al., 2003; Teo 
et al., 2002). Control, together with exchange of roles and participation, is a 
requirement for any communication to be interactive (Williams et al., 1998). Control 
allows user to determine the flow of information and actions available in the medium 
each time. This flow varies from one medium to another; thus a person watching 
television will only be able to switch the channel, whilst in highly interactive media 
such as HSN or in general the internet, users have greater control on the surf sequence 
(Liu and Shrum, 2002). There appears to be an obvious direct relationship between the 
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perceived control of users and the level of interactivity of the environment. 

Bi-directionality. Bi-directional communication represents the capacity for media to 
provide 'reciprocal interdependence' (Markus, 1987:491) and is a key element that 
differentiates interactive media. This two-way communication allows media to create 
interactive environments (Rafaeli, 1988) which favour the inherently human impulse 
for interpersonal communications (McMillan, 2006) in environments that reproduce 
natural interactions (Reeves and Nass, 1996). This will emerge in source as well as in 
receiver, where there is a feeling of mutual and equal communication for both parties 
(Burgoon, 1999) and each party can interchange their roles, becoming a symmetrically 
interactive form of communication (Bretz and Schmidbauer, 1983). Bi-directionality is a 
condition for responsiveness (see Figure 17), and necessary for users to feel in control 
of their environment, as there should be a response to their commands. 

Keeping in mind the importance of the three concepts above, we propose a 
conceptualisation of the construct that includes them all (Rodríguez-Ardura and 
Meseguer Artola, 2016). Thus, we consider the interactivity of a HSN as the extent to 
which the users perceive the medium as bi-directional, responsive, and under their 
control. 

2.2.2 Spatial presence and social presence 

According to the Cambridge Dictionary5, the term presence expresses either the “fact 
that someone or something is in a place” or the “feeling that someone is still in a place 
although they are not there or are dead.” Interestingly the terms telepresence or 
virtual presence do not appear, and no reference is made to the individual’s feeling of 
being in a virtual and non-physical place. 

As early as 1980, Minsky started to use the word telepresence to describe the 
environments that allow users to operate in remote systems. In later papers, Minsky, 
along with Akin, Thiel and Kurzman (1983:1.1.3), defined the conditions that should be 
satisfied for an environment to elicit telepresence:  

 “At the worksite, the manipulators have the dexterity to allow the operator to 

perform normal human functions at the control station, the operator receives 

sufficient quantity and quality of sensory feedback to provide a feeling of actual 

presence at the worksite”. 

Although this definition includes feeling as a relevant nuance, it is too imprecise to 
define the phenomenon of telepresence, as it refers to “perform normal functions” and 
ignores the environments that are designed to perform non-normal operations (Held 
and Durlach, 1991).  

In early studies, the terms virtual presence and telepresence were often 
interchangeable. As mentioned above, Minsky (1980) used telepresence to describe 

                                                      
5
 Available at http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary. 
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the individual’s feeling of being transported to a virtual environment. Later on, 
however, Steuer (1992) distinguished between virtual presence and telepresence and 
conceived virtual presence as a feeling and telepresence as an environment provided 
by the medium (Stavropoulos et al., 2013). Following this line of reasoning, more 
recent studies refer to telepresence as a set of technologies that allow users who are 
geographically distant to maintain face-to-face meetings (Ogden and Jackson, 2010). 
These technologies have evolved over time, provide people with environments where 
they can interact as they were involved in personal encounters, and unleash cues that 
resemble physical presence (Biondo-Salomão, 2015). In contrast, virtual presence is 
often referred to as a personal feeling of “being there,” in the virtual environment 
produced by the technology (Sheridan, 1992). 

Figure 18. Teleconferencing continuum 

 
Source: adapted from Ogden and Jackson (2010). 

Virtual presence has two cornerstones: the difficulty in assessing the extent to which 
an individual perceives a sense of “being there,” and the factors that help to improve 
feelings of presence, which seem to be related to the features of the environment 
(Held and Durlach, 1991). Notwithstanding, presence research has identified 
interactivity and other related constructs, like vividness (Steuer, 1992) and media 
richness (Sukoco and Wu, 2011) as presence-driving factors. 

Virtual presence has been defined as the sense of “being present” in the virtual 
environment (Kim and Biocca, 1997; Steuer, 1992), “being in” a digital space (Lombard 
and Ditton, 1997; Biocca et al., 2003), and “being with” people involved in the virtual 
environment, with whom the user interacts (IJsselsteijn et al., 2000; Nowak and Biocca, 
2003). The concept of virtual presence has been extensively studied in fields of 
computer sciences and human-computer interaction (e.g. Steuer, 1992; Minsky, 1980; 
Sheridan, 1992; Klein, 2003). However, the role of virtual presence in consumer 
behaviour has been rarely explored. In these cases, virtual presence has often been 
considered as a construct of minor importance, even as a mere dimension of flow 
(Hoffman and Novak, 1996; Novak et al., 2000; Skadberg and Kimmel, 2004; Lee and 
Chen, 2010; Zaman et al. 2010). 

One interesting conceptualisation of presence was proposed by Heeter (1992), who 
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identified three components of presence: (1) personal, as in the individual’s capacity to 
feel immersed in the virtual environment and recognise themselves in it; (2) social, as 
in the more the other users recognise the individual, the higher his or her feelings of 
being there will be; and (3) environmental, where the more the technology 
acknowledges the virtual existence of the individual, the stronger the feelings of 
presence will be. 

Figure 19. The three components of presence 

 
Source: own elaboration from Heeter (1992). 

A broad vision of presence was given by Lombard and Ditton (1997) who  identified six 
conceptualisations of presence: (1) as a social richness, which relates to the medium’s 
capacity to be perceived by users as warm, sociable, and ultimately, as favouring social 
encounters; (2) as realism, which means that a medium will be able to accurately 
represent objects, events and persons; (3) as a transportation in any of its forms –
whether the user is transported anywhere ("you are there"), objects from elsewhere 
are brought to the user ("it is here"), or several users are transported to a common 
place where they can interact ("we are together"); (4) as an immersion, which has to 
do with the replacement of the real world by a virtual one to such a degree that real 
stimuli are ignored while the user is concentrated in the virtual environment; (5) as 
social actors within a medium, expressing the phenomenon by which a user considers 
the media elements as real actors with whom they can interact; and (6) as a social 
actor, since the medium itself might elicit responses from users who will interact not 
only with other users but also with the medium. All these elements cause users to feel 
like they are not using a medium or a technology, rather they are being placed in a real 
realm, i.e. a “perceptual illusion of non-mediation.”  

The six facets of virtual presence discussed by Lombard and Ditton (1997) can be 
summarised in two broad categories (IJsselsteijn et al., 2000) which we considered in 
our study: spatial presence and social presence (Biocca et al., 2003; Horvath and 
Lombard, 2010). The first facet of virtual presence is related to the user’s feeling of 
“being inside” the virtual environment and is often termed spatial presence (Wirth et 
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al., 2007), but also virtual presence (Sheridan, 1992) or simply presence (Welch et al., 
1996). For our study, we will use the term spatial presence. The second facet of 
presence is usually named social presence (Rice and Tyler, 1995; Short et al., 1976; 
Trevino et al. 1987; Tu, 2002; Walther, 1996), but also co-presence (Goffman, 1963; 
Ciolec, 1982), and is associated with the feeling of “being with others” (Moon et al., 
2013:16) or “being together” and in communication with other users. Social presence 
construct relates to the extent to which every person involved in an interpersonal 
relationship seems to exist and react with one another (Heeter, 1992). This 
differentiation between spatial and social presence seems  appropriate as long as it 
depicts a broad spectrum of presence feelings triggered by digital technologies 
(IJsselsteijn et al., 2000). 

An interesting view of spatial presence was provided by Sheridan, who considered 
three determinants of spatial presence: the extent of sensory information, the control 
of sensors, and the ability to modify the environment. 

Figure 20. Three determinants of sense of presence 

 
Source: Sheridan (1992). 

Social presence feelings offer users extra proof of the virtual environment’s existence. 
Firstly, the fact that there is a response from other users reinforces the idea of the 
existence of the environment. Secondly, the reactions the user receives give clues into 
their own existence in the environment. Social presence offers evidence of the 
importance of the virtual environment and is key to its usage (Heeter, 1992). 

Since a HSN can elicit high degrees of both spatial presence and social presence (e.g. 
Shin, 2010; Kuss and Griffiths, 2011; Oum, 2011), the two constructs are included in 
our conceptual model and their consequences in terms of loyalty are explored. 
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2.2.3 Flow 

The concept of flow was proposed by Csikszentmihalyi in the 1960’s after interviewing 
people who operated at peak performance levels (such as artists or athletes). The 
concept was useful for describing an individual’s experiences with challenging tasks and 
clear goals, which led them to focus their energy and attention on the activity at hand, 
provide continuous feedback, and lose self-consciousness (Mirvis, 1991). The word 
flow was adopted from dancers and rock climbers who use it to describe the feelings 
associated with an optimal experience in their endeavours (Finneran and Zhang, 2005). 

Csikszentmihalyi (1975:36) defined flow as “the holistic sensation that people feel 
when they act with total involvement.” This state has also been described as an optimal 
experience where nothing else but the ongoing activity at hand “seems to matter” 
(Nah et al., 2011:734). Flow is further associated with high-level skills and challenging 
activities (Pullman and Gross, 2004).  

According to Csikszentmihalyi and colleagues’ work (e.g. Csikszentmihalyi, 1975, 1977; 
Nakamura and Csikszentmihalyi, 2002), flow experiences can be described in terms of 
five features: (1) personal skills required to face challenges raised by the activity; (2) 
high levels of concentration on the activity; (3) a sense of control over the actions; (4) a 
loss of self-consciousness; and (5) a sense of time passing very quickly. Flow has been 
associated with an intense feeling of joy and a purely hedonic and autotelic subjective 
experience, as it “appears to need no goals or rewards external to itself” 
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975:53). Flow not only appears in joy experiences but causes 
happiness itself (Sartika and Husna, 2014). Rodríguez-Sánchez and Schaufel (2008) 
further observed that online flow is a three-dimensional construct that involves 
absorption, enjoyment, and intrinsic interest. 

Flow occurs when individuals are required to use their skills at full capacity to face the 
challenges raised by certain activities. Otherwise, if individuals feel that their skills 
clearly exceed the challenges, they will become unmotivated and will not reach flow. 
Conversely, if individuals feel that the challenges are above their skills, they might 
become overwhelmed and not achieve flow either (Richard et al., 2010). 

First detected in music, arts, literature and sports, (Csikszentmihalyi, 2005), Trevino and 
Webster (1992) revealed for the first time the existence of flow experiences within 
computer-mediated environments. From then on, online flow has been observed in a 
number of studies (e.g. Hoffman and Novak, 1996; Skadberg and Kimmel, 2004; Pace, 
2004), including during the use of SNSs (e.g. Zhou et al., 2010; Chang and Zhu, 2012). 

Ghani (1995) proposed a model of flow, operationalised as enjoyment and 
concentration that considers the effects of two main antecedents and three main 
outcomes of flow. 
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Figure 21. Model of flow in human-computer interactions 

 
Source: own elaboration from Ghani (1995). 

According to Ghani’s model, the first driving factor to flow states is related to the 
adaptation of the individual's skills to the difficulty of the task, which is required to 
optimize favouring the feeling of an achievable (controllable) challenge. This sense of 
control over the activity is revealed as one of the most important factors that captivate 
computer gamers (Malone and Lepper, 1987), and comes from the feeling of being able 
to predict the results of individual actions. The second factor that should affect flow is 
cognitive spontaneity, which captures the extent to which the individual is spontaneous 
when interacting in an environment, as all the individuals learn and understand the 
surrounding reality in a different spontaneity level (Bassili and Smith, 1986). 
Martocchio and Webster (1992) detected a positive relationship between cognitive 
playfulness, which includes spontaneity, with a more positive mood and satisfaction. 
Similarly, Voiskounsky et al. (2004) related flow with high levels of spontaneity among 
computer gamers. 

Under a flow experience, individuals focus on the online experience itself, not on its 
result, as found by Turkle (2005). Flow is further connected with online exploratory 
behaviour, which leads the individual to surf without pursuing a specific result but the 
joy of the surfing experience in and of itself (Ghani and Deshpandeb, 1994), so it 
triggers self-oriented intrinsic motivation (Miller, 1988).  

Ho and Kuo (2010) detected a positive relationship between flow and three dimensions 
of learning (Gray and Meister, 2004): replication, or the extent to which an individual is 
able to reutilise the existing knowledge; adaptation, understood as the ability of an 
individual to change their mental structures to produce new knowledge; and 
innovation, referred to as the individual’s capability of making substantial changes to 
apply new knowledge. Hsieh et al. (2016) analysed elementary students’ performance 
with game-based environments and reported improved results for individuals with high 
flow. This result makes sense, as flow involves extreme attention related to higher 
learning levels (Nakamura and Csikszentmihalyi, 2002). 
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In addition, “flow plays a lubricating role in the formation of creativity” (Yan et al., 
2013:1923). Garaigordobil and Berrueco (2011) detected a positive effect of fun and 
absorption –a term closely associated with flow states– with higher levels of creativity 
among preschool children. Wang and Tsai (2014) identified the positive effect of the 
intrinsic motivation raised by flow in the creativity and innovation capabilities of 
organisations. Kalinauskas (2014) observed a relationship between flow and creativity 
in gaming environments, and Elam and Mead (1990) related absorption and enjoyment 
with higher creativity. 

Finneran and Zhang (2005) extended Ghani’s model to explain the positive impact of 
flow on e-commerce and e-learning since it increases communication, exploratory 
behaviour, learning, positive effects, and computer usage. 

The operationalisation and empirical examination of flow can be performed according 
to two main perspectives. The first of these perspectives perceive flow as a 
multidimensional construct, considers each component of flow separately, and 
captures flow indirectly as a higher-order factor (e.g. Richard and Chandra, 2005; 
Bridges and Florsheim, 2008). In contrast, the unidimensional perspective understands 
flow as a holistic cognitive state (e.g. Novak et al., 2000; Novak et al, 2003; Hsu and Lu, 
2003) so it measures it directly.  

The main disadvantage of the multidimensional or indirect approach is that it requires 
a consensual operationalisation of flow, which does not occur yet. For instance, Bakker 
(2005) proposed absorption, enjoyment, and intrinsic motivation as components of 
flow, while Trevino and Webster (1992) operationalised flow through control, attention 
focus, curiosity, and intrinsic interest. Hsu and Lu (2004) considered total involvement, 
enjoyment, control, concentration, and intrinsic interest as dimensions of flow. This 
inconsistency does not appear in flow literature that adopts a unidimensional or direct 
approach because participants are openly asked to report their flow experiences, and 
there is consensus on the scales of flow (e.g. Choi et al., 2007; Rodríguez-Ardura et al., 
2016; Woszczynski et al., 2002). 

With this reasoning in mind, we adopt the unidimensional or direct perspective in this 
study. Hence, we consider flow as a holistic state. 
 

2.3 Personal traits driving HSN loyalty 

Personal features and personality traits cannot be overlooked when we seek to 
enhance our understanding of brand loyalty. Indeed, a consumer’s personality may 
directly affect their consumption decisions to the extent that there might be 
consumers “inherently loyal, disloyal or ambivalent” (Oliver, 1999:43). In other words, 
loyalty might be directly affected not only by the consumer’s experience with the brand 
but also by intrinsic individual traits. 

Some common patterns can be identified regarding the individual’s traits that influence 
brand loyalty (Mishra and Prasad, 2014): age, because young consumers may be less 
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likely to show loyalty than older consumers; education, as higher educated consumers 
tend to be less loyal; and status, since more affluent consumers tend to show less 
loyalty. Even the individual’s gender can be relevant in terms of brand loyalty, as 
women are typically more loyal than their male peers (Melnyk et al., 2009). 

Mellens et al. (1996) classified brand loyalty measures on the basis of two criteria: 
brand-oriented (versus individual-oriented) measures and attitudinal (versus 
behavioural) measures. 

Figure 22. Classification of brand loyalty measures 

 
Source: own elaboration from Mellens et al. (1996). 

In Mellens et al.’s classification, there are a set of loyalty measures aligned with the 
idea that loyalty depends more on the individual’s personality than on brand attributes. 
Mellens et al. identified Raju (1980), Sproles and Kendall (1986), and Hafstrom et al. 
(1992) as the most relevant authors in stating that there is a type of loyalty completely 
dependent on an individual’s personality. 

The analysis of the personality factors and its implications on brand loyalty was 
enhanced with the formulation and acceptance of Goldberg’s (1990) model, called the 
“five-factor model” or simply the “big five.” This model proposes five main personality 
traits: extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, agreeableness, and 
conscientiousness. The model became a pillar to many researchers in examining the 
impact of personality on loyalty. Interestingly, Matzler et al. (2006) observed a direct 
relationship between the traits of extraversion and openness to new experiences and 
loyalty in their study of randomly selected Austrian shoppers. Lin (2010) analysed the 
behaviour of 400 adult video game consumers and reported a positive influence of 
personality traits, such as agreeableness and openness on loyalty. Vázquez-Carrasco 
and Foxall (2006) detected that certain personality traits, like the need for social 
affiliation and the search for variety, have an impact on loyalty towards hair styling 
services. Mahatanankoon (2007) studied the behaviour of text-messaging services and 
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found that the personality traits of innovativeness and playfulness are closely related to 
OSL and have also direct impact on loyalty. 

Consistent with Mahatanankoon (2007), we considered one personality construct, OSL, 
as a potential driver of HSN loyalty. OSL is closely related to the personality traits of 
openness to new experiences and innovativeness (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1995), 
as “those individuals with high OSLs will be more likely to explore new situations and 
will have a greater comfort level with new situations than individuals with low OSLs” 
(Woszczynski et al., 2002:377). Since openness to new experiences and innovativeness 
are antecedents of loyalty, as seen in previous studies such as Raju (1980) on the 
behaviour of homemakers and students or Woszczynski et al. (2002) on computer 
interactions, there is enough ground to include OSL as a personality factor in our 
model.  

2.3.1 OSL 

OSL captures the response of an individual to external stimuli (Fiore et al., 2005). This is 
a construct introduced simultaneously by Hebb (1955) and Leuba (1955) to 
characterise individuals on the basis of their personal responses to environmental 
stimuli (Raju, 1980). Previously, Zuckerman (1961, 1971) observed behavioural patterns 
in terms of sensation-seeking; this helped to consider that some individuals tend to 
seek environmental stimuli to feel comfortable. 

External stimuli can be classified according to four attributes (novelty, uncertainty, 
conflict, and complexity) that match affective searching and, depending on a 
consumer’s personality, will provide them reward or punishment (Wahlers et al., 1986).  

Figure 23. Consumers’ affective search 

 
Source: own elaboration from Wahlers et al. (1986). 

As early as the nineteenth century, the German psychologist Wilhelm Maximilian 
Wundt discovered that an increase in the intensity of the stimuli perceived by the 
individual improved pleasure until a certain point was reached. Beyond that point, 
increasing intensity decreased pleasure. In 1960, Berlyne extended Wundt's work by 
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creating more complex elements for both axes: the abscissa axis will now represent not 
only intensity, but also complexity, while the ordinate axis now represents the pleasure 
plus the arousal experienced (Mapes, 2007), as shown in Figure 24. 

Figure 24. Berlyne's adaptation of the Wundt Curve 

 

Source: Berlyne (1960). 

The underlying concept of OSL is that every person has an “optimal stimulation” level, 
i.e., a preferred level of stimulation. That stimulation level marks the threshold that the 
individual will not be willing to exceed or fall below. This implies that if a consumer is 
exposed to novel, ambiguous or complex external stimuli, and this stimulation is below 
his or her OSL, he or she will attempt to increase stimulation. This behaviour is named 
exploratory or curiosity behaviour and aims to change the field of the stimuli (Berlyne, 
1963; Fowler, 1965), so that the consumer pursues pleasure, fun, or escapism (Childers 
et al., 2001). Conversely, if the external stimuli are above the consumer’s OSL, the 
individual will try to decrease that stimulation (Raju, 1980).  

Raju (1980) considered seven categories of exploratory behaviour: repetitive behaviour 
proneness, innovativeness, risk taking, exploration through shopping, interpersonal 
communication, brand switching, and information seeking. These categories revealed a 
clear characterisation of low and high OSL individuals; particularly there is a positive 
relationship between high OSL and the features innovativeness and risk taking. Raju’s 
study was extended by Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1995) who employed six 
constructs related to exploratory behaviour: risk taking and innovativeness, variety 
seeking, curiosity-motivated exploration, exploratory purchase behaviour, exploratory 
information seeking, and variety seeking. According to Sapra and Mor (2012), these six 
constructs can be summarised into three main points (Sapra and Mor, 2012): (1) risk 
taking expresses the individual’s tendency to make choices that involve innovation and 
unfamiliarity; (2) variety seeking captures the tendency to avoid familiar behaviour; 
and (3) curiosity-motivated behaviour searches exploratory information. For these 
constructs the results were basically the same: a high correlation of high-OSL with 
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strong exploratory behaviour, where high-OSL individuals look for “thrills, adventures, 
dis-inhibition, new experiences, fantasies, sensory stimulation, escape from boredom, 
and alternation among familiar things” (Sapra and Mor, 2012: 62), always to increase 
the level of the stimuli they are exposed to. 

The desire for stimulation is a factor that consumers take into consideration in their 
decision-making processes (Keng et al., 2015). OSL influences consumer behaviour, and 
this influence has been evidenced in a number of studies that examined searching 
processes (Raju, 1980) and type of shopping (Fiore et al., 2005; Holbrook & Hirschman, 
1982). 

OSL is a key factor in consumption decisions and behaviours: consumers with high OSL 
tend to look for hedonic purchasing experiences whereas low OSL individuals are more 
prone to be involved in utilitarian consumption experiences (Steenkamp and 
Baumgartner, 1995). Moreover, the effect of OSL on consumer behaviour has 
reportedly taken place in a broad range of environments, including virtual communities 
and SNSs (Gu et al., 2016). User online behaviour may vary depending on their OSL and 
the hedonic value provided by the community (Yoo et al., 2010), so high-OSL 
individuals will more likely pursue hedonic experiences than low-OSL individuals (Keng 
et al., 2015).  

The above reasoning leads us to believe that a positive relationship may exist between 
an individual’s OSL and their subjective experiences in HSNs, like flow, that are closely 
connected to exploratory behaviours. 

2.4 Social factors driving HSN loyalty 

According to Oliver (1999:40), “a consumer’s willingness to rebuy or repatronise 
reaches ultimate extremes until he or she is willing to adore and commit unfailingly 
(i.e., love) to a product or service. Beyond this, the necessary additional adhesion 
stems from the social bonding of a consumption community and the synergy between 
the two. In essence, the consumers want to be loyal, the social organisation wants 
them to be loyal, and as a result, the two may become symbiotic.” This passage 
suggests the importance of social pressure in the consumption or rejection of a product 
or service. This idea has been extensively championed by Ajzen and Fishbein (1975, 
1980) who modelled how social elements influence consumer behaviour.  

Social groups may have considerable impact on the individual's loyalty towards a 
brand. Oliver (1999) considered the impact of social factors in his loyalty model, which 
included two socially related factors: the individual fortitude about the benefits of the 
brand and the support of consumption from the social groups. According to this model, 
four possibilities arise, as shown in Figure 25. 
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Figure 25. Oliver's four loyalty strategies 

 
Source: own elaboration from Oliver (1999). 

Since the 1950’s, many researchers have studied why individuals are so greatly affected 
by social influences (Kincaid, 2004). Central to these studies is the idea that social 
groups tend to promote uniformity and cohesiveness among their members. If a 
majority in the social group detects non-uniform-behaviour in some individuals or in 
minority groups, they will firstly inform them about the expected norms and will 
eventually reject those individuals that do not fit the expected norms. This forces the 
retreat of minorities within the group, even if their behaviour would have resulted 
positively for the majority (Emerson, 1954). 

Social pressure has shown to be a crucial factor in an individual’s decision-making 
processes for areas as different as political voting intention (e.g. Panagopoulos et al., 
2014), communication processes (e.g. Lapinski and Rimal, 2005), healthy habits (e.g. 
Holt et al., 2010), exposure to advertising (e.g. Batinic and Appel, 2013), and 
purchasing decisions (e.g. Wood and Hays, 2012; Grinblatt et al., 2008). Effects of social 
pressure are particularly relevant in SNSs because of the “bounded normative 
influence” (Kincaid, 2004:38); this concept reflects the tendency of social norms to 
favour long-term homogeneity by affecting minority subgroups. This effect will be 
especially intense in social networks, as they are composed of a number of local 
subgroups in which bounded normative influences tend to act. Social norms can even 
generate automatic behaviours, through which individuals do not need to decide, what 
Cialdini (2001) called fixed-action patterns. 

In their literature review, Cialdini and Goldstein (2004) identified three main 
motivations or goals of an individual under the influence of social networks: accuracy, 
affiliation, and a positive self-concept. These central goals are pursued in two areas: 
compliance, related to the individual's feeling that they are expected to respond in a 
particular way; and conformity, which relates to the modification of the individual's 
behaviour aimed to match other individuals’ expectations (see Figure 26). 
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Figure 26. Social influence on compliance and conformity 

 
Source: own elaboration from Cialdini and Goldstein (2004). 

In the compliance area, the goal of being accurate will force individuals to look for the 
right expectations from social groups, which they must accomplish to gain affect and 
arousal. Consequently, individuals will recognise and obey the authority and accept 
social norms, which will decrease their resistance. The goal of affiliating with others 
will be achieved by liking their endeavours with others’ behaviours in a reciprocal way. 
The individual’s goal of maintaining a positive self-concept will be achieved by being 
consistent with their previous behaviours and maintaining their commitments. In the 
conformity area, the accuracy goal is conditioned by the perceived consensus about 
norms and expectations, and will be activated in a little-mindful (i.e. not automatic) 
way. The goal of feeling affiliated will imitate the group’s expressions, gestures and 
postures (i.e. though behavioural mimicry) aimed at gaining social approval. Quite 
often, individuals conform to other's expectations to protect their self-esteem. This will 
be affected by either majority or minority group influences, and result in a process of 
deindividualisation in favour of a social identity. 

The concept of norm must be explored in two components (Lapinski and Rimal, 2005). 
The first component is related to the collective level in which norms exist for the 
society, social networks, groups, or communities. At this level, norms serve as conduct 
guidelines that make a difference between accepted and rejected behaviours. The 
second component refers to perceived norms, i.e., the individual’s understanding of 
existing social norms. 

The phenomena of pluralistic ignorance (Grant et al., 2009) appears in “situations 
where a majority of individuals perceive that most of their peers think differently than 



56        What Drives Consumers to Patronise a Hedonic Social Network?  

  

 
 

themselves when, in fact, their attitudes are similar.” One of the reasons for the 
misunderstanding of social norms is that they are not always explicitly stated, so they 
might elicit situations of hidden profiles which “occur when the members of a group 
individually hold information favouring a low-quality decision but collectively have the 
information necessary to make a high-quality decision” (Cruz et al., 2000:104). In fact, 
not only the knowledge of the norms, but also the way they are communicated, will 
affect the decision-making process. This is because individuals more likely take into 
account the social group’s norms when they are explicitly shared within the group than 
when they are individually known, which is called the common-known knowledge 
effect (Gigone and Hastie, 1993). Moreover, individuals will tend to “discount” or 
“bolster” information items based on their own opinions and preferences (Cruz et al., 
2000).  

Depending on their nature, social norms can be classified as descriptive and injunctive. 
Descriptive norms indicate to individuals the prevalence of the expected behaviour and 
are easily perceivable in the media representations of topics or behaviours. In contrast, 
injunctive norms are related to the pressure level towards individuals regarding a 
particular issue and can be identified by analysing the policies of social groups towards 
or against that issue (Lapinski and Rimal, 2005). 

In conclusion, individuals in a social group are affected by either informational and 
normative influences, and the existence of social norms does not imply an equal 
interpretation by all group members. Thus, it makes more sense to analyse the 
perceived component of social norms than the socials norms at the collective level.  

We understand subjective norms as a construct that potentially captures the social 
influences on user behaviour in terms of their continuing usage or loyalty towards a 
HSN. This is consistent with Oliver’s (1998) conception about the effect of social 
influences on consumer loyalty. Therefore, we propose including subjective norms in 
our modelling of user intentions to continue using a HSN. 

2.4.1 Subjective norms 

Subjective norms are a construct that we included in our model to examine the social 
pressure felt by individuals when considering their continuing use of a HSN. The 
concept of subjective norm was first introduced by Ajzen and Fishbein (1975, 1980) in 
their theory of reasoned action to depict social influences on human behaviour. Later 
on, the theory of planned behaviour –proposed by Ajzen (1985) to enhance the 
predictive power of the theory of reasoned action– also considered the role of 
subjective norms in an individual’s behaviour. 

As stated by the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 2002), human behaviour is guided 
by three types of beliefs: behavioural beliefs, depending on what individuals take into 
consideration as a result of their behaviour and, consequently, form attitudes towards 
or against such behaviour; control beliefs, which assesses how easy or difficult the 
planned behaviour will be; and normative beliefs, which result from the individual’s 
evaluation of social normative pressures and other people’s beliefs about their possible 
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behaviour. 

Figure 27. Types of beliefs according to the theory of planned behaviour 

 
Source: own elaboration from Ajzen (2002). 

Subjective norms are a form of social pressure perceived by consumers where they feel 
compelled to behave in a certain way. Subjective norms materialise in “the person’s 
beliefs that specific individuals or groups think he should or should not perform the 
behaviour and his motivation to comply with the specific referents” (Ajzen and 
Fishbein, 1980:8). The concept of subjective norms is closely related to that of 
perceived norms (Lapinski and Rimal, 2005) as it takes into consideration the 
individual’s feelings about the collective norms. In fact, subjective norms can be 
defined as “the perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior” 
(Bosnjak et al., 2005). 

In digital environments, a subjective norm is usually conditioned by two types of 
elements (Kim, 2011): interpersonal influences from people belonging to the 
individual’s personal social network who will encourage or discourage their use of 
certain technologies; and media influences that channel businesses’ marketing efforts 
to promote their products and brands. In a more generic way, subjective norms can be 
defined as the individual’s perception that his or her influencers, either directly or 
indirectly, will favour performing or not performing a particular behaviour (Lin and 
Ding, 2003). Subjective norms will capture the impact of social influences in our model 
of HSN loyalty. 

2.5 Attitude as a precursor to HSN loyalty 

Attitude is an important construct to consider in any study related to brand loyalty, not 
only because it is “the single most indispensable construct in social psychology” (Petty 
et al., 1997:610) but also because it is particularly and closely related to brand loyalty. 
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In Dick and Bassu’s (1994), Mellens et al.’s (1996) and Wang’s (2007) studies, 
“attitudinal loyalty” is even conceived as a form of brand loyalty. 

Attitude is a construct with both a personal and an object-related dimension and can 
be defined as an association between an object and its evaluation by an individual 
(Blascovich et al., 1993). Indeed, attitude may be affected by internal factors, as prior 
personal attitudes, as well as by exogenous factors, such as the information available 
(Glasman and Albarracín, 2006).  

Regarding its personal dimension, attitude is a psychological construct (Ostrom, 2014) 
related to personality traits, such as spontaneity (Keller et al., 2002). Accordingly, 
attitude can be defined as a mental representation that is affected by experience and 
directly influences an individual’s behaviour (Breckler and Wiggins, 2014). Likewise, 
Ronis et al. (2014) conceived attitude as a personal factor that, in addition to other 
situational and interpersonal factors, affects an individual’s behaviour. This relationship 
between attitude and behaviour, already posited by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) in their 
theory of the reasoned action, is also present in Ajzen’s (2002) theory of planned 
behaviour. 

Attitude towards an object is defined as what the individual “thinks and feels about 
someone or something” (Petty et al., 1997:610). Attitude depends on internal factors, 
such as the individual’s personality (Ostrom, 2014) or the personal relevance of the 
object (Campbell and Wright, 2008), as well as on external elements, like usage 
experiences (Oskamp and Shultz, 2014), information available, repetition (Zajonc, 
1968), and usefulness of the object (Childers et al., 2001). Thus, attitude towards an 
object is a concept that, even depending on internal factors, can be formed, so 
businesses often work on the promotion of positive attitudes towards their products or 
brands (Campbell and Wright, 2008). 

Businesses might promote positive attitudes towards the brand in its three 
components (Teo et al., 2003; Oskamp and Shultz, 2014): cognitive, formed with 
conscious thoughts about the brand, e.g. “Facebook has many possibilities”; affective, 
i.e., feelings formed without conscious thoughts, e.g. “I like to use Facebook”; and 
behavioural, related to actions to undertake, e.g. “I access Facebook every chance I 
get”.  

Attitude is a mediating non-observable construct that helps to explain the relationship 
between other constructs. In any of its three components (cognitive, affective and 
behavioural), attitude may be affected by external stimuli. Even being a non-observable 
variable, it will have an impact on observable responses, which again might have 
cognitive, affective, and behavioural components (see Figure 28). 
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Figure 28. Attitude mediating process 

 
Source: Oskamp and Shultz (2014). 

Attitude is one of the key consequences of the consumer’s perception on his or her 
experiences with a product or service in any environment, including online (Childers et 

al., 2001). Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) defined attitude in terms of feelings (both positive 
or negative) about the value proposition of a product, a store, or a brand. This 
definition has been well accepted in marketing and consumer behaviour (MacKenzie 
and Lutz, 1989; Lyong, 1998; Chi et al., 2011) and is adopted in this study. 

2.6 Conceptual model and research hypotheses 

All the constructs in our conceptual model (see Figure 29) have been selected for their 
potential relevance to explain loyalty behaviours towards a HSN, as revealed by the 
previous critical analysis of the literature. In this section, the presumed relationships 
and interplay among these constructs are theoretically examined, and their 
contribution towards HSN loyalty explored. 

Figure 29. Conceptual model and research hypotheses 

  
Source: own elaboration. 



60        What Drives Consumers to Patronise a Hedonic Social Network?  

  

 
 

2.6.1 The effects of interactivity 

Interactivity is conceived in our study from the point of view of users and defined as 
the user’s perception of the bi-directionality and responsiveness of the HSN 
environment and their control over it. Floridi (2005) criticised the considerations of 
some previous studies about the relationship between virtual presence and 
interactivity because one subject could be present in a remote environment by being a 
property-bearer and/or being a source of interaction; i.e. one subject could have 
properties in the remote environment and be present without any interaction at all. 
Nevertheless, the relationship between interactivity and presence (either social or 
spatial), was soon revealed in early studies on virtual presence. For instance, Sheridan 
(1992) noted that the interactivity between the user and the technological virtual 
environment is a determinant of spatial presence, and so did IJsselsteijn et al. (2000) 
who explored a set of antecedents of spatial presence.  

Welch et al. (1996) studied experiences of virtual presence among users involved in a 
virtual automobile driving task and found that the higher the interactivity of the 
environment, the more enhanced the feeling of presence. In fact, when there is no 
interaction (for instance, in non-interactive television experiences), the user could only 
get to feel spatial presence as a spectator, but never as an actor (Kim and Biocca, 
1997). Tu (2002) conducted a study on the dimensions of social presence and 
discovered interactivity as one of its components, as it involved two-way interactions 
and immediate communications. Even more, for Lim et al. (2015), interactivity could 
make a difference in terms of presence feelings, which is evident in comparing the 
experiences of virtual presence in traditional TV with mobile TV and allows users to 
interact by sharing data and comments, search additional information, and keep 
connected with other users. McCreery et al. (2015) examined various factors that come 
into play in World of Warcraft game experiences and found that interactivity 
technological features increase socio-spatial perceived interactivity and, consequently, 
social presence experiences. Mollen and Wilson (2010) observed a relationship 
between interactivity and spatial presence in their studies about e-learning and online 
marketing. Moon et al. (2013) showed that the interaction with an avatar (either a 
salesperson or a peer consumer) is key to eliciting social presence among users of an 
online retailer. Sukoco and Wu (2011) examined user experiences in advergames of a 
scooter brand and reported a positive influence of interactivity on a user’s feelings of 
presence (either spatial or social).  

As noted by Novak et al. (2000), a potential link between interactivity and spatial 
presence might be favoured by the responsiveness and the speed of the online 
interactions, which are two important facets of interactivity. This is because 
responsiveness and speed afford realism or vividness, which, in turn, facilitates spatial 
presence (Steuer, 1992). Steuer (1992) also considered interactivity as an antecedent of 
spatial presence. Wirth et al. (2007) included interactivity in their model of spatial 
presence and conceived it as one of the media factors that help to build presence 
feelings. 
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Furthermore, the bi-directionality of (interactive) online communications invites users 
to think that interactivity helps to enhance the feelings of social presence (Fortin and 
Dholakia, 2005). Connected to this is the user-to-user interactions provided by HSNs 
like Facebook, which offer social cues and thus trigger a sense of social presence 
(McMillan, 2006).  

The high interactivity of HSNs like Facebook is one of the keys of their success (Monnes, 
2015): they become virtual spaces where individuals feel they take part and interact 
with peers. As in real realms, users find HSNs as appropriate environments where they 
can build social relationships, strengthen relationships, and form “memories, 
experiences and imagination” (Tonkiss, 2005:3).  

Keeping in mind this reasoning, we included in our model a positive relationship 
between interactivity and virtual presence, either spatial or social.  

Hypothesis 1a: Interactivity positively affects spatial presence 

Hypothesis 1b: Interactivity positively affects social presence 

Flow experiences emerge when individuals are involved in highly demanding activities 
and they face challenges that require them to use their personal skills at full capacity. 
They may be less likely to reach flow states in non-interactive environments because 
they offer less challenges (Novak et al., 2000). Conversely, it is reasonable to assume 
that interactivity will positively influence the emergence of flow. 

Moreover, highly interactive virtual environments allow users to feel in control of their 
actions online (McMillan and Swang, 2002; Teo et al., 2002), which in turn triggers flow 
(Choi et al., 2007; Rodríguez-Ardura and Meseguer-Artola, 2016). The sense of control 
is commonly believed to be a key determinant of flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Pace, 
2004). This leads us to hypothesise that interactive HSNs like Facebook (see Figure 30), 
in which interactivity and the sense of control are high, facilitate flow experiences. 
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Figure 30. Models of user-to-user interactivity. HSN mode 

 

Source: McMillan (2006). 

The link of interactivity with flow has been detected in various environments. Chang 
and Wang (2008) and Huang et al. (2007) observed a relationship of interactivity with 
flow for generic user experiences in computer-mediated environments. Faiola et al. 
(2012) analysed user experiences in Second Life and reported an interactivity-flow 
connection. They claimed that, thanks to the interactivity of the game, users “lost their 
sense of time, while feeling a heightened sense of pleasure, or what has been 
considered the gamers’ optimal experience.” Fiore et al. (2005) studied user 
experiences on retailer’s websites and found that the interactivity of the interface 
favoured the emotional pleasure. Hoffman and Novak (1996) suggested that computer-
mediated environments empower consumers to demand more interactivity and rich 
online interfaces, which in turn elicit flow. Mollen and Wilson (2010) also proposed 
interactivity as an antecedent of flow. Consistently with this we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 1c: Interactivity positively affects flow 

Interactivity is a construct empirically associated with favourable attitudes towards the 
brand (Mollen and Wilson, 2010). The relationship between interactivity and attitude 
has been widely studied for internet advertising. Sundar and Kim (2005) analysed user 
reactions to webpages with commercial adverts and detected that the ads’ interactivity 
facilitated a positive attitude towards the advertised brand. Other studies such as 
Macias’s (2013) analysed factors involved in a brand website’s interactions and found 
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that interactivity positively affects user attitudes towards the brand and their 
involvement with the product. Likewise, Shim et al. (2013) found a positive effect of 
interactivity on the attitude towards a brand’s advertising in their study of internet 
protocol television. 

Coyle and Thorson (2001) analysed user experiences in websites and detected a 
positive influence of interactivity on attitude. Kim et al. (2015) also found a positive 
relationship between these two constructs for smartphone usage, as interactivity 
impacts predicted attitudes. Yoo et al. (2010) confirmed the relationship between 
attitude and perceived consumption value in online shopping environments. Campbell 
and Wright (2008) also found a positive effect of interactivity on attitude in their study 
about online advertising. Sukoco and Wu (2011) indeed endorsed this positive 
relationship, as they discovered that highly interactive advergames elicit positive 
attitudes towards the advertiser’s brand. Chung and Zhao (2004) analysed various 
factors that favour positive attitudes towards an online retailer and detected an 
influence of interactivity on a user’s positive attitude towards the website. 

The positive impact of interactivity on attitude, observed in empirical research, seems 
to be logical because highly interactive environments make experiences more 
compelling (Mocholí et al., 2006), and this will result in higher user satisfaction 
(Ballantines, 2005) and a more positive attitude towards the environment (Coyle and 
Thorson, 2001; Lee, 2005). Consistent with this, we expect to find a positive 
relationship between interactivity and attitude towards the continuing usage of a HSN.  

Hypothesis 1d: Interactivity positively affects attitude. 

Albeit not extensively studied, the connection of interactivity with continuance 
intention has been explored by some studies. For example, Kim et al. (2015) detected a 
positive effect of interactivity on continuance intention among smartphone users, Cyr 
et al. (2009) discovered that perceived interactivity influenced e-loyalty, and similarly 
Chang and Chen (2008) confirmed the impact of interactivity (conceived as a part of 
perceived quality of the interface) on e-loyalty. It has been revealed that, ultimately, 
users prefer interactive environments and that interactive features positively impact 
user behaviours online (Steckel et al., 2005) and increases their satisfaction 
(Ballantines, 2005). This invites us to think that a brand’s efforts to meet user 
preferences when it comes to interactivity, increase their satisfaction and have a 
positive impact on continuance intention. Consequently, we expect to find a positive 
relationship between interactivity and continuance intention. 

Hypothesis 1e: Interactivity positively affects continuance intention. 

2.6.2 The effects of spatial presence, social presence and flow 

The distinction between spatial and social presence has been poorly studied, so the 
relationship between spatial and social presence is still unknown. An exception to this 
is the study by Gooch and Watts (2015), who relates spatial presence, or “being there” 
feelings with social presence, i.e., a sense of “being with.” 
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In off-line environments, it has been found that closeness to other people is desirable 
in social interactions (Hagemeyer et al., 2013). This can be extended to online 
environments because human interactions often reflect real social connections 
(McCreery et al., 2015). Thus, it seems reasonable to think that the feeling of being 
placed in an HSN environment, via a sense of spatial presence, precedes “being 
together” feelings. Therefore, that potential positive effect has been included as a 
hypothesis in our model.  

Hypothesis 2a: Spatial presence positively affects social presence 

 The relationship between presence and flow has been detected in some previous 
studies like Lee and Chen's (2010) and Huang et al.’s (2007) online purchase 
experiences. Keng et al.’s (2015) study on the sense of virtual community connected 
spatial presence features with escapism, online product experiences, and flow 
(operationalised as immersion). Also, Nah et al. (2011) found that virtual presence 
helps to elicit flow states (operationalised as enjoyment) in their comparison of 2D and 
3D virtual environments. Stavropoulos et al. (2013:1944) studied a range of factors that 
influence the internet abuse among youth and found that “telepresence significantly 
increases the effect of flow.” Similarly, Faiola et al. (2012) observed a positive 
relationship between flow and presence in their study of user experiences in Second 
Life.  

The direct relationship between presence and flow is easy to explain since presence 
experiences (either social or spatial) virtually take users to a new environment in which 
they can interact with other users (Rodríguez-Ardura, 2016). This virtual encounter will 
facilitate the user’s absorption in the virtual environment so they will likely forget the 
immediate, physical environment surrounding them (Rodríguez-Ardura, Meseguer-
Artola, 2016) and lose track of time (Pace, 2004). All of these are typical features of 
flow experiences. In fact, the distorted perception of time is a feature of the flow states 
that is also inherent to both spatial presence and social presence feelings (Faiola et al., 
2012). This lets us hypothesised that the relationship between spatial and social 
presence and flow might be detected in HNS user experiences as well.  

Hypothesis 2b: Spatial presence positively affects flow 

Hypothesis 2c: Social presence positively affects flow 

 

Even though it has not been explored until now in the context of SNS usage, some 
studies have found a relationship between virtual presence (spatial and social) and 
attitude for other online contexts. Klein (2003) reported a relationship between spatial 
presence and attitude for a user’s exposition to online advertising. Moon et al. (2013) 
found a direct effect of social presence on attitude when studying shopping 
experiences with avatars. Lim et al. (2015) detected an increase of positive feelings 
towards a TV channel when social presence experiences were triggered in a social TV. 
Mollen and Wilson (2009) also detected a positive influence of spatial presence in 
consumer attitudes online. 
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As mentioned above, the individuals’ attitude towards an object depends on their 
personality as well as on external factors such as usage experiences (Oskamp and 
Shultz, 2008). Although Stringer’s (2003) study could not reveal a direct impact of 
virtual presence on positive outcome variables, the connection of presence feelings 
with satisfactory user experiences has been reported in other studies (e.g. Hoffman 
and Novak, 1997; Stavropoulos et al., 2013, Steuer, 1992; Tu, 2002). Also, the more 
satisfactory the experiences are, the more favourable the user’s attitude will be (e.g. 
Leng et al., 2011; Glasman and Albarracín, 2006). Consequently, we expect to detect a 
relationship between (spatial and social) presence and attitude towards a HSN. 

Hypothesis 3a: Spatial presence positively affects attitude 

Hypothesis 3b: Social presence positively affects attitude 

Cyr et al. (2007) suggested that social presence has a positive effect on loyalty for B2C 
environments, whilst Lim et al. (2015) found a direct and positive impact of social 
presence on loyalty for SNS communications in live television broadcasting. Nah et al. 
(2011) detected that virtual presence experiences (broadly defined) have a positive 
impact on behavioural intention and then on loyalty. The positive influence from social 
presence towards continuance intention was revealed in HSN studies such as Cheung et 

al.’s (2011) about Facebook user experiences. As revealed in Tu’s (2002:34) study on 
online learning, “a lack of social presence will lead to a high level of frustration, an 
attitude critical.” This leads us to think that the capability of an environment to create a 
sense of “being with” other people will enable loyalty behaviours.  

It is notable that the abovementioned studies refer particularly to social presence as an 
antecedent for continuance intention and do not consider a similar possible impact of 
spatial presence. Similarly, we propose that evoking senses of “being in” would not be 
enough of a motivator to favour continuance intention. Conversely, we state that only 
the incentive for users of “being with” social peers could serve as an effective 
motivator for continuance intention. This could be explained in terms of Ajzen's (2002) 
theory of planned behaviour (see Figure 27), which states that the individual's 
behaviour is led by three main beliefs: (1) the expected consequences of that particular 
behaviour, namely behavioural beliefs; (2) the factors which could favour or hinder the 
behaviour, namely control beliefs; and (3) the normative beliefs, which relates to the 
expectations of other people regarding that behaviour. Consequently, the incentive of 
'being with' other persons in the virtual environment will endorse the normative 
beliefs, as that behaviour will intrinsically be socially accepted. And this 
accomplishment of the need for social recognition will serve as an incentive to 
continue utilising the environment, i.e. the HSN in our case. 

Consequently, we have not considered in our model the relationship between spatial 
presence and continuance intention; only the relationship between social presence and 
continuance intention has been included as a hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 4: Social presence positively affects continuance intention 
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Flow literature has identified various positive consequences of flow, including positive 
attitude. For example, Korzaan’s (2003) study among undergraduate college students 
revealed a positive relationship between flow and attitude, not only in a direct way but 
also mediated by the exploratory behaviours elicited by flow states. Likewise, Hsu and 
Lu (2004) found a strong relationship between flow and attitude for online games. 
Similar results were obtained by Sánchez-Franco and Roldán (2005) for website usage.  

Choi et al. (2007) also reported a direct relationship between flow and a positive 
attitude when they analysed e-learning usage among Korean e-learners. Lee (2010) 
also focused on e-learning experiences and obtained similar findings: a direct and 
positive impact of flow on attitude towards the e-learning environment. Lin et al. 
(2005) studied the reactions of a sample of students towards a web portal. They took 
into account a range of experiential elements, such as perception, confirmation and 
satisfaction, and found a positive relationship between these elements and perceived 
playfulness, which is closely related to flow. Other studies, like Trevino and Webster’s 
(1992) and Roca et al.’s (2006) have endorsed a positive relationship between flow and 
attitude. 

In view of these previous findings, we expect to find a positive relationship between 
flow and attitude for the HSN context. This is because flow states are optimal, highly 
pleasant experiences (Csikszentmihalyi, 1993) so they will more likely improve user 
attitudes. This relationship might be particularly strong in HSNs, as users employ these 
SNSs mainly for non-utilitarian but hedonic purposes. Consequently, we have included 
the positive effect of flow on user attitudes as a hypothesis in our model. 

Hypothesis 5: Flow positively affects attitude 

2.6.3 The impact of OSL on flow 

There is evidence, although very little, about the positive relationship between OSL and 
flow. Woszczynski et al., 2002 studied the factors that trigger playfulness in computer 
interactions and found that individuals with high OSL were more likely to reach flow 
states. In addition to this, Keng et al. (2015) examined user performance in social and 
information virtual-product experiences and discovered that high OSL individuals 
experienced more flow than low OSL individuals. 

The argument states that online consumers who feel high levels of OSL wish to enhance 
stimulation to desired levels and that individuals who score higher on OSL are more 
likely to have autotelic personality traits (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). In turn, online 
consumers with autotelic traits tend to search for new challenges more, which is at the 
heart of the flow states (Hoffman and Novak, 1996). This seems to be a feasible 
rationale because high OSL traits are closely related to exploratory behaviour (Wahlers 
et al., 1986), and studies like Mun's et al. (2011) on professional baseball spectators, 
revealed that exploratory behaviour is closely related to flow states. On the basis of 
this, we expect to find a positive influence of OSL on flow individual’s experiences on a 
HSN. 
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Hypothesis 6: OSL positively affects flow 

2.6.4 The impact of subjective norms on continuance intention 

Social pressure can act as a motivator for repurchasing behaviours (Ajzen and Fishbein, 
1980) and loyalty (Oliver, 1999) towards a product. This relationship has been detected 
in various contexts, including SNS environments. In their analysis of e-learning 
experiences, Roca et al. (2006) found that subjective norms, understood as the 
combination of interpersonal and external influences, lead to higher satisfaction, which 
in turns prompts higher continuance intention. Cheung et al. (2011) and Cheung and 
Lee (2010) reported a positive influence of subjective norms on continuance intention 
of using Facebook. Kim (2011) in his Cyworld usage experience study found that the 
expectation-confirmation model should be completed by including subjective norms in 
order to better explain continuance intention. Similar results were obtained by Baker 
and White (2010) after analysing Australian SNS user experiences. They concluded that 
an extended theory of planned behaviour should include social norms to explain the 
formation of continuance intention. All these findings suggest a direct relationship 
between subjective norms and continuance intention, which we also expect to detect 
in HSN contexts. 

Hypothesis 7: Subjective norms positively affects continuance intention. 

 

2.6.5 The impact of attitude on continuance intention 

The relationship between attitude and loyalty or continuance intention has been 
observed not only in online consumer experiences (Rodríguez-Ardura, 2006) but also 
for SNSs. For instance, Currás-Pérez et al (2013) detected a positive influence of 
attitude on SNS continuance intention among Spanish users. So did Lorenzo-Romero et 

al. (2011), who endorsed a positive relationship between attitude and continuance 
intention in their study about Dutch SNS users. Similarly, Leng et al. (2011) found that 
attitude is the most impactful factor affecting usage intention in SNSs. 

The relationship between user attitudes towards an online environment and their 
intention to continue using it is “obvious and also essential for behavioral models” 
(Lorenzo-Romero et al., 2011:173), and has been widely observed in online 
environments and SNS studies. Because HSNs are a particular case of SNSs and online 
environments, we expect to find this positive relationship. We hypothesise that within 
HSNs contexts, attitude exerts a positive influence on continuance intention.  

Hypothesis 8: Attitude positively affects continuance intention. 
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3 Methodology and Results 
 

This chapter describes in detail the methodology used to carry out our study, as well as 
the different steps taken to validate the model, and finally the results obtained, which 
allow us to test the hypotheses posed. 

The chapter is divided into two main sections: Methodology, in which we will explain all 
the stages involved in the research process; and Results, which will describe the model 
validation process, and the decisions about the hypotheses according to the empirical 
information obtained. 

3.1 Methodology 

This section is divided into three subsections: sample size and sampling method, data 
collection, and measurement scales. 

3.1.1 Sample size and sampling method 

Even though the number of items per construct has an effect on the reliability of the 
model, sample size is the most important factor to consider in order to improve the fit 
(Iacobucci, 2010). Therefore, it was necessary to ascertain that our sample size was 
large enough to achieve good fit. For this purpose, we took Westland's formula (2010) 
to calculate the minimum size of a sample according to the complexity of the model, 
namely:  n ≥ 50r

2
 – 450r + 1100, r being the ratio of items to constructs. As our model 

has eight latent variables defined by a total of 22 indicators (see section 3.1.3 
Measurement scales),  

r = 22/8 = 2.75, so  

n ≥ 241 observations.  

In accordance with this result, our fieldwork needs to raise at least 241 valid 
observations (i.e., responses to our questionnaire) to reach the minimum threshold. 

We did not have direct access to the entire target population of our study. This is 
because Facebook does not provide the type of information we would need about its 
membership6. This prevents us from utilising a probability sampling method, as it 
would require prior knowledge of the sample frame (Deming, 1960). Added to this, it 
was necessary to gather a relatively large number of responses. In these cases, it is 
interesting to apply snowballing techniques, based on the individual's social networks, 
whose use in “non-probabilistic samples can increase the sample size and its 
representativeness” (Baltar and Brunet, 2012:57). Therefore, we decided to apply a 

                                                      
6 Facebook Terms of Use explicitly state: 'We do not give your content or information to advertisers 

without your consent'. Available on Facebook.com 
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snowballing research technique, which “consists of identifying respondents who are 
then used to refer researchers on to other respondents” (Atkinson and Flint, 2001:1).  

The first step of the sampling procedure consisted of identifying a number of members 
that could be directly located by the researcher (Babbie, 2011). In our study we took 
our own Facebook friends as the initial group. They were asked to complete the 
questionnaire. The second step required every initial respondent to provide some 
other Facebook members among their own friends, so the “snowball” effect came into 
play. In order to further increase the number of responses, our list of friends was 
completed by accessing different Facebook user groups, including them in the initial 
snowball wave. 

3.1.2 Data collection 

The fieldwork was carried out from February to April 2014. We used a self-
administered online questionnaire, which was made available in three languages 
(English, Spanish and Catalan) and implemented using a commercial online survey tool: 
SurveyMonkey. The questionnaire was composed of 125 questions, grouped into 9 
sections. Three of the sections were reserved and will be employed in future 
investigations, and the remaining six were used for the purpose of this study. 

The questionnaire is still available at: https://goo.gl/gbaa0M (see Figure 31). The 
complete questionnaire in the three languages can be seen in Appendix I. 

Figure 31. Homepage of the online questionnaire 

 

 



Chapter 3. Methodology and Results  73 
 

 

In order to encourage the participation of as many Facebook users as possible, a draw 
was organised. This draw was particularly designed to help overcome the participants’ 
possible reluctance to provide new participants, as has been detected in some other 
studies (Beauchemin, González-Ferrer, 2011). 

The rules of the draw and other details were hosted on a webpage 
(http://www.fdoral.esy.es) created for this purpose (see Figure 32 to Figure 34). The 
main prize was a €150 El Corte Inglés gift voucher; and there were also three runners-
up prizes, each one consisting of a €50 El Corte Inglés gift voucher. The winners were 
selected randomly in April 2014. 

The funding for the draw was provided by the Internet Interdisciplinary Institute of the 
Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, via the Resident Researcher’s Programme7. 

Figure 32. Rules of the draw (English version) 

 

                                                      
7
 Rodríguez-Ardura, Inma (Director). “e-Commerce Business: An Analysis of Pricing Strategies and 
Competition, and Underlying Processes in Online Consumption Experiences”. Resident Researcher’s 
Programme. Sponsor: Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, Internet Interdisciplinary Institute. 01/09/2012 
- 31/07/2013. 



74        What Drives Consumers to Patronise a Hedonic Social Network?  

 

  

  

Figure 33. Rules of the draw (Spanish version) 

 

Figure 34. Rules of the draw (Catalan version) 

 

The process of selecting prizewinners was recorded and disseminated on the webpage 
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http://www.fdoral.esy.es. This webpage has not been available since February 2015, 
but the recording is still available on https://goo.gl/Jmxi1G (see Figure 35). 

 
Figure 35. Random selection of prizewinners 

 

With the draw as an incentive, we decided to look for a second source of responses: a 
Facebook community dedicated to sharing practices and helping Facebook user groups. 
We posted a message asking for help with our research, and announcing the possibility 
of winning different prizes. As before, every respondent was asked to inform their 
Facebook contacts about the survey, in order to continue the snowball effect.  
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Figure 36. Message posted on Facebook users group 

 

A total of 755 users participated in the survey, although only 416 of them reached the 
final part of the online questionnaire. A subsequent refinement of the database built 
on these 416 questionnaires allowed us to detect missing data. 

Missing data is quite a common issue in survey designs (De Leeuw, 2001), especially 
when using online surveys (Stanimirova et al., 2007) and long questionnaires – as was 
our case. Missing data could represent a problem, as it increases the bias in the results 
of the analysis (Gorelick, 2006). Furthermore, having incomplete records requires the 
application of estimation methods (Haziza and Rao, 2005), which add the possible error 
of selecting a wrong method (Yuan and Lu, 2008). In some cases, missing data might be 
an unavoidable issue, as it could indicate the existence of a non-random problem (Hair 
et al., 2010:45), such as a bad questionnaire design or response patterns related to the 
profile of the respondents (Munoz and Lesser, 2006). 

Several techniques have been developed to remedy the issues associated with missing 
data. Depending on the reason for the missingness, three mechanisms can be applied: 
missing completely at random, where missingness is not related to either the observed 
or the missing values; missing at random, where missingness depends on observed 
values but not on the missing ones; and missing not at random, where missingness 
depends only on the missing values (Yuan and Lu, 2008).  

In our study, however, the extent of missing values was very limited (only 1.3% of the 
questions were not answered), so the missing data problem could even have been 
ignored. Despite this, we decided to remove from the initial database all the cases with 
missing responses. No pattern was detected between either the missingness and the 
observed values, or the missingness and the missing values, which showed that 
missingness was random. Therefore, removing cases with missing items should not 
have resulted in “biased parameter estimates in subsequent analyses” (Wilson and 
Lueck, 2014:1), so we discarded all the incomplete records. 
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After discarding all the cases containing missing responses, the resulting sample 
consisted of 371 valid records for analysis. As seen previously in this section, our target 
size was 241 observations at least, which means that our sample size greatly surpasses 
the recommended minimum threshold. This allowed us to maintain the decision to 
discard the records that were not completely valid. 

The profile of the sample can be seen in Table 1, indicating a majority segment 
composed of Spanish women, 35 to 44 years old and highly educated. By criteria, the 
most frequent gender by far was women (64% women vs. 36% men), the most 
frequent education level was clearly university (65%), and the most populated age 
group was 35 to 44 years old (40.6%). The sample was composed almost completely of 
Spanish respondents (95.6%). Although there are more abrupt differences between 
segments, it is basically aligned with the general user Facebook profile description 
proposed by SproutSocial in its study of Facebook Usage (2015), which identifies highly 
educated women aged 18 to 29 years old as the most frequent user profile. The biggest 
difference from the standard profile is found in the age criterion, probably due to the 
average age of the first snowballing layer, composed of the researcher’s contacts, 
whose age approximately coincides with that of the first group. 
 

Table 1. Profile of the sample 

Variable Scale Percentage value 

Gender Male 36.0 % 

Female 64.0 % 

Level of education None  1.4 % 

Primary 2.4 % 

Secondary 31.2 % 

University 65.0 % 

Age*  
 

18 to 24 9.8 % 

25 to 34 25.4 % 

35 to 44 40.6 % 

45 to 54 22.7 % 

Over 55 1.6 % 

Nationality Spanish 95.6 % 

Others 4.4 % 

  * Under 18 was a non-valid answer. 

In our sample, the most frequent segment was composed of university-educated 
women aged 35 to 44 (18.1% of the total sample) and 25 to 34 (11.6%). The next 
segment (10.5%) was composed of university-educated men aged between 35 and 44. 
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3.1.3 Measurement scales 

To develop our questionnaire we firstly identified scales from previous relevant studies 
which had operationalized the constructs we were interested in analysing. We took 
only the scales that previously had been validated empirically; and then we adapted 
those scales to the context of our study. Thirdly, we translated the scales into Spanish 
and Catalan, so that we could distribute the questionnaire in three languages: English, 
Spanish and Catalan. 

The scale to measure OSL was taken from a study by Steenkamp and Baumgartner 
(1993), who shortened a previous version of the change seeker index to analyse the 
OSL in consumers’ exploratory behaviours. For our research we took into consideration 
three items from the original 7-item questionnaire, whose values rank from 
'completely false' to 'completely true' in a 7-point Likert-type scale. 

Interactivity scale was adapted from McMillan and Hwang's proposition (2002), in their 
study about interactivity based on consumers’ perceptions. It is a 7-point Likert-type 
scale, which varies from 'completely disagree' to 'completely agree'. We selected three 
out of the 18 items from the original questionnaire. 

Flow and spatial presence were measured using scales adapted from a Novak, Hoffman 
and Yung study (2000) about flow in online experiences. They are both 7-point Likert 
scales, which rank from 'completely disagree' to 'completely agree'. For our study we 
took three out of their seven original items for spatial presence, and maintained all the 
three original items for flow. 

Social presence scale was adapted from a study by Kreijns, Kirschner, Jochems and Van 
Buuren (2004) about asynchronous learning environments. We took three out of their 
five original items, and adapted their 5-point scale ranging from 'not applicable at all' 
to 'totally applicable' into a 7-point Likert from 'completely disagree' to 'completely 
agree'. 

Attitude scale was adapted by taking three of the four proposed items from a study 
about online shopping behaviour by Childers, Carr, Peck and Carson (2001), who in turn 
adapted their scale from Bruner and Hensel (1996). It is a 7-point semantic differential, 
varying from extremely negative (1) to extremely positive (7). 

Subjective norms 3-item scale was taken from a study about response in web-based 
surveys conducted by Bosnjak, Tuten and Wittman (2005), who took one item from a 
Chang study about moral behaviour (1999). It is a 7-point Likert scale, in which we 
transformed the original extremes of 'extremely improbable' to 'extremely probable' 
into 'completely disagree' to 'completely agree'. 

Continuance intention scale was taken from Moon, Kim, Choi and Sung's study about 
avatar-based virtual shopping experiences (2001). It is a 7-point Likert, in which we 
transformed the original 'improbable - probable' ranking into 'completely disagree - 
completely agree'. 

The nature and origin of the measurement scales included in the questionnaire are 
shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Measurement scales 

Construct Adapted scale Source 

OSL  (OSL1) I am continually seeking new ideas 
and experiences.  

(OSL2) I like continually changing activities.  

(OSL3) When things get boring, I like to find 
some new and unfamiliar experience.  

Steenkamp and 
Baumgartner (1995) 

Interactivity  (INT1) Pages and resources in Facebook 
which I explore load quickly  

(INT2) Facebook facilitates two-way 
communication  

(INT3) Facebook gives me the opportunity to 
talk back  

McMillan and Hwang 
(2002) 

Spatial 
presence  

(SP1) After using Facebook, I feel like I come 
back to the “real world” after a journey  

(SP2) Using Facebook creates a new world 
for me, and this world suddenly disappears 
when I stop browsing  

(SP3) When I use Facebook, my body is in the 
room, but my mind is inside the world 
created by the websites I visit  

Novak et al. (2000) 

Social 
presence  

(SOP1) When I have conversations in 
Facebook, I have my communication partner 
in my mind’s eye  

(SOP2) When I have conversations in 
Facebook, I feel that I deal with very real 
persons and not with abstract anonymous 
persons  

(SOP3) Conversations in Facebook can hardly 
be distinguished from face-to-face 
conversations 

(SOP4) I could get to know someone that I 
met only through Facebook 

Kreijns et al. (2004) 

Flow  (FL1) I have experienced flow on Facebook 

(FL2) Most of the time I use Facebook I feel 
that I am in flow  

(FL3) In general, how frequently would you 
say you have experienced ‘flow’ when you 
use Facebook?  

Novak et al. (2000) 

Attitude  Facebook is...  

(ATT1) Bad/good  

Childers et al. (2001)  
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(ATT2) Poor/Excellent  

(ATT3) Not worthwhile/worthwhile  

Subjective 
norms  

(SN1) Most people who are important to me 
think I should use Facebook.  

(SN2) Most people whose recommendations 
I like to comply with think I should use 
Facebook.  

(SN3) Most people who are important to me 
would encourage me to use Facebook  

Bosnjak et al. (2005) 
and Chang (1998) 

Continuance 
intention 

(CI1) I will use Facebook on a regular basis in 
the future  

(CI2) I will frequently use Facebook in the 
future 

(CI3) I will strongly recommend others to use 
Facebook  

Moon and Kim (2001) 

 

3.2 Results 

Our model was analysed using SEM (structural equation modelling), which is highly 
recommended because it “allows researchers to present and test their theoretical 
models about phenomena studied in their substantive domain on the basis of their 
hypothesized relationships” (Merchant et al., 2013:408). It also offers potential 
advantages over linear regression models when analysing path diagrams that involve 
latent variables with multiple indicators (Gefen et al., 2011). This is because SEM 
utilizes various types of models to depict relationships among observed variables, 
aimed at providing a quantitative test of a theoretical model proposed and 
hypothesized by the researcher (Schumacker, Lomax, 2010). Moreover, SEM-based 
approaches provide the researcher flexibility to verify model relationships among 
multiple variables, construct unobservable latent variables, measure model errors for 
observed variables, and test theoretical models against empirical data (Chin, 2013). 

Our model has been tested using SPSS Statistic 22.0 and AMOS 22.0, combined with an 
Excel statistical package for the computation of some specific indices. Model estimation 
was done using the maximum likelihood method for estimating parameters, which, in 
fact, is the most utilized estimation method in SEM software packages (Hair et al., 
2010).   

In line with SEM approach, the analysis of our model started with the revision of the 
measurement, then the structural model, and finally the validity of the hypothesized 
relationships. Consequently, the following sections contain the explanation of the 
measurement and structural models, and finally the revision of the hypothesized 
relationships. 
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3.2.1 Measurement model 

Measurement model has been assessed according to Hair et al.’s (2010) 
recommendation (see Figure 37). 

Figure 37. Multivariate method to apply 

 
Source: adapted from Hair et al. (2010) 

It firstly involves analysing the overall fit of the items taken to define each construct 
(factorial analysis), followed by the construct validity analysis (confirmatory factor 
analysis), which in turn consists of two different analyses: convergent and discriminant. 
Every stage of the analysis process is detailed below in its corresponding section: 
factorial analysis and construct validity. 

3.2.1.1 Confirmatory factor analysis 

As a first step, a factorial analysis was performed so as to assess the factor loading of 
each item. Factor loading is an indicator of the extent to which the item helps define its 
corresponding construct. It must be significant, i.e. its value must surpass the minimum 
cut-off 0.5, or ideally 0.7 (Hair et al., 2010). It is important to check if the factor loading 
for an item is high enough to help define its corresponding construct, but not high for 
any other unexpected construct. Thus, the loading of each item’s own construct must 
be high enough to define the latter, and the loading of any other construct must be low 
enough to not define any other. The result of the exploratory factor analysis can be 
seen in Table 3. 
 



82        What Drives Consumers to Patronise a Hedonic Social Network?  

 

  

  

Table 3. Factor analysis results 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

SP1 0.845 0.065 0.027 0.031 0.121 0.081 0.090 0.035 

SP2 0.846 0.127 0.036 0.046 0.088 -0.029 0.103 0.064 

SP3 0.834 0.052 0.071 0.039 0.093 -0.006 0.232 0.111 

SOP1 0.137 0.109 0.175 0.016 0.043 0.015 0.084 0.870 

SOP2 0.063 0.134 0.174 0.062 -0.042 0.156 0.024 0.807 

SOP3 0.397 0.156 0.075 0.017 0.063 0.064 -0.081 0.088 

SOP4 0.130 0.122 0.219 0.039 0.149 -0.016 -0.034 0.418 

FL1 0.357 0.058 0.131 0.081 0.139 0.045 0.854 0.151 

FL2 0.513 0.115 0.106 0.075 0.086 -0.001 0.672 0.018 

FL3 0.444 0.119 0.098 0.111 0.094 0.106 0.755 -0.014 

INT1 0.035 0.151 0.834 0.104 0.001 0.107 0.012 0.041 

INT2 0.040 0.128 0.856 0.093 0.089 0.121 0.025 0.059 

INT3 0.081 0.208 0.800 -0.019 0.045 0.109 0.087 0.060 

ATT1 0.067 0.792 0.115 0.013 0.066 0.162 0.060 0.044 

ATT2 0.076 0.753 0.125 0.023 0.102 0.007 0.004 0.067 

ATT3 0.098 0.817 0.137 0.003 0.114 0.067 0.026 0.038 

OSL1 0.023 -0.027 0.048 0.854 0.069 0.041 0.089 -0.022 

OSL2 0.087 -0.062 0.102 0.833 0.099 0.114 0.072 -0.008 

OSL3 0.051 -0.015 0.026 0.800 0.064 -0.068 -0.015 0.005 

SN1 0.152 0.091 0.100 0.112 0.887 0.104 0.007 -0.012 

SN2 0.169 0.153 0.089 0.112 0.891 0.053 0.015 0.011 

SN3 0.156 0.174 0.091 0.062 0.889 0.091 0.115 -0.020 

CI1 0-.022 0.305 0.263 0.079 0.107 0.800 0.054 0.106 

CI2 0.036 0.304 0.216 0.071 0.140 0.823 0.034 0.101 

CI3 0.066 0.505 0.165 -0.040 0.260 0.576 0.081 0.065 

As can be seen, nearly all the items have an acceptable factor loading, which suggests 
that all of them properly help define the construct they belong to, and not any other. 
There are only three items with an insufficient loading, namely SOP3 and SOP4 from 
social presence (0.088 and 0.418, respectively), and CI3 from continuance intention 
(0.576). These three items were called into question and eventually removed from the 
model. The total variance explained by the eight components is shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Total variance explained 

 Eigenvalue* % variance Cumulative % 

1 6.148 27.944 27.944

2 2.977 13.531 41.475

3 2.352 10.692 52.166

4 2.046 9.300 61.467

5 1.408 6.402 67.868

6 1.234 5.607 73.476

7 1.121 5.093 78.569

8 1.008 4.684 83.253

* Only components with significant eigenvalue (over 1.0) were considered. 

The result of the factor analysis, after the lowest factor items were discarded, is 
presented in tables Table 5 and Table 6. Again, eight significant components (eigenvalue 
over 1.0) are identified. In this case the correspondence between components and 
constructs was: 1- spatial presence; 2- subjective norms; 3- interactivity; 4- flow; 5- 
OSL; 6- attitude; 7- continuance intention; 8- social presence. 
 

Table 5. Factor analysis results after low loading items were discarded 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

SP1 0.861 0.123 0.036 0.162 0.037 0.050 0.038 0.050 

SP2 0.823 0.094 0.069 0.202 0.054 0.113 -0.032 0.077 

SP3 0.779 0.095 0.071 0.329 0.038 0.055 -0.030 0.135 

SOP1 0.119 0.041 0.146 0.105 -0.001 0.094 0.016 0.856 

SOP2 0.053 -0.031 0.120 0.039 0.038 0.089 0.180 0.850 

FL1 0.285 0.133 0.103 0.845 0.078 0.030 0.050 0.169 

FL2 0.430 0.083 0.097 0.778 0.054 0.093 0.005 0.031 

FL3 0.355 0.088 0.083 0.850 0.102 0.095 0.126 -0.002 

INT1 0.024 0.030 0.869 0.051 0.100 0.135 0.153 0.082 

INT2 0.009 0.119 0.894 0.063 0.081 0.104 0.121 0.109 

INT3 0.058 0.063 0.807 0.118 -0.027 0.176 0.126 0.111 

ATT1 0.073 0.081 0.115 0.084 -0.013 0.772 0.261 0.061 

ATT2 0.075 0.106 0.143 0.025 0.009 0.867 0.049 0.085 

ATT3 0.090 0.138 0.151 0.065 -0.025 0.833 0.127 0.061 

OSL1 -0.013 0.082 0.042 0.110 0.875 -0.027 0.050 0.004 

OSL2 0.075 0.096 0.090 0.084 0.876 -0.041 0.111 0.009 

OSL3 0.049 0.051 0.010 -0.015 0.874 0.041 -0.061 0.028 

SN1 0.147 0.919 0.070 0.048 0.107 0.077 0.109 0.000 

SN2 0.159 0.900 0.069 0.078 0.101 0.129 0.082 0.027 

SN3 0.146 0.886 0.080 0.136 0.049 0.135 0.080 -0.007 

CI1 -0.013 0.124 0.243 0.081 0.051 0.240 0.873 0.121 

CI2 0.049 0.159 0.200 0.067 0.057 0.219 0.887 0.113 
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Table 6. Total variance explained after low loading items were discarded 

 Eigenvalue* % variance Cumulative % 

1 3.896 16.232 16.232

2 2.646 11.023 27.256

3 2.465 10.271 37.526

4 2.374 9.891 47.417

5 2.373 9.886 57.303

6 2.309 9.620 66.923

7 1.791 7.464 74.388

8 1.588 6.616 81.004

* Only components with significant eigenvalue (over 1.0) were considered. 

As can be seen in Table 6, the eight components account for the largest part of the 
variance: as much as 81%.  

3.2.1.2 Construct validity analysis 

Once the factor loadings have been checked, the next step aims to assess the internal 
reliability of the self-reported constructs. For this purpose, two types of validations 
should be carried out: convergent and discriminant (Heinz et al., 2011). 

Convergent validation assesses the adequacy of the items used to indicate the latent 
constructs. For this purpose, we started by assessing internal reliability, which assesses 
the extent to which the different items of a particular construct yield similar results. 
We measured internal reliability by applying an analysis of Cronbach’s alpha and item-
to-total correlations for all the items and constructs. The results, which can be seen in 
Table 7, indicate adequate values for all the items and constructs, because all the 
Cronbach’s alpha values surpass the minimum threshold of 0.6 (Hair et al., 2010) and 
even 0.7 (Grande and Abascal, 2007), and the item-to-total correlation is above the 
minimum threshold (0.6) for all the items. This suggests the adequacy of the items 
taken to explain the constructs. To complete the analysis of the reliability of all the 
constructs, and the degree to which their items are free from random error and yield 
consistent results (Heinz et al., 2011), two more indices must be taken: composite 
reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE). The CR of each construct should 
be above the minimum threshold of 0.7 (Heinzl et al., 2011), and the AVE score of each 
construct must be above 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). As can be seen in Table 7, all 
CR values exceed 0.7 (over 0.718, in fact), and all AVE values are above 0.5 (the lowest 
value is 0.561, for social presence). 

Discriminant validation aims to verify whether indicators of latent constructs that 
theoretically are supposed to be unrelated are in fact unrelated according to actual 
observation. To this end, we took two indices: maximum shared squared variance 
(MSV) and average shared squared variance (ASV). Both indices must be less than the 
AVE to verify the discriminant validity, and again the requirements are fulfilled for all 
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the constructs in our model.  

As can be seen below in Table 7, all the indices involved in the first steps suggest a good 
adequacy of the items taken to explain all the latent constructs. 

Table 7. Convergent validity and discriminant validity tests 

Construct Variable Cronbach’s α Item-total 

correlation 

CR AVE MSV ASV 

Spatial presence SP1 0.888 0.803 0.844 0.730 0.426 0.100 

 SP2  0.800     

 SP3  0.758     

Social presence SOP1 0.720 0.560 0.718 0.561 0.132 0.069 

 SOP2  0.560     

Flow FL1 0.892 0.806 0.913 0.779 0.426 0.116 

 FL2  0.788     

 FL3  0.862     

Interactivity INT1 0.872 0.766 0.878 0.707 0.212 0.093 

 INT2  0.814     

 INT3  0.689     

Attitude  ATT1 0.857 0.682 0.858 0.602 0.271 0.111 

 ATT2  0.671     

 ATT3  0.712     

OSL OSL1 0.860 0.741 0.860 0.673 0.048 0.020 

 OSL2  0.760     

 OSL3  0.704     

Subjective norms SN1 0.930 0.879 0.949 0.822 0.115 0.076 

 SN2  0.863     

 SN3  0.831     

Continuance intention CI1 0.923 0.858 0.923 0.858 0.271 0.114 

 CI2  0.858     

 

3.2.2 Structural model 

In the next step, the structural model is assessed by testing, firstly, the fit indices of the 
model and, secondly, the validity of the hypothesized relationships. As a consequence 
of the assessment process, the model should be revised. 

The initial model showing the items and constructs, and the hypothesized relationships 
among the constructs, can be seen in Figure 38. 
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Figure 38. Initial model on Amos 

 

 Source: own elaboration 

3.2.2.1 Fit indices 

There are different goodness-of-fit measures commonly used to validate the models, 
which can be classified into three groups: absolute fit measures, incremental fit 
measures, and parsimonious measures (Ho, 2006). To determine our model fit, we 
calculated and tested all the recommended indices in each group (Hooper et al., 2008). 
Details of the explanation and description of each index used can be found below.  

Table 8. Fit indices for the structural model  

Fit index  Value Recommended 

cut-off values 

Decision 

Absolute fit measures    

χ^2 506.2 The lower the better 
d.f. 236   
P-value 0.000 > 0.05  
χ^2/d.f. 2.145 < 5  Good fit 
GFI 0.902 > 0.80 Good fit 
AGFI 0.876 > 0.80 Good fit 
SRMR 0.080 < 0.80 Good fit 
RMSEA 0.056 < 0.08 Good fit 
Incremental fit measures    
NFI 0.919 > 0.90 Good fit 
TLI  0.947 > 0.90 Good fit 
CFI 0.955 > 0.95 Good fit 
Parsimonious fit measures    
PGFI 0.710 > 0.50 Good fit 
PNFI 0.786 > 0.50 Good fit 
PCFI 0.816 > 0.50 Good fit 
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a. Absolute fit indices 

Absolute fit indices determine how well a hypothesized model fits the real sample, in 
comparison with no model (Hooper et al., 2008). The fit of the model will be assessed 
by analysing five indices: chi-square, root-mean-square error, goodness-of-fit, adjusted 
goodness-of-fit, and standardized root mean square. 

Chi-square (χ
2) is the likelihood ratio test that has traditionally been used to measure 

the fit by comparing covariances (Byrne, 1998). It is expected to be insignificant at a 
0.05 threshold (Hopper et al., 2008), but it is very sensitive to the sample size (Bentler 
and Bonett, 1980), and therefore it is recommendable to divide it by degrees of 
freedom (Wheaton et al., 1977). Thus, I have included the index χ

2/d.f., which should 
range from as high as 5.0 to as low as 2.0 (Hopper et al., 2008). The value of χ

2/d.f. in 
our model is 2.145, which gives an idea of good fit. 

The root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) indicates how well the model 
fits the population covariance matrix (Hopper et al., 2008). There is no consensus on 
what the upper limit of the good-fit indicator should be, but recently the upper 
threshold has been set at 0.08 (McDonald and Ho, 2006) or 0.07 (Steiger, 2007). In our 
model, the RMSEA indicates a very good fit, since its value is 0.056. 

The goodness-of-fit (GFI) is an index that measures how much relative variance and 
covariance in the sample is jointly explained by the model. It compares the 
hypothesized model with no model at all, and its value ranges between 0 and 1; the 
closer to 1, the more indicative of good fit (Byrne, 1998). Traditionally, a cut-off point of 
0.90 has been recommended for the GFI (Hopper et al., 2008). In our model, the GFI 
took a value of 0.902, which indicates a good fit. 

The adjusted goodness-of-fit statistic (AGFI) is very similar to the GFI, but is adjusted for 
degrees of freedom (Westland, 2015). It can even yield meaningless negative values, 
models with an AGFI of over 1.0 being considered an almost perfect fit, and at least 
0.90 being considered as a good fit (Gefen et al., 2011). Like the GFI, the AGFI is more 
accurate for large sample sizes. In our model, the value for the AGFI is 0.876, which can 
be considered a good fit according to the cut-off of 0.8 (Bentler and Bonnett, 1980; 
Shevlin et al., 2000), it closeness to the most exigent cut-off, 0.9, and the good 
performance of the rest of absolute indices. 

The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) is an index introduced by Jöreskog 
and Sörbom in 1981. It is calculated as the square root of the average of the squared 
residuals, residuals being the differences between observed covariances and model-
implied covariances. Unfortunately, the RMR depends on the size of the covariance 
matrices, and therefore Bentler in 1995 introduced the standardized root mean square, 
in which the residuals are converted into standardized metric (Hoyle, 2012). The 
optimal value of the SRMR depends on the sample size, varying from 0.1 as a maximum 
cut-off for samples with 250 observations, to 0.07 for 500 observations (Sivo et al., 
2006). This suggests that the standard cut-off, below 0.08 (Hooper et al., 2008), could 
be a good guideline for a sample size like our model (371). The SRMR value for our 
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model fits this cut-off exactly (0.08). 

b. Incremental fit indices 

Incremental indices –also called relative indices (McDonald and Ho, 2002) and 
comparative indices (Byrne, 1998)– measure the improvement in fit of a hypothesized 
model compared with a baseline model (Byrne, 2012). This group of indices is very 
useful, as they offer information that assists in the interpretation of χ2, which is strongly 
influenced by the sample size (Miles and Shevlin, 2006). This is why incremental indices 
were developed and recommended as additional measures of model fit (Shmukle and 
Hardt, 2005). The family of incremental indices includes the comparative fit index (CFI), 
the normed fit index (NFI) and the Tucker-Lewis index. 

The CFI is an evolution of the Bentler CFI, whereby the sample size is taken into 
account (Byrne, 1998). It assesses the fit of the model by comparing the χ2 of the model 
to the χ

2 of the null model, resulting in a value between 0 (worst scenario) and 1. The 
CFI is the most commonly used incremental index, and its value is considered a good fit 
when greater than 0.9 (Gefen et al., 2011). The value for CFI in our model is 0.955, 
which indicates a very good fit. 

The NFI was proposed by Bentler and Bonett; and it represents the increment in fit 
obtained when evaluating any hierarchical step-up comparison of two models (Bentler 
and Bonett, 1980). This measure is calculated by comparing the model with the null 
model (Hooper et al., 2008). NFI having shown a tendency to underestimate fit for 
small samples (Byrne, 1998), Bentler himself revised the NFI to include the sample size 
as a factor and proposed CFI. The value of NFI ranges from 0 to 1, and values greater 
than 0.9 are considered as good fit. In our model the value for NFI is 0.919, which gives 
an idea of the model’s good fit. 

The non-Normed fit index (NNFI), also referred to as the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), is 
another index used to compare a proposed model with the null model, but unlike 
normed fit index (NFI), it works better for small samples and simple models; in fact, it 
penalizes the complexity of the models; namely, the existence of parameters that 
contribute minimally to an improvement in model fit (Byrne, 2012). As a disadvantage, 
given that it is non-normed, it can take values greater than 1, and therefore it may be 
more complicated to interpret (Timothy, 2010). As for the other incremental fit indices, 
a value greater than 0.9 –in our model it is 0.947– is considered acceptable (McDonald 
and Ho, 2002). 

c. Parsimonious fit indices 

The complexity of models affects the estimation process when calculating absolute and 
incremental indices; as a result, less rigorous theoretical models paradoxically might 
produce better fit indices (Mulaik et al. 1989). This is why Mulay et al. included degrees 
of freedom as a factor to be taken into account. Consequently, they created the 
parsimonious indices PNFI and PGFI, based on NFI and GFI respectively, by adjusting for 
loss of degrees of freedom. As a third index in the evaluation of our model, we have 
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added PCFI, which is based on CFI by adjusting it to the degrees of freedom. It is 
important to clarify that the behaviour of goodness-of-fit indices is not the same as 
that of parsimonious-fit indices, and so although the cut-off for the goodness-of-fit 
indices should usually be set at 0.9, it is possible to find good parsimonious normed-fit 
indices in the 0.50s. 

The values of the parsimonious indices for the model far exceed the cut-off (0.50): PGFI 
= 0.710, PNFI = 0.786, and PCFI = 0.816. This indicates a good fit for our model. 

3.2.2.2  Hypothesized relationships 

Once all the fit indices have proved the validity of the model, the next step consists of 
analysing the parameter estimations to assess the validity of the hypothesized 
relationships among the constructs. Therefore, the specified model is to be tested to 
determine the extent to which the hypothesized relationships are supported by data in 
terms of variance-covariance (Schumacker, Lomax, 2010). For this purpose, the 
estimated coefficients must be examined (Rodríguez-Ardura, Meseguer-Artola, 2014). 
These data are shown below in Table 9, which contains information about the 
regression weight and significance of each hypothesized relationship in the model. 

Table 9. Hypotheses and structural model path coefficients 

 Hypotheses and pathways  β     SE      CV  p 

H1a (+) Interactivity → Spatial presence 0.153 0.060 2.546 0.011 

H1b (+) Interactivity → Social presence 0.379 0.077 4.938 *** 

H1c (+) Interactivity → Flow 0.188 0.067 2.824 0.005 

H1d (+) Interactivity → Attitude 0.259 0.048 5.374 *** 

H1e (+) Interactivity → Continuance intention 0.282 0.069 4.104 *** 

H2a (+) Spatial presence → Social presence 0.221 0.690 3.185 0.001 

H2b (+) Spatial presence → Flow 0.850 0.072 11.813 *** 

H2c (-) Social presence → Flow 0.056 0.074 0.755 0.450 

H3a (-) Spatial presence → Attitude 0.051 0.056 0.907 0.364 

H3b (+) Social presence → Attitude 0.098 0.046 2.138 0.032 

H4 (+) Social presence → Continuance intention 0.156 0.064 2.420 0.020 

H5 (+) Flow → Attitude 0.078 0.030 2.589 0.010 

H6 (+) OSL → Flow 0.166 0.065 2.569 0.010 

H7 (+) Subjective norms → Continuance intention 0.132 0.048 2.955 0.030 

H8 (+) Attitude → Continuance intention 0.525 0.093 5.669 *** 

β: estimates; SE: standard error of the regression weight; CV: critical ratio value for regression weight; *** = 0.000. 

According to these data, the following assertions can be made: interactivity has a 
positive and significant impact on spatial presence (β = 0.153, p = 0.011); interactivity 
has a positive and significant impact on social presence (β = 0.379, p = 0.000); likewise, 
interactivity positively influences flow (β = 0.850, p = 0.000); interactivity positively 
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affects attitude (β = 0.259, p = 0.000), and spatial presence has a positive effect on 
continuance intention (β = 0.282, p = 0.000). 

Some other positive effects are: spatial presence on social presence (β = 0.221, p = 
0.001); spatial presence on flow (β = 0.850, p = 0.000); social presence on attitude (β = 
0.098, p = 0.032), social presence on continuance intention (β = 0.156, p = 0.020); flow 
on attitude (β = 0.078, p = 0.010); OSL on fow (β = 0.166, p = 0.010); subjective norms 
on continuance intention (β = 0.132, p = 0.030); and attitude on continuance intention 
(β = 0.525, p = 0.000). 

However, some relationships have not been endorsed by the model estimates: the p-
value obtained for the hypothesized relationship between social presence and flow is 
too high (p = 0.450), so the hypothesis should be rejected. Likewise the relationship 
between spatial presence and attitude (p = 0.364), which should also be rejected.   

The rejection of the potential connection between social presence and flow, whereas 
the contribution of spatial presence to flow is endorsed, could be explained by taking 
into consideration the nuance difference between these two types of presence 
feelings. The concept of spatial presence involves the feeling of ‘being there’, within the 
virtual environment depicted by the technology, and consequently it leads to the loss 
of awareness of the immediate surroundings –which is a key characteristic of flow 
episodes. Rather, social presence could imply a compelling sense of being socialising in 
the virtual environment (i.e., ‘being with others’), which might be related to flow. 
However, this latter relationship seems to be weaker as expected, according to the 
results yielded by our empirical research.  

Added to this, social presence shows to have a positive impact on attitude, while 
spatial presence does not. This seems to point out that the feeling of ‘being together’, 
with friends and member of the user’s personal network, significantly helps to enhance 
their attitude towards the HSN, whereas the place where the online encounter 
apparently takes place seems to be irrelevant. 

3.2.2.3 Revised model 

As the analysis of the hypotheses has questioned two of them (H2c and H3a), it is 
necessary to repeat the estimation process of the new structural model, that in which 
those two hypotheses do not appear. 

The revised model is shown below in Figure 39. 
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Figure 39. Revised model 

 
Source: own elaboration 

 

The fit indices for the revised model are shown below in Table 10. 

Table 10. Fit indices for the revised model 

Fit index  Value Recommended 
cut-off values 

Decision 

Absolute fit measures    

χ^2 397.1 The lower the better  

d.f. 236   

p-value 0.000 > 0.05  

χ^2/d.f. 1.683 < 5  Good fit 

GFI 0.918 > 0.80 Good fit 

AGFI 0.896 > 0.80 Good fit 

SRMR 0.075 < 0.80 Good fit 

RMSEA 0.043 < 0.08 Good fit 

Incremental fit measures    

NFI 0.930 > 0.90 Good fit 

TLI  0.965 > 0.90 Good fit 

CFI 0.970 > 0.95 Good fit 

Parsimonious fit measures    
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PGFI 0.723 > 0.50 Good fit 

PNFI 0.795 > 0.50 Good fit 

PCFI 0.829 > 0.50 Good fit 

Yet although the fit of the initial model was good, as can be seen the subsequent 
elimination of the questioned hypotheses makes the model improve in all its fit indices, 
whether absolute, incremental or parsimonious.  

Absolute fit indices. The value of χ2/d.f. has fallen from 2.145 to 1.683, distancing it 
from the upper threshold, namely 5. RMSEA has gone from 0.056 to 0.046, which also 
pushes the index further away from the upper threshold, namely 0.08. GFI has 
increased by 0.016 (from 0.902 to 0.918), bringing it closer to 1, the ideal value, and it 
is always above 0.9. AGFI also increases and moves closer to 1, rising from 0.876 to 
0.896. SMSR has fallen below the good-fit threshold, having decreased to 0.075, 
whereas before it was at the limit (exactly 0.08). 

Incremental fit indices. NFI and TLI should be over 0.9 to indicate a good fit, the higher 
the value the better. The initial values (0.919 and 0.947, respectively) have increased to 
0.930 and 0.965, which indicates an improvement in the fit. Similarly, CFI, which should 
be over 0.95, has increased from 0.955 to 0.970. This indicates a significant 
improvement according to incremental fit indices. 

Parsimonious fit indices. The three indices analysed (PGFI, PNFI and PCFI) should be 
over 0.50. The initial values, all of them indicating good fit (0.710, 0.786 and 0.816, 
respectively), have improved, rising to 0.723, 0.795 and 0.829.  

As a result, all the hypotheses have p-values of over 0.05, which means all of them 
should be accepted, as can be seen in Table 11.   

Table 11. Hypotheses and structural model path coefficients for the revised model 

  Hypotheses and pathways  β     SE      CV  p 

H1a (+) Interactivity → Spatial presence 0.152 0.060 2.534 0.011 

H1b (+) Interactivity → Social presence 0.406 0.074 5.475 *** 

H1c (+) Interactivity → Flow 0.190 0.066 2.862 0.004 

H1d (+) Interactivity → Attitude 0.250 0.049 5.131 *** 

H1e (+) Interactivity → Continuance intention 0.275 0.071 3.853 *** 

H2a (+) Spatial presence → Social presence 0.231 0.067 3.430 *** 

H2b (+) Spatial presence → Flow 0.850 0.072 11.818 *** 

H3b (+) Social presence → Attitude 0.111 0.048 2.331 0.020 

H4 (+) Social presence → Continuance intention 0.157 0.067 2.360 0.018 

H5 (+) Flow → Attitude 0.076 0.030 2.530 0.011 

H6 (+) OSL → Flow 0.165 0.065 2.555 0.011 

H7 (+) Subjective norms → Continuance intention 0.124 0.042 2.957 0.003 

H8 (+) Attitude → Continuance intention 0.530 0.093 5.695 *** 
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β: estimates; SE: standard error of the regression weight; CV: critical ratio value for regression weight; *** = 
0.000. 

So, once the non-confirmed hypotheses have been removed from the model, our 13 
hypotheses are supported by the empirical study. Therefore, we can state that 
interactivity positively impacts on spatial and social presence, flow, attitude, and 
continuance intention; spatial presence influences social presence and flow; social 
presence affects attitude and continuance intention; flow positively affects attitude; 
OSL influences flow; and finally subjective norms and attitude impact on continuance 
intention. 
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4 Conclusions 
 

This chapter contains our contributions to the literature, the managerial implications of 
our findings, the limitations of our research, and the main directions for future 
research.  

4.1 Contributions to research 

Two main elements were taken into consideration when we designed our study; firstly, 
the blooming of HSNs as communication and social phenomena (Tsiotsou, 2015). 
Secondly, we explored the concept of retaining consumers by earning their loyalty in 
highly competitive environments. Our study emerged from the intersection of both 
elements, as it was aimed to analyse which factors can lead to continuance intention in 
HSNs. Our study was designed to better understand user experiences on HSNs and 
provide a holistic view of the factors that facilitate user loyalty towards a HSN. Based 
on Oliver’s (1999) theoretical umbrella, we modelled the impact of experience-related 
factors, personal traits, and social forces on user willingness to patronise a HSN.  A 
wider explanation of these contributions is found below. 

Firstly, our study provides a holistic vision of the factors that help to favour customer 
loyalty using three factors from Oliver’s (1999) model: personal factors (OSL), 
experience-based factors (interactivity, flow, social presence and spatial presence) and 
social factors (subjective norms). Additionally, we included attitude as a factor with 
both a personal and product experience component. To the best of our knowledge, our 
study is the only one to explore the factors favouring loyalty while taking into account 
the three loyalty factors proposed by Oliver. Additionally, our empirical research 
revealed relationships among the constructs proposed, combining the three loyalty 
factors. Thus, we created a model containing these constructs. Based on the existing 
literature, we hypothesized inter-type relationships. The model was contrasted with an 
empirical work, which supported our model and endorsed a majority of our 
hypotheses. 

Our model confirms three relationships that had been revealed in previous SNS studies: 
(1) the positive impact of interactivity on presence, either social or spatial, which is 
consistent with a number of studies (e.g. Lim et al., 2015; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 
Moon et al., 2013; Novak et al., 2000; Sheridan, 1992; Tu, 2002) including in HSN 
literature (McMillan, 2006); (2) the relationship between subjective norms and 
continuance intention, revealed in previous studies (e.g. Kim, 2011; Roca et al., 2006) 
and SNS literature (e.g. Baker and White, 2010; Cheung et al., 2011; Cheung and Lee, 
2010); and (3) the role of attitude in the creation of continuance intention, which is 
present in different online environment studies (e.g. Rodríguez-Ardura, 2006), and in 
SNS studies (e.g. Currás-Pérez et al., 2013; Leng et al., 2011; Lorenzo-Romero et al., 
2011). 
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Secondly, our study reveals the importance of interactivity in HSNs as an enabling 
construct that favours the majority of constructs leading to continuance intention. This 
influence, often found in a number of studies, had never been revealed in prior HSN 
studies. We are particularly referring to the following three positive impacts of 
interactivity: (1) flow, which was identified in non-HSN studies such as Chang and Wang 
(2008), Faiola et al. (2012), Fiore et al. (2005), Hoffman and Novak (1996), Huang et al. 
(2007) or Mollen and Wilson (2010); our study reveals its presence in HSN 
environments as well; (2) attitude, which has been widely studied (e.g. Coyle and 
Thorson, 2001; Kim et al., 2015; Lee, 2005; Macias, 2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 
Shim et al., 2013; Sukoco and Wu, 2011; Sundar and Kim, 2005; Yoo et al., 2010); and 
(3) continuance intention, as revealed in Ballantines (2005), Cyr et al., (2009), Kim et al. 
(2015) and Steckel et al., (2005). 

Thirdly, our study offers new evidence, never before observed in previous HSN studies, 
that help to a better understanding of the contribution of flow to the formation of 
loyalty towards HSN environments: (1) the role of OSL as an antecedent of flow, 
present in studies such as Woszczynski et al. (2002) or Keng et al. (2015); (2) the 
positive influence of spatial presence on flow, present in studies such as Faiola et al. 
(2012), Keng et al. (2015), Lee and Chen (2010), Nah et al. (2011), Rodríguez-Ardura 
(2016), Stavropoulos et al. (2013), but, to the best of our knowledge, never before in a 
HSN study; and (3) the role of flow as an antecedent of attitude, likewise present in 
other studies (e.g. Choi et al. 2007; Hsu and Lu, 2004; Korzaan, 2003; Lee, 2010; Lin et 

al., 2005; Roca et al., 2006; Sánchez-Franco and Roldán, 2005;  Webster, 1992), but 
never in other HSN studies. 

Fourth, our study extends the knowledge of the effect of social presence on 
continuance intention. This relationship had manifested in studies such as Cheung et al. 
(2011), Cyr et al. (2007), Lim et al. (2015), Nah et al. (2011), and Tu (2002), but has 
never been studied in any HSN or SNS research. 

Finally, our study has found a brand new relationship. This finding is related to the 
positive impact of social presence on spatial presence, which expresses that the 
capacity of a medium to favour ‘being there’ feelings, favours users’ ability to feel in 
the company of their social contacts and ‘being together.’   

Our study contributes to the knowledge of the factors that improve user loyalty 
towards HSNs. From that point of view, four direct antecedents of loyalty have been 
identified, namely interactivity, social presence, attitude and subjective norms. 
Moreover, three indirect antecedents have been found: spatial presence, flow and OSL. 
All the constructs included in the model are relevant to the objectives of this study. 
These findings represent a valuable contribution to the knowledge of HSN 
consumption.  

The empirical study carried out in our investigation validates two topics: the theories 
taken as references as well as the scales utilized. With respect to the theories and 
statements, revision of the bibliography manifested a number of concepts and 



Chapter 4. Conclusions  99 
 

 

statements associated with the constructs used in our model. The result of our 
empirical study validates the majority of the stated hypotheses (13 out of 15). This 
serves not only to validate our assumptions, but even more to endorse the referenced 
theories to formulate our hypotheses. With respect to the scales utilised, the 
application of the methodology and the empirical work have completely reinforced the 
absolute validity of all the scales and their representation of each construct. Thus, all 
the items selected to represent our constructs successfully passed the convergent 
validity and demonstrated strength in explaining the corresponding construct. They 
also passed the discriminant validity, further demonstrating that they did not 
contribute to explaining non-corresponding constructs. But even more, the factor 
analysis yielded surprisingly accurate results: the factorial load of items were grouped 
in a natural way around each corresponding construct where it was possible to find out 
which items composed every construct just by looking at the results. In the 
'interactivity' construct where two scales were combined, the factorial analysis grouped 
items separately, clearly revealing the combination of items around the construct. This 
constitutes an endorsement of the scales taken as a reference for our study, as they are 
strong and unequivocally endorsed by the empirical results. 

 

4.2 Managerial implications 

The study provides valuable information about the importance of each considered 
factor in the improvement of HSN customer loyalty. As a result, our study revealed  the 
importance of flow, presence, OSL, interactivity and subjective norms in the building of 
loyalty towards Facebook. Accordingly, it would be desirable for a HSN provider like 
Facebook to work in four lines: favour immersive environments capable of mentally 
transporting users, provide highly interactive environments, increase the level of 
challenges available, and make the usage of the HSN socially acceptable, which should 
lead to a more positive attitude from users and finally an improvement of their loyalty 
towards Facebook. Details of each one of those lines are outlined below. 

4.2.1 Favour immersive environments capable to mentally transport users 

The ability to mentally transport users is vital to making them feel present in their 
environment where they are surrounded by their online social contacts, and in any case 
favour those online social contacts. This experience improves their positive attitudes 
and generates feelings of loyalty. 

This implies a need to make the HSN user experience highly immersive. This could be 
problematic because there are no clear indicators for favouring immersion experiences. 
Usual definitions involve features such as cognitive challenges or sensory experiences 
(Lidwell et al., 2010). Nevertheless, there are experiences that are completely sensorial 
with no cognitive responses (e.g. a theme park ride) and conversely completely 
cognitive and no sensory responses (e.g. a chess game); but both can be highly 
immersive. 

We suggest four general design tips to enhance the HSN immersion experience: (1) 
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include engaging challenges such as games, entertainment or exhibits; (2) minimize 
distraction elements; (3) promote the feeling of control by making the surf experience 
adapt to user demands; and (4) maximize the stimuli that can distract users from the 
real world and minimize the ones that will lead them to the real world. Following this 
line of reasoning, HSNs such as Facebook have an area for improvement, insofar as 
they do not propose interactive challenges and delegate these function to the users. 
Thus, those users whose personal’s social networks propose entertaining games and 
challenges are more likely to become loyal to Facebook than those ones without that 
type of online social networks. Besides, Facebook should balance the number and 
profiles of advertisers, who might potentially distract users and lead them navigate out 
of this particular virtual environment. 

With respect to the ability to favour spatial presence related to social presence, one of 
the points that can be very helpful is convergence. Convergence is related to the ability 
of systems to converge to other similar systems that have demonstrated success while 
the least efficient systems become extinct. The new systems should approximate to the 
efficient ones that have demonstrated their optimisation. Thus, some of the tips that 
have proven their efficiency in off-line encounters can be applied to HSN environments. 
Firstly, it is important to provide users with spaces where they can feel intimate with 
their friends. Secondly, it is important to create a homely and comfortable 
environment. As in face-to-face meetings, a friendly environment can make 
participants feel comfortable and immersed in the experience. Thirdly, it is important 
to equip the environment with all the tools necessary during the course of the HSN 
encounter. Thus, there should be “places” where attendants can share information, 
others where they can converse, where they can exchange, remember, project, and all 
the general purposes involved in in-persons meetings. Moreover, there should be 
ornaments aimed at improving the look and feel of the environment while keeping a 
non-formal aspect where norms are not too restrictive. Additionally, finding and 
suggesting common points for all the participants is highly recommended. This will 
improve the environment and make the experience more immersive. Finally, favouring 
their feedback, will make participants feel more comfortable and valued.  

All these tips will improve the HSN experience for users, so they will more likely feel 
immersed and transported to a life-like encounter. Therefore, this will favour closer ties 
between users and the HSN. HSNs such as Facebook are continuously improving their 
interfaces, and consequently their online environments are being become more and 
more comfortable; they have easier to use advanced functionalities, which facilitate 
the user’s interaction. Services such as the pictures uploading, messaging service, self-
created multimedia productions are currently improving user’s experiences. 

4.2.2 Provide highly interactive environments  

Providing highly interactive environments involves the creation of a high-speed 
response environment that is easily controllable by users in order to interact with their 
contacts. This has four effects: (1) facilitation of social virtual encounters; (2) more 
pleasant experiences; (3) improved user attitude towards the HSN; and (4) construction 
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of customer loyalty. These four effects give a good idea of how the creation of highly 
interactive environments will help HSNs to forge relationships with their users. For this 
purpose, the following three factors must be taken into consideration.  

1. Users must feel that the interface interacts with them. For an interface to be 
interactive, it must provide the users the chance to (1) listen; (2) think; and (3) speak, 
metaphorically speaking (Crawford, 2002). Thus, users can receive (namely "listen") a 
message, think about their response, and communicate (namely, "speak") that 
response. A correctly designed interface in terms of interactivity must provide all three 
features, otherwise it will be a non-interactive interface. The internet or more 
specifically a HSN can provide all three possibilities. Other media, for instance books or 
movies only "speak" but do not "listen" and have limited possibilities for interactivity. 
Below are some guidelines for implementing those three aspects in taking advantage of 
HSN possibilities. 

Speaking. The environment must be able to communicate with the user, using the two 
available channels: visual and auditory. Visual features must be optimised in order to 
show high definition interfaces where "that output capacity of the display match the 
input capacity of the eye" (Crawford, 2002:21). This involves the need to adjust 
parameters such as the pixel definition, frame rate, colours and animations. Moreover, 
the use of motion will improve the interactivity features of the medium. There are six 
animations that can be perceived by the human eye: (1) translation, making objects 
move before the users' eyes; (2) expansion/contraction of the objects shown, which 
will produce a closer or farther distance impression; (3) brightening/dimming, which 
produces an equivalent effect to expansion/contraction; (4) vibration, with small 
regular movements; (5) rotation, which will be more truthful for 3D objects; and (6) 
facial animation that can be easily identifiable by human vision.  

Listen. Sound output can be utilised in an extensive way to not only reproduce existing 
sounds or music, but suggest messages. Thus, there can be a code for different sounds 
that the user can perceive as warnings such as danger, standby, readiness, etc. 
Moreover, sound devices can play real sounds, which opens a wide range of 
possibilities and feelings brought by music and sounds; it must be noted that playing 
music requires a non-interactive experience as the receptor will not participate in the 
reproduction. Similar consideration must be applied to a full video playing. Although it 
offers a high quality message, it usually involves a passive attitude from the receiver 
and does not favour interactivity. 

Think. The concept of responsiveness was deeply studied in the chapter 2 theoretical 
background and conceptual model sections. It is related to the coherence in the 
communication process between the two parties in that process, i.e. in this case the 
user and the environment represented by its interface. This will require the system to 
be able to “think” and respond in a logical way according to the conversation with the 
user. This involves the concept of “anthropomorphising” which gives human features to 
the environment so the user can interact with it in a close relationship. For that 
purpose, the designer of the HSN must start from the premise that in every non-direct 
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interpersonal communication, there is an interface between the parties, and even so 
they are able to ignore this interface to eventually feel they are interacting directly with 
a person on the other side. For instance when two persons are having a telephone 
conversation, each one of them is not physically interacting with the other person, but 
with their respective telephones. Nevertheless, they understand that the device allows 
them to stay in contact with their partner and can ignore its existence. Similarly, in the 
designing process of the system, in this case the HSN, the possibility of 
anthropomorphising must be kept in mind. This can be achieved by letting the user 
know that the system understands and responds consequently, i.e. it “thinks.”  Good 
ideas include asking for confirmation, displaying assertive messages indicating that the 
order was processed, or informing the status of the request or command from the user. 
These ideas can make the user feel understood. One more element that helps to 
improve the responsiveness of a system is the feedback loop which is defined as "a 
relationship between variables in a system where the consequences of an event feed 
back into the system as input, modifying the event in the future" (Lidwell et al., 
2010:92). This implies taking into account past interactions in order to prepare the 
system to better respond to a user’s future behaviours. This will make users feel like 
the other side of the interface is a human-like being with whom they can actively 
interact. This will foster feelings of interactivity of the environment. At this regard, HSN 
such as Facebook could adopt a more proactive role by interacting with users. For 
example, the current version of Facebook barely interacts itself with users, and 
delegates the weight of the interaction to user-to-user initiatives. Providing the 
Facebook-to-user interaction might be particularly useful to users with smaller 
personal’s social networks, who otherwise will not perceive Facebook as an interactive 
environment. 

2. The response time must be short, as the speed in the response is a crucial factor for 
any online environment (Ryan and Valverde, 2003). Thus, all the elements that could 
slow down the user interface of a HSN should be removed. For that purpose, there are 
some technical issues that must be taken into consideration, such as removing 
intensive or conflicting plugins, optimizing the code, making pages cacheable, using 
asynchronous loading when possible, or optimizing the images. In fact Facebook has 
lately been concerned about its speed; fortunately users have noticed this 
improvement according to Google Trends (Owoki, 2015). Thus, the term “Facebook 
slow” has been less and less searched by users over the last five years (see Figure 40). 
Moreover the most concerned users are by far concentrated in Turkey and Philippines 
where the slowdown could be due to reasons beyond Facebook’s responsibilities. This 
lets think that Facebook has successfully worked in the improvement of its user-
response speed. 
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Figure 40. Google trends- Search "Facebook slow" 

 
Source: Google trends (https://www.google.es/trends/explore?q=facebook%20slow). 

3. People on the other side. The idea of anthropomorphising as suggested above is a 
key feature for interactivity. This may be an ambitious objective for non-user-to-user 
environments where the system will be forced to simulate and provide all the human-
like responses. Nevertheless, HSNs offer an added advantage in that they provide a 
meeting point for human encounters. Thus, it will not be necessary to simulate human 
reactions as they can come from real human users. Accordingly, HSNs must provide 
nimble and rapid interfaces, allowing users to interact with one another with no delay 
to their own response time. In all other non-user-to-user functionalities, the interface 
should be anthropomorphised like any other internet environment. 

Figure 41 reflects the concepts associated with interactivity in the design of HSN 
interfaces. 
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Figure 41. Concepts associated with interactivity in the design of HSN 
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Source: own elaboration. 

4.2.3 Increase the level of the challenges available 

As seen in the chapter 2 theoretical background and conceptual model, individuals 
tend to look for experiences according to their OSL. Thus, if the HSN is able to offer 
more challenging experiences, this will attract high OSL individuals who will more likely 
reach flow states and will derive more satisfactory experiences. 

One of the most important factors for an environment to be challenging for its users is 
to offer a large number of options during the experience, which will be led by different 
decision-making processes. Nevertheless, Hick's law (1952) must be taken into 
consideration because an excessive number of options in every decision-making 
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process will result in dissatisfied users who are affected by "decision paralysis" 
(Simpson, 2013). 

Figure 42. Decision paralysis 

 
Source: Simpson (2013). 

The environment must offer a sufficient but not excessive number of options in every 
decision-making process. If options are too small, it may result in monotonous and 
boring experiences, and if they are too large, it may cause dissatisfaction and offer a 
less friendly interface. Therefore, in the design of a HSN, it is necessary to group 
functionalities so they can be shown in a staggered manner and all possibilities are not 
shown all at once. 

While it is true that the “decision paralysis” would be different for each user, it is better 
to tailor the HSN for challenge-seeking users. In the case of Facebook, as mentioned 
above, it could adopt a more proactive stance in order to offer additional challenges 
apart from those proposed by the users. 

4.2.4 Make the HSN socially acceptable  

The search for social acceptance is a need inherent to all human beings (Maslow, 1943). 
In HSN consumption, two aspects come into play in that regard: (1) the social 
acceptance or subjective norms favour the usage of new users (e.g. Ajzen and Fishbein, 
1980; Bauer et al., 2005; Bosnjak et al., 2005; Kim, 2011; Lapinski and Rimal, 2005); 
and (2) as a still emergent experience, HSN usage is also affected by direct network 
externality (Peres et al., 2010). Network externalities can be either indirect or direct. 
Indirect network externality refers to the phenomenon that exists in some emergent 
innovative products or services where its usage is conditional to the existence of other 
complementary products or services. For instance, televisions or consoles in their early 
stages were affected by indirect network externalities because their growth depended 
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on the existence of other elements, namely TV shows, and videogames for consoles. 
Indirect network externality also exists when the utilisation of any product or service 
depends on the existence of other users. This phenomenon particularly applies to 
network innovations like telephony since its use only makes sense if there are other 
users to communicate with. The same indirect network externality is present in the 
spread of HSN usage, which depends on the concurrent use of other users.  

An additional implication of social acceptance is that it impacts the expectation effect. 
The expectation effect is related to the way a user’s expectations influence their 
perceptions and behaviours. The expectation effect has different manifestations such 
as the halo effect, Pygmalion effect, Rosenthal effect or placebo effect. Positive 
opinions about HSN usage may encourage new users to approach its consumption with 
a better predisposition and will consequently generate better user experiences and 
more satisfied users. This does not seem to be a weak point for Facebook, if we bear in 
mind the number and growth of active users. 

4.3 Limitations of the study 

There are four main limitations to our study: the definition of continuance intention, 
the limited number of inter-type relationships, the definition of personal factors, and 
the sampling method. 

Along with our research, the definition of the construct ‘continuance intention’ does 
not necessarily correspond to some other studies. The concept ‘continuance intention’ 
is poorly defined. In fact, most of the studies involving continuance intention (e.g. Bao, 
2016; Moon et al., 2001; Sällberg and Bengtsson, 2016; Zhou, 2013) do not define it 
and consider it a self-explanatory concept. However, there are some nuances that 
would be necessary to differentiate concepts, such as continuance intention, 
repurchasing, repeating intention, repatronising, or loyalty.  

In our case, we have considered for all purposes ‘continuance intention’ and ‘loyalty’ as 
equivalent terms. This deserves a revision of those two concepts. Loyalty and 
continuance intention are very close (Erciş et al., 2012). The first definition, taken from 
the most cited loyalty-related article, is from Oliver (1998:34) and defines loyalty as ‘a 
deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronise a preferred product/service 
consistently in the future.’ This definition places loyalty very close to repatronise and 
continuance intention, with the only nuance of ‘commitment’ involved. Likewise, Dick 
and Basu (1994) built their definition of loyalty based on repurchasing behaviour, but in 
this case ‘attitude’ was the nuance that made the difference. Then, it will be necessary 
to contrast the concept ‘loyalty’ with the one we considered for ‘continuance 
intention’.  

As mentioned above, no studies take the time to define what ‘continuance intention’ is 
and what nuances it involves apart from repurchase or repatronise intentions. Even so, 
the underlying concept can be deduced by looking at the operationalisation. In our 
case, we took Moon et al.’s (2001) study as a reference for the operationalisation of 
‘continuance intention.’ This concept included three considerations: (1) whether the 
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user will continue using Facebook on a regular basis in the future; (2) whether the user 
will frequently use Facebook in the future; and (3) whether the user will strongly 
recommend others to use Facebook. This conceptualisation involves not only a 
repetitive behaviour but also a favourable attitude focused on the third consideration. 
The only study, to the best of our knowledge, that studied continuance intention and 
loyalty separately is Choi et al. (2013), which considers continuance intention as a 
manifestation of loyalty, together with ‘word of mouth.’ This clearly reinforces our 
identification of continuance intention and loyalty where ‘word of mouth’ from Moon 
et al. (2001) is reflected in the third question in our operationalisation. 

Considering the above definitions, the concepts ‘loyalty’ and ‘continuance intention’ in 
our study seem to be tantamount; Oliver’s definition is extremely close to ‘continuance 
intention,’ and our consideration of that construct also includes attitude, which 
connects both concepts even more. As a result, we considered ‘continuance intention’ 
and ‘loyalty’ as equivalent terms in our study.  

The second limitation of our study is the small number of non-experience factors. This 
limits the number of relationships between different factors. It would be particularly 
interesting to explore relationships between personal and product-experience factors. 
This is a weakness in our model, so much so that our study includes a unique 
relationship of this nature: OSL-flow.  

This gap is particularly relevant for personal factors. Where social implications seem to 
be enough represented by subjective norms, personal factors can definitively be 
completed by including more constructs in the model. It would be very helpful to 
characterise the profiles of the users who would be more likely to achieve presence 
feelings and flow states that would result in stronger loyalty. In this regard some 
possibilities were taken into consideration. 

Firstly, we considered including in our model Friedman and Rosenman’s (1974) 
classification of A and B types, which states that a personality A individual could be 
summarised as ‘aggressively involved in a chronic, incessant struggle to achieve more 
and more in less and less time’ (Friedman and Rosenman, 1974:84-85) whereas 
individuals with a B personality could be defined as persons ‘rarely hurried by the 
desire to obtain a wildly increasing number of things or participate in an endless 
growing series of events in an ever-decreasing amount of time’ (Friedman and 
Rosenman, 1974:85).  

Then we took a second model into consideration: Goldberg’s (1990) five factors model 
of personalities. This model offers a wider range of profiles where individuals are 
classified according to five personality traits: neuroticism, extraversion, openness to 
experiences, agreeableness, and conscientiousness.  

Thirdly, we assessed the adequacy of using Brandler and Grinder’s (1979) primary 
representational system (PRS) as a criterion for classifying consumer profiles. PRS was 
proposed in Brandler and Grinder’s neuro-linguistic programming (NLP) model, and 
serves to classify individual personalities according to their learning style. They state 
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that ‘the map is not the territory’ (Lankton, 1980:25), which means that every 
individual learns by internally representing the world (his ‘map’) which doesn’t 
necessarily correspond to the world itself (the ‘territory’). PRS models involve the 
existence of three main personality types based on how the individual maps reality: 
visual (V), auditive (A), and kinaesthetic (K). Visual individuals tend to encode outer 
perceptions in terms of images; auditive ones majorly use internal dialogue and 
sounds, while kinaesthetic predominantly employ tactile and proprioceptive sensations 
and emotions. Individuals typically use all three processing models to understand 
reality and build their internal ‘maps,’ but in most cases there will be a predominant 
model that characterises the individual’s PRS.  

The inclusion of PRS or any of the other two personality classification models would 
have involved three main challenges: (1) the operationalisation of the constructs 
inserted, which is uncertain. As in the current model all the constructs have been 
operationalised in terms of 7-point Likert-type scales. This is unclearly applicable to 
none of the three models proposed, whose inclusion would require an 
operationalisation effort; (2) the increase in the number of relationships of the model, 
and consequently hypotheses of the study, which in fact is already as big as 15 
hypotheses, and could have been doubled, depending on the operationalisation of the 
constructs inserted and relationships proposed; (3) fit of the model due to the two 
challenges mentioned above. The greater the number of items, constructs, and 
relationships, the more difficult the fit of the consequent model. Bearing in mind that 
our model is already more complex than most of the studies analysed, it probably 
would not have admitted such a large number of new constructs and relationships. 

This same argument also applies to the inclusion of one more product experience 
constructs: satisfaction. This is because satisfaction is closely related to the constructs 
considered in our study. In fact it is regularly present in online continuance intention 
studies as a clear antecedent of loyalty. (e.g. Bowen and McCain, 2015; Chang and 
Chen, 2008; Chen et al., 2011; Currás-Pérez et al., 2012; Homburg and Giering, 2001; 
Kim et al., 2015; Martensen et al., 2000; Roca et al., 2006; Shankar et al., 2002; Van 
Riel et al., 2001; Vázquez-Carrasco and Foxal, 2002; Wang, 2003; Yoo et al., 2010). Its 
inclusion could have explored its relationships with the rest of our product experience 
constructs, i.e. flow, social presence, spatial presence, and interactivity, as well as 
attitude. 

The inclusion of those or any other personal and product experience constructs could 
have opened the possibility of exploring more interplay relationships between those 
types of constructs; in our study, only the relationship between OSL and flow was 
explored. 

The third limitation of our study is related to the definition of “personal” factors.  We 
took the three types of factors from Oliver (1999:42), who stated that the “loyalty is 
supported by the convergence of product, personal and social factors”. In his paper, he 
explained what social and product experience based factors involve. Moreover, he 
defined personal factors as all those ones that allow the individual to protect from 
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external influences, but did not deepen what features, traits or sub-factors it could 
involve. Even if other studies have revealed that factors such as the demographic 
characteristics have an impact on the online consumers behaviour and attitudes 
(Cristóbal-Fransi et al., 2014), in our study, we have only considered personality factors 
in order to explain how personal factors help to build loyalty. 

The fourth limitation of our study is related to the characteristics of our data collection 
method and the resulting sample. As mentioned above, we utilised a self-administered 
online questionnaire. This brings advantages such as (Casas-Anguita et al., 2003): the 
absence of the pollsters’ bias, the access to any person regardless of the distance, and 
the possibility for the respondents to choose the optimum moment to complete the 
survey. Nevertheless, it also involves a disadvantage: the higher probability of quitting 
when the questionnaires are long. This was exactly our case: a questionnaire composed 
by as many as 125 questions, which required up to 20 minutes to be completed. Even if 
the utilisation of internet as the channel for the registration of the questionnaires 
favours interaction and improves the respondents’ attitude (Suárez-Vázquez et al., 
2009), the number of uncompleted questionnaires was high (339 out of 755). For a 
such an extensive questionnaire, probably another collection method (e.g., personal-
interview questionnaire) would have increased this ratio -but would have also 
increased the cost as well as involved time and space limitations. Although we consider 
that our data collection method is the most adequate having into consideration all the 
overall characteristics of our questionnaires, it is necessary to remark the limitations 
that its selection involves. With regard to the sample, there is a little bias in terms of 
the age of the respondents, probably due to the age of the first snowball layer, 
although it does not seem to affect the results, since the rest of the characterisation 
variables yielded a structure of segments coincident with the general Facebook user 
profile. 

Considering all the statements above, we can summarise them by saying that our most 
significant limitations are the conceptualisation of our main concept, continuance 
intention; the limited selection of constructs, which restricts our understanding of the 
factors that favour continuance intention in HSN environments; and the focus on 
personality factors, which constrains the general consideration of ‘personal’ factors. 

4.4 Directions for future research 

The most immediate research direction consists of the inclusion of more personal 
factors in our model in order to consider a greater variety of antecedents and to better 
understand the consumers who will most likely patronise HSNs. 

Of the three characterisation models, namely Friedman and Rosenman’s (1974) A and B 
classification, Goldberg’s (1990) five factors, and Brandler and Grinder’s (1979) PRS, the 
last model seems to be the best option for two reasons. Firstly, it includes a right 
amount of different personality types, unlike a simple A and B classification or as many 
as the five factors model. This is interesting because the operationalisation of the 
factors would probably involve the inclusion of different constructs for each type, 
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which will bring a higher complexity to the model. Secondly, the PRS model has been 
previously utilised as a personality classification model in online and presence studies. 
In fact, Slater et al. (1994) explored the link of PRS with the feelings of presence, 
revealing a significant correlation between PRS and the rate of presence reported. 
Conversely, to the best of our knowledge, the A and B and five factors models have 
never been utilised in online presence studies to classify individual personalities. This 
suggests that the PRS model is the best complement to classifying individual 
personalities, which involves the need for a deeper analysis of that model to assess its 
adequacy and possible practical implementation.  

Figure 43. Brandler and Grinder’s (1979) primary representational system (PRS) 

 
Source: own elaboration. 

Brandler and Grinder proposed to use the PRS model for therapists in order to connect 
to their clients more effectively. For that purpose, they proposed some attempts to 
identify the different personalities (V, K, A) using methods which thereafter have not 
been conclusively proven, like the movement of eyes or the use of predicates. 
Predicate matching is a technique proposed by Brandler and Grinder (1979) that 
suggests that every person has a preference in the use of predicates in his sentences, 
depending on his PRS. Thus, visual persons would tend to use verbs like 'see' while 
auditive persons would prefer some others like 'hear' and kinaesthetic ones would use 
verbs like 'feel' (Elich et al., Miller, 1985). Therapists and counsellors should connect 
more easily with their clients if they use the predicates according to their clients’ PRS. 
In fact, Grindler and Bandler asserted that 'If you want your client to understand and 
trust you, you have the choice of matching predicates' (Lichtenberg and Moffitt, 
1994:544). On that basis, studies by Beale, Lange, Dorn or Petroski (Heap, 1988) did not 
obtain clear results regarding the relationship between the subjects' PRS and their use 
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of predicates, or in any case the effectiveness of the predicates matching for 
counsellors (Goldin and Doyle, 1991). Other studies indicate that a large majority of 
individuals preferably use kinaesthetic predicates. Conversely, Heap (1988) identified 
some other studies that have resulted in positive correlations between predicates and 
some indicators about imagery, such as Birholtz’s, O'Leary’s or Wilimek’s. After early 
studies on eye movements like Ehrlichman and Weinberger (1978), which suggests a 
relationship between eye movement and personality exists, the majority of studies 
such as those studied by Heap (Thomason, Arbuckle and Cady, Beale, Radosta or 
Petroski) concluded no support for the NLP assertions on eye movements. Wiseman et 

al. (2012) demonstrated a lack of effectiveness of NLP assumptions about eye 
movements to detect lies. Elich et al. (1985) tested both methods (use of predicates 
and eyes movements) with no effective results that supported Bandler and Grinder’s 
proposal. Most of the aforementioned studies had several shortcomings (Einspruch and 
Forman, 1985): Beale, Birholtz, Thomason, Arbuckle and Cady, Lange, Radosta made 
design and methodological mistakes, whereas Dorn failed to consider stimulus-
response associations and Wilimek failed to understand NLP as an approach to therapy. 

Perhaps the best review of the existing studies on NLP was done by Witkowski (2010), 
where 401 articles were studied in terms of methodology applied and results obtained. 
In general, there is a lack of studies that undoubtedly assert NLP’s methodology and 
clinical efficiency. Similarly Tosey and Mathison (2010) analysed some NLP reviews like 
Heap (1988) and Einspruch and Forman (1985), and suggested that the existing 
empirical research cannot support definitive conclusions (positive nor negative) about 
NLP. 

The PRS classification has been widely used in different studies, some of them very 
similar to ours, such as presence and imagery investigations by Slater et al. (1994 and 
1998), Schubert et al. (2001), or Skinner and Stephens (2010). In other studies it is the 
subject who describes himself in terms of V/K/A personality, such as Thompson et al. 
(1985) or Hecht and Reiner (2007). Particularly, one of the most utilised questionnaires 
about V/A/K and learning styles was developed by Chislett and Chapman (2005). It has 
been used in a number of studies: Anu and Mena (2012) utilised it in their studies of  
undergraduate medical students, Hamtini et al. (2011) in their investigation of adaptive 
educational hypermedia systems among students, Ballance (2008) and Cummings and 
Ballance (2011) in the assessment of computer stress among students, Vaishnav (2013) 
utilised it in his study aimed at finding relationships between learning styles and 
academic achievements, Sandars and Homer (2008) in their study about the 
engagement with reflective learning among net generation students, and Shaughan 
and Graham (2012) in their study about communication components inventory. 

The classification proposed by the NLP model in three main types (visual, auditive and 
kinaesthetic) has been often used in different kinds of studies, providing significant 
information on the characterisation or correlation of variables. The validity of NLP 
(Lichtenberg and Moffitt, 1985) seems to only be assured when investigations are well 
designed; in these cases the non-adequacy of the model can be correlated to the way it 
has been applied, such as trying to identify the receptor according to its use of the 
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predicates. Conversely, its validity can be assumed for the classification of individuals in 
terms of mental representation of the outer stimuli because individuals generally 
demonstrate a preferred representational system, which is detected mostly among a 
clinical population. 

At this point, we do not intend to open a debate about the general use of NLPs since it 
has received mixed responses from the academic psychology and counselling 
community (Slater et al., 2013). An interesting facet of the model is its classification 
based on the representation systems of the individuals, namely PRS, which can be very 
useful in the human-computer interaction since visual, auditive and kinaesthetic are 
the three major sensory channels. For instance, haptic senses are meaningfully linked 
to a K personality factor and visual and auditive to V and A respectively. 

The experience of presence includes all three kinds of stimuli because there is a visual 
and sound environment added to the physical sensations from the place where the 
subject is physically located, like the chair where he is sitting, regardless of haptic 
experiences. Thus, the displayed environment should be ideally created using elements 
from every sensory modality. 

The above discussion definitively suggests that the utilisation of PRS as a model to 
characterise HSN customer personalities would be highly valuable and enriching for a 
study like ours. 

The continuation of our study will elaborate on our main objective, which is to 
contribute to the knowledge of HSN and the factors that favour its continuance 
intention, with presence and flow as central references. 
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