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Abstract 

Although there are several marketing implications that have been considered in the 

context of social media marketing, less attention has been paid to the influence of 

antecedents of consumer brand engagement (telepresence, social presence and 

involvement) and their consequences for non-profit organizations. Thus, the main 

purpose of current research is to examine the influence of telepresence, social 

presence and involvement on consumer brand engagement (CBE) (second-order), 

which in turn affects electronic word of mouth and willingness to donate. To test the 

proposed model, this paper used social media platforms. We employed a Facebook 

page that presents non-profit organizations (brands) using a sample of non-

students.We found that telepresence, social presence and involvement positively 

impact CBE, which in turn impacts electronic word of mouth and willingness to 
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donate. The findings of our research demonstrate how CBE is formed in this 

particular context and what outcomes are to be expected, with important implications 

for both marketing theory and practice. 

 

Keywords: telepresence, social presence, involvement, consumer brand engagement, 

non-profit organization, Jordan 

 

Introduction 

 

The notion of engagement has received a lot of attention recently. However, the 

definition of this construct varies among scholars (Bolton 2011; Karson and Fisher, 

2005; Passikoff et al., 2007; Verhoef, Reinartz, and Krafft 2010). Within the context 

of social media platforms, consumer/brand relationships appear significant (Bolton 

and Saxena-Iyer, 2009; Malthouse and Hofacker 2010).Therefore, the notion of 

consumer brand engagement, which is related to consumers' interactive brand-related 

dynamics (Brodie, Hollebeek, Juric and Ilic, 2011), attracted the attention of previous 

researchers (e.g. Calder etal., 2009; Van Doorn et al., 2010).  

 

However, despite previous attempts to conceptualize the notion of engagement, this 

paper focuses on the notion of consumer brand engagement (CBE), which was 

developed by Hollebeek, Glynn and Brodie (2014) by expanding its antecedent (i.e. 

involvement) and consequences (brand loyalty) on social media platforms for non-

profit organizations. Our efforts come in accordance with the Marketing Science 

Institute (MSI, 2014), which recommends scholars conduct more research in the area 

of consumer engagement (CE). With this research we aim particularly to answer the 

call of MSI (2014, p.4), under the Tier 1 Research Priority of “Understanding 

Customers and Customer Experience,” which asks “How does social media and other 

marketing activities create engagement?” As Islam and Rahman (2016) assert, 

research on consumer engagement in social network sites is still underexplored and 

requires deeper investigation.  

 

Therefore, despite the sole attempt of Mollen and Wilson (2010) to link telepresence 

with CBE for online websites, which was not empirically tested, there is not any 

study, to the best of the authors’ knowledge that has examined the impact of social 

presence in the CBE setting. Therefore, this research has its own contributions. For 

instance, within the context of social media platforms, (i) there is, still, a belief that 

CBE is not linked to telepresence and social presence, and (ii) there is also a belief 

that existing research does not support building CBE(antecedents and their 

consequences) at non-profit organizations. Therefore, the primary aim of this current 

research is to fill this gap, within the non-profit context, by investigating the 

antecedents of CBE and their consequences over the platform of social media 

applications as well as to provide answers to two main critical questions: 

 

1) Within social media platforms, how do involvement, telepresence and social 

presence impact CBE? 

2) Within social media platforms, how does CBE impact word of mouth, and 

willingness to donate?  

 

This paper is organized as follows. First, we explain the existing literature on CBE, 

telepresence, social presence and involvement. Second, the theoretical framework for 



3 

 

the current study is discussed. Third, the research methodology and results are 

discussed. Finally, we conclude with theoretical, managerial implications, directions 

for future research and limitations.  

 

 

Theoretical Background 

Research Model and Hypotheses 

 

As presented in Figure 1, the proposed conceptual model, research hypotheses and 

associated factors—telepresence, social presence, involvement, consumer brand 

engagement, electronic word of mouth and willingness to donate—are presented in 

line with what has been discussed in the prior studies.    

 
Figure 1. Proposed research model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consumer Brand Engagement  

The notion of engagement has been discussed from diverse academic perspectives 

(i.e. psychology and organizational behavior) and it has been reflected in the 

marketing literature recently (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek et al., 2014, 2017; Kunz 

et al., 2017; Leeflang 2011; O’Brien et al., 2015). The emerging literature on 

engagement from marketing literature (e.g., Alalwan et al., 2017a; Avnet and Higgins 

2006a, 2006b; Pham and Avnet 2009; Schau, Muñiz, and Arnould 2009) posits that 

engagement is a promising concept, which is expected to enhance the power of 

consumer behavior outcomes such as brand loyalty.  

 

However, previous studies that have addressed CBE are still limited (e,g. 

Algesheimer, Dholakia, and Herrmann, 2005; Brodie et al., 2013; Dwivedi, 2015; 

Hollebeek, 2011a, b; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Keller, 2013; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; 

Sprott, Czellar and Spangenberg, 2009; Vivek, Beatty, Dalela and Morgan, 2014; 

Leckie, Nyadzayo and Johnson, 2016). The following describes the development of 

the notion of CBE in marketing literature. First, within the offline context, 

Algesheimer et al. (2005), employed the notion of brand community engagement, 
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which centers on the positive impact of identifying brand community intrinsic 

motivation of consumers to be engaged and involved with community members. The 

authors posit that brand community engagement is a multidimensional construct 

comprised of utilitarian, hedonic and social factors. Second, within the online context, 

Hollebeek (2011a) adopted the notion of CBE and illustrated that the notion of 

engagement has derived the interest of a good number of researchers in the related 

area. However, the author posits that this notion is underexplored. Therefore, the 

author aims to bridge this gap by comparing relevant studies over different disciplines 

and in marketing. Hollebeek (2011a, p.790) defines CBE as “the level of an individual 

customer’s motivational, brand-related and context-dependent state of mind 

characterized by specific levels of cognitive, emotional and behavioral activity in 

direct brand interactions.” Furthermore, the author, theoretically, proposed that 

involvement should be an antecedent for CBE and that relationship quality (i.e. 

customer satisfaction, commitment and trust) is the main consequence for CBE and 

vice versa. The author also proposed that relationship quality leads to customer 

loyalty. 

 

After reviewing the relevant literature on consumer engagement, Hollebeek (2011b, 

p.555) conducted qualitative research to define CBE. The author integrated three 

theories to explain the notion of CBE: relationship marketing, service-dominant logic 

perspectives and social exchange theory. The author defined CBE as “the level of a 

customer’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral investment in specific brand 

interactions.”The author identified three themes for CBE: immersion, passion and 

activation.  

 

Sprott et al. (2009, p.92), based on a uni-dimensional construct (i.e. emotional), center 

their efforts on developing a scale related to brand engagement in self-concept. The 

authors define brand engagement based on a set of brands, rather than on a specific 

one, as “an individual difference representing consumers' propensity to include 

important brands as part of how they view themselves.”Furthermore, the authors posit 

that brand engagement impacts brand identification. Phillips and McQuarrie (2010) 

proposed the notion of advertising engagement and define it as “modes of 

engagement” as routes to persuasion. The authors measured engagement based on a 

multidimensional construct: immerse, feel, identify and act. Mollen and Wilson 

(2010, p.5) centered their effort on measuring brand engagement within the context of 

websites. The authors define engagement as “the cognitive and affective commitment 

to an active relationship with the brand as personified by the website or other 

computer-mediated entities designed to communicate brand value.” Furthermore, the 

authors measured engagement using a multidimensional scale consisting of cognitive, 

instrumental value (utility and relevance) and experiential value (emotional). The 

authors argued that telepresence is the main antecedent of engagement and that 

optimal consumer attitude and behavior are the main consequences.  

Moreover, marketing researchers have adopted different approaches to conceptualize 

engagement (Hollebeek et al., 2014). For instance, Brodie et al. (2011, p.258) define 

engagement based on consumer engagement as “a motivational state that occurs by 

virtue of interactive, co-creative customer experiences with a focal agent/object (e.g. a 

brand) in focal brand relationships.” Furthermore, Brodie et al. (2011) posit that 

customer engagement definition should reflect five themes. The first theme relates to 

interactive consumer experiences (van Doorn et al., 2010). The second theme reflects 
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the intensity of the motivational state (Nolan et al., 2007). The third theme of 

engagement reflects wider, active and associative processes (Bowden, 2009). The 

fourth theme is related to the multidimensional (cognitive, affective and behavioral) 

aspect of consumer engagement (Patterson et al., 2006). The fifth theme distinguishes 

the central role of consumer engagement in the process of relational exchange. The 

authors differentiate between engagement antecedents (e.g. participation and 

involvement) and consequences (e.g. trust, connection, loyalty, commitment, 

satisfaction, empowerment and emotional bonding). 

 

Based on the themes of Brodie et al. (2011), Brodie et al. (2013, p.107) developed a 

working definition for consumer engagement, based on consumer engagement within 

the brand community. The authors claim that “consumer engagement in a virtual 

brand community involves specific interactive experiences between consumers and 

the brand, and/or other members of the community.” The authors posit that consumer 

engagement is at the heart of the process of relational exchange and it is a 

multidimensional construct measured via three dimensions: cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral. Furthermore, the authors illustrated that within the context of brand 

community other relational concepts considered either antecedents and/or 

consequences of engagement.  

 

Brodie et al. (2013) assert that this working definition parallels previous research 

(Bowden, 2009; Hollebeek, 2011a, 2011b; van Doorn et al., 2010) process perspective 

of defining consumer engagement. However, the authors assert that this working 

definition is different than other definitions produced by Patterson, Ting, and De 

Ruyter (2006) and Vivek, Beatty and Morgan (2012). For instance, Vivek et al. (2012, 

p.133) defined CE as “the intensity of an individual’s participation in and connection 

with an organization’s offerings or organizational activities, which either the customer 

or the organization initiates.” Therefore, Vivek et al. (2012) emphasized specific 

descriptions of consumer engagement (behavioral, cognitive and emotional 

dimensions). Conversely, Mollen and Wilson (2010) focused on specific online 

contexts to conceptualize the concept of online brand engagement. Thus, according to 

the authors, the working definition presents a wider conceptualization of online brand 

engagement and it provides more context-specific scrutiny. 

 

To that end, Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study relied on Brodie et al.’s (2013) definition 

of CBE and investigated different conceptualizations of engagement. The authors 

proposed a new definition for CBE as consumer’s positively valence cognitive, 

emotional and behavioral brand-related activity during, or related to, specific 

consumer/brand interactions. The authors measured CBE as a multidimensional 

construct consisting of cognitive processing, affection and activation. Therefore, 

according to Hollebeek et al. (2014), previous research on engagement literature 

covers: brands, offerings, organizations and organizational activities occurring beyond 

purchase (Patterson et al., 2006; van Doorn et al., 2010), while consumer engagement 

and brand engagement often reflect the same scope. According to Hollebeek et al. 

(2014), the main difference could be illustrated by the nature and dynamics of 

consumer engagement. For instance, van Doorn et al. (2010) adopt a more 

organization-centric approach, while Hollebeek et al. (2014) focused on a consumer-

centric approach. 
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Keller (2013) asserts that CBE is related to consumer willingness to invest personal 

resources. The author illustrates that CBE is a multidimensional construct comprised 

of cognition, participation and interaction. According to Dwivedi (2015), CBE leaves 

the customer in a positive and satisfied state of mind.  The author argues that CBE is a 

multidimensional construct measured by vigor, dedication and absorption. 

Furthermore, the author outlines consumer product category involvement and brand 

usage duration as the main antecedents of CBE, which in turn impacts the 

consequence (loyalty intentions). Vivek et al. (2014) focused on consumer 

engagement and defined it as the behavioral manifestation toward a brand. The 

authors measured consumer engagement as a multidimensional construct including 

three main aspects: attention, participation and social connection.  

In the mobile service sector, Leckie et al. (2016) employed the proposition of 

Hollebeek et al. (2014), which contains three dimensions of CBE: cognitive 

processing, affection and activation. Indeed, the authors investigated the impact of 

involvement, participation and self-expressive brand (as the main consequences of 

CBE) on CBE, which in turn impact brand loyalty. Furthermore, the authors find 

positive indirect impact of involvement on brand loyalty. 
 

Dessart, Veloutsou and Thomas (2016) conducted an inclusive analysis of the prior 

studies related to consumer engagement. The authors argue that previous studies in 

this area lack a comprehensive definition and conceptualization of consumer 

engagement. Furthermore, the authors posit that within this area quite a few studies 

have adopted a quantitative approach (e.g., Brodie et al., 2013; Dessart et al., 2016; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014; Leckie et al., 2016). As a conclusion, Dessart et al. (2016) 

assert that previous studies lacked proper measurement of this notion because they 

either focused on a single versus multiple engagement foci (i.e., a brand, firm or 

organization, a brand community, or others), or because they conceptualized 

consumer engagement to include a context-specific subject and an object. Dessart et 

al.’s (2016) conceptualization of consumer engagement centers on brand engagement 

and community engagement. The authors categorized dimensions (and sub-

dimensions) for measuring consumer engagement: affect (enthusiasm and enjoyment), 

cognitive (attention and absorption) and behavioral (sharing, learning and endorsing). 

 

 

Telepresence and Consumer Brand Engagement 

 

Derived from the area of virtual experience (a real or simulated environment in which 

the perceiver experiences other worlds), the notion of telepresence, which is the sense 

of being present in a remote environment (Steuer, 1992), has been appeared. Steuer 

(1992, p.76) suggests that telepresence is “the mediated perception of an 

environment.” Biocca (1992) defined it as users’ ability to be psychologically 

transported into another area (Algharabat and Dennis, 2010c). Therefore, in the 

context of the current study, telepresence is the perception by non-profit 

organizations’ Facebook fans that they have been, psychologically, transported in the 

world created by the non-profit Facebook page. Thus, telepresence depends on the 

medium’s ability to simulate users’ direct experience of interacting with the products 

offline. 

 

Previous studies on e-commerce websites (e.g., Coyle and Thorsen, 2001; Klein, 

2003; Laurel, 1991; Steuer, 1992) posit that consumer experience could be 
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accelerated via the role of virtual reality resulting from telepresence. In addition, these 

studies have paid attention to the significance of interactivity and vividness as the 

main antecedents of telepresence. Interactivity refers to the customer’s ability to 

engage in adapting the context and content of the mediated environment in real time. 

Vividness has been defined by Steuer (1992, p.74) as “the representational richness of 

a mediated environment as defined by its formal features, which is the way in which 

an environment presents information to the senses.” Therefore, the higher the 

interactivity and vividness, the higher the telepresence experience. In the same 

context, Coupey (2000) asserts that vividness is more associated with the extent to 

which technology is able to make the mediated environment richer and more 

sensorial. To put it differently, the main technical features of the medium largely 

reflect the level of vividness.        

 

Within the context of online brand engagement, Mollen and Wilson (2010, p.8) 

revised the definitions of telepresence and proposed the following definition: “a 

psychological state of ‘being there’ in a computer-mediated environment, augmented 

by focused attention.” Therefore, telepresence is characterized by control, 

involvement, cognitive and emotional arousal that customers could have in the 

mediated environment as well as perceiving themselves to be submerged (immersed) 

in such an environment. The authors argue that this definition is synthesizing the 

previous studies in the area of telepresence (Slater, 1999; Witmer and Singer, 1998). 

The authors posit that this definition granted the hybridization of flow and 

telepresence attributes and it does include both of them. Furthermore, Mollen and 

Wilson (2010) assert that interactivity, flow, telepresence and online brand 

engagement are related constructs. Notwithstanding, interactivity (defined as two-way 

communication, controllable and responsiveness, according to Downes and McMillan 

2000; Lui and Shrum 2002) is proposed to be an antecedent to telepresence, which in 

turn is considered an antecedent to engagement. Therefore, Mollen and Wilson (2010) 

proposed that telepresence positively impacts engagement. Furthermore, flow as an 

idea associated with telepresence was recommended by both Hollebeek (2011b) and 

Brodie et al. (2011) to be a key predictor of the consumer’s engagement.  

 

The impact of telepresence on product beliefs, attitude toward brand and attitude 

toward advertising (Coyle and Thorson, 2001; Fiore, Jihyun, and Hyun-Hwa, 2005; 

Hopkins et al., 2004; Klein, 2003) has been investigated. For instance, Klein (2003) 

found that both the intensity of customer attitudes and beliefs toward a product 

(cognitive and affective parts of the CBE) are strongly predicted by the role of 

telepresence. In line with Klein (2003), Hopkins et al. (2004) investigated the impact 

of telepresence, in a computer-mediated advertising context, on attitude toward brand 

and attitude toward advertising (cognitive and affective parts of the CBE). The 

authors find a positive relationship between telepresence, attitude toward brand and 

attitude toward advertising. Telepresence was noticed by Fiore et al. (2005) to have a 

positive and causal path with instrumental and experiential values (dimensions of 

CBE). Mollen and Wilson (2010) proposed the mediation impact of engagement 

between the relationship of telepresence and consumer attitude and behaviors. The 

authors relied on Fiore et al.’s (2005) study, which interposes that both instrumental 

and experiential values (another definition of consumer engagement) mediate the 

relationship between telepresence and consumer attitudes. Accordingly, telepresence 

is considered as a key predictor of CBE, as reported by Fiore et al. (2005) and Mollen 

and Wilson (2010).  
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However, for this study we adopted the definition of Steuer (1992, p.75). Steuer 

(1992) and Biocca (1992) argue that online experience should be reflected by virtual 

reality in which the user feels present, and experiences telepresence. Thus, within the 

context of social media platforms, in particular within non-profit organizations’ 

Facebook pages, it is expected that direct consumer online experience is more likely 

to be simulated by the role of telepresence as mentioned by Coyle and Thorsen 

(2001), Klein (2003) and Steuer(1992). Drawing on this, we expect that while users 

interact with a non-profit organization’s Facebook page, according to telepresence 

theory, visitors will be mentally transported to the non-profit offline location. 

Therefore, telepresence is expected to increase consumer engagement with the brand 

page of non-profit organizations. Thus, within the context of social media platforms: 

 

H1: There is a positive relationship between telepresence and consumer brand 

engagement.  

 

Social Presence and Consumer Brand Engagement 

Social presence was conceptualized by Fulk, Schmitz, and Power (1987) as the ability 

of a medium to let consumers engage with others in terms of being psychologically 

present. Accordingly, as long as a medium has an adequate degree of social presence, 

it is more able to transform content related to facial expressions, posture, dress and 

non-verbal cues. Previous research (Heerink et al., 2008; Lii, 2009; Shin and Choo, 

2011) argues that social presence is related to the sense of illusion and feelings of 

presence of other human beings. Notwithstanding, other research (e.g., Rice and Case, 

1983; Yoo and Alavi, 2001) posits that social presence is a psychological process, 

which centers on warmth. In other words, a medium is perceived as warm if it 

conveys a feeling of human contact, sociability and sensitivity. Short, Williams, and 

Christie (1976) posit that social presence is related to human senses in a 

communication medium. Kreijns et al. (2004) define it based on the level of illusion 

of physically being with other people. Other scholars (e.g., Straub, 1994; Straub and 

Karahanna, 1998; Sproull and Kiesler, 1986) assert the ability of social presence to 

enhance information richness. 

According to Gefen and Straub (2003), in a similar way to personal pictures and 

letters, images and text content posted on a digital medium are largely able to transmit 

a personal presence. Therefore, language, text and picture scan form a sense of 

psychological closeness and warmth (Weiner and Mehrabian, 1968), often resulting in 

enhanced social presence. At the same context, Short et al. (1976) stated that human 

visual media have more social presence than written media. Dormann (2001) proposes 

that using social display (i.e. human pictures) enhances the success of e-commerce. 

Kietzmann, Silvestre, McCarthy and Pitt (2012) posit the positive relationship 

between social presence and engagement. For Kruikemeier et al. (2013), human 

interactivity and contact could be accelerated by the role of social presence. Fortin 

and Dholakia (2005) postulated that the level of functional engagement has a positive 

relationship to social presence. Therefore, if customers perceive an adequate level of 

social presence, they are more likely to have positive cognitive, affective and 

behavioral reactions (Hassanein and Head, 2006; Gefen and Straub, 2003; van der 

Heijden, 2003). As stated by relevant studies (i.e. Gefen and Straub, 2003; Kumar and 

Benbasat, 2002), the main characteristics of the interface (e.g. virtual communities, 

human web, message boards, chats etc.) are very important aspects predicting the 
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level of social presence perceived in the targeted website. Algharabat and Shatnawi 

(2014) assert that social presence increases the quality of commercial websites. Cyr, 

Hassanein, Head and Ivanov (2007) report a positive relationship between social 

presence and enjoyment. Accordingly, social presence is considered one of the main 

antecedents of consumer engagement (Algharabat and Shatnawi, 2014; Mollen and 

Wilson, 2010). Within the online social media context, Yap and Lee (2014) suggest 

that social presence should have an influence on CBE. Tafesse (2016) asserts that 

perceived social presence positively impacts CBE. Pongpaew et al. (2017) conducted 

a qualitative study on the relationship between social presence and CBE, finding that 

corporate Facebook pages with high social presence functions enhance CBE 

dimensions (cognitive, emotional and behavioral). 

In the social media context, it could be proposed that both social presence and 

telepresence are more likely to be attained by capturing a feeling of human warmth 

and sociability. This could be reached by accelerating the user’s ability to imagine and 

socially interact as they would in the physical world. Drawing on this, we expect that 

while consumers interact with the non-profit organization Facebook pages (the 

brand), the brand should provide consumers with a sense of human warmth and 

sociability to increase consumer engagement with the non-profit organization 

Facebook page. Thus, within the context of social media platforms: 

 

H2: There is a positive relationship between social presence and consumer brand 

engagement.  

 

Consumer Brand Involvement and Consumer Brand Engagement 

 

Bowden (2009) defines involvement as an internal state of arousal, which can be used 

to reflect an ongoing concern by the customer toward a product based on the 

perceived importance and/or general interest in the purchase process. Furthermore, 

previous research (Mittal 1995; Zaichkowsky, 1985, 1994) defines consumer 

involvement as an individual’s level of interest and personal relevance in relation to a 

focal object/decision in terms of one’s basic values, goals and self-concept.Based on 

Thomson, MacInnis, and Park’s (2005) definition of involvement as “a state of mental 

readiness that typically influences the allocation of cognitive resources to a 

consumption object, decision, or action,” Mollen and Wilson (2010) posit that 

researchers should distinguish between the notions of engagement and involvement. 

The authors assert that involvement requires a consumption object (e.g. product 

category), while engagement does not. Further, the authors posit that involvement 

requires in this context a “brand personified by the website.” The authors illustrate 

that engagement is greater than involvement because it is related to an active 

relationship with the brand as personified by the website. Therefore, the involvement 

construct refers to a more passive allocation of mental resource. On the other hand, 

engagement requires the fulfillment of cognitive, affective and behavioral aspects 

while involvement is commonly associated with instrumental value. 

 

Zaichkowsky (1985) asserts the positive relationship between involvement and 

feeling toward the brand. Beatty and Smith (1987) posit the positive relationship 

between involvement with the focal brand and engagement with the external search 

about the brand. Vivek et al. (2012) theoretically proposed that involvement and 

consumer participation are the main antecedents of consumer engagement. Brodie et 
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al. (2011) and Bowden (2009) assert that involvement and participation (as relational 

constructs) should be considered as antecedents to create consumer engagement. 

Furthermore, Hollebeek (2011, a, b) theoretically posits that involvement is a main 

antecedent of CBE. Wirtz et al. (2013) investigate the impact of involvement on 

online brand communities. The authors find that involvement with the brand 

intensifies the positive impact on online brand engagement. Hollebeek et al. (2014) 

find a positive relationship between consumer involvement and CBE (with its three 

dimensions: cognitive processing, affection and activation). Dwivedi (2015) asserts 

that involvement is a main antecedent of CBE. Within the mobile phone context, 

Leckie et al. (2016) found that involvement has a positive impact on CBE dimensions 

(positive with cognitive processing, affection and activation). Hepola et al. (2017) 

find a positive impact of personal involvement on CBE dimensions (cognitive 

processing, affective and activation). Thus, within the context of social media 

platforms: 

 

H3: There is a positive relationship between involvement and consumer brand 

engagement. 

 

Consumer Brand Engagement, Word of Mouth and Willingness to Donate 
 

Non-profit organizations Facebook pages (the brand) are reliant on fundraising and 

donations in order to successfully operate (Seitel, 2011). Previous research (e.g. 

Bowden, 2009; Hollebeek, 2011b; Hollebeek et al., 2014) asserts the positive 

relationship between CBE and customer loyalty. For example, Bowden (2009) 

considers consumer engagement as a superior antecedent of consumer loyalty. 

Cheung et al. (2011) assert the positive relationship between consumer engagement 

(e.g. consumer willingness to invest physical, cognitive and emotional effort in an 

online social media platform) and propensity to spread word of mouth (Sivadas and 

Jindal, 2017). Kumar et al. (2010) stated the significant relationship between 

consumer engagement and consumer loyalty and word of mouth. Vivek et al. (2012) 

theoretically proposed that retention, positive word-of-mouth communication and 

loyaltyare potential consequences of consumer engagement. Leckieet al. (2016) found 

a positive relationship between CBE dimensions (affection and activation) and brand 

loyalty. Dwivedi et al. (2016) assert that spreading positive electronic word of mouth 

is one of the significant consequences of CBE. Halaszovich and Nel (2017) posit the 

positive relationship between CBE dimensions (affection and activation) and word of 

mouth. In the current study, consumers’ liking of a non-profit organization Facebook 

page reflects their brand engagement (Phua and Ahn, 2016). Therefore, the “Like” of 

the non-profit page results in spreading positive opinions regarding the fan page 

(Chang et al., 2015). Accordingly, for the purposes of this research, we propose two 

of the consequences of CBE, namely word of mouth and willingness to donate. 

Drawing on this, we expect that while consumers interact with the non-profit 

organization Facebook page (the brand) this will result in increasing the probability of 

its members spreading positive word of mouth and being willing to donate. Thus, 

within the context of social media platforms: 

 

H4: There is a positive relationship between consumer brand engagement and word of 

mouth.  

H5: There is a positive relationship between consumer brand engagement and 

willingness to donate.  
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Research Methodology 

Data Collection 

A total of 400 valid responses were captured in the current study. Those 400 

respondents are Jordanian consumers who served as Facebook Page fans for non-

profit organizations related to charity foundations, which inform visitors about their 

activities and seek donations. The fans were allowed to freely act and respond to the 

targeted Facebook page (i.e. liking, commenting or sharing it with their own 

networks). Therefore, we chose non-profit organizations Facebook pages to represent 

the brands and as a tool for consumer engagement. We used a non-probability (non-

students) convenience sampling technique due to the difficulty of finding an inclusive 

and updated list of the online donors to non-profit organizations in Jordan (Algharabat 

et al., 2017; Dwivedi et al., 2006). The empirical study and data collection were 

conducted in Jordan. Thus, as the native language for the people in Jordan is Arabic, 

the back-translation method recommended by Brislin (1986) was applied. Then the 

translated questionnaire was subjected to a pre-test with a small sample of non-

students in Jordan. 

We chose non-profit organizations because of the high level of competition in this 

sector; thus, non-profit organizations seem to have significant interest in adopting 

methods and tools that could help them attract people’s attention and gain their 

support in terms of donation. Therefore, there is always a need to fully understand the 

customer–brand relationship to guarantee the success of non-profit organizations, and 

investigating the antecedents and consequences of CBE is important. We collected the 

data using online tools in order to maximize response rates (Deutskens, De Ruyter, 

and Wetzels, 2006). To do so, we asked the most reputable non-profit organizations to 

include our survey on their Facebook pages. We used a filtering question by asking 

the respondents whether they follow the news of their preferred non-profit 

organization regularly. If the respondent’s answer was yes, we asked them to think 

about their most favorable non-profit organization Facebook page (the brand), if they 

have more than one, which they follow and admire. The selected brand name of the 

non-profit organization was then auto-filled for the remaining questions relating to the 

brand in the survey (Leckie et al., 2016). Half of the respondents of the current sample 

study were male and the other half were female; the vast majority of respondents 

(99%) were aged 24 to 50. A total of 22.7, 33.5, 29.5, 13.3 and 1 percent of the 

respondents were between 24 and 30, 31 and 37, 38 and 43, 43 and 50 and above 50 

years, respectively. Further, the respondents indicated that they had varied 

relationship duration with the non-profit Facebook pages as follows: less than 1year 

(15.1 percent), between 1year and 3 years (24.9 percent), between 4 and 5 years (35.1 

percent) and over 5 years (24.9 percent). Roughly 100% of the sample reported that 

they have had prior experience with online donation. A non-response bias test was 

applied as suggested by Armstrong and Overton (1977). The yield results indicated 

that there is no significant difference between respondents (p>0.05) regarding 

telepresence, social presence, involvement, consumer brand engagement, word of 

mouth and willingness to donate.  

 

Construct operationalization 
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Respondents were informed that their participation in completing the given 

questionnaire was part of a study aiming to examine the main factors predicting CBE 

and the consequences for non-profit organizations’ Facebook pages. The five-point 

Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” was adopted to 

measure the main constructs items. As presented in Appendix 1, all constructs and 

their respective items were captured and supported from the prior literature in the 

relevant area of interest. 

 

Analysis and Results  

Two statistical tools: SPSS 17.0 and AMOS 17.0 were used to examine both the 

measurement model (i.e. confirmatory factor analyses) and structural model (i.e. the 

proposed conceptual model and research hypotheses).  

Measurement Models 

We used AMOS 17.0 to evaluate the measurement model properties for the proposed 

model. Therefore, we treated CBE (the focal construct) as a second-order construct, 

while its three dimensions [cognitive processing (CP), affection (AF) and activation 

(AC)], which represent first-order factors, were measured through their own observed 

factors (items). The second-order CFA model fit was tested and noticed to have an 

adequate level of model fitness due to the fact that all indices captured values within 

their threshold levels  (χ2 = 77.808, df = 29; and χ2/df = 2.683), comparative fit index 

[CFI] = 0.977, goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = 0.963, Tucker–Lewis index [TLI] = 

0.964, incremental fit index [IFI] = 0.977, and root mean square error of 

approximation [RMSEA] = 0.065), AGFI = 0.929 (Figure 2 and Table 1) (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999). At α = 0.05 level, all items were also able to significantly load on their 

latent first-order constructs. Further, as presented in Figure 2 and Table 1, the first-

order constructs CP, AF and AC all have a significant coefficient value with CBE as a 

second-order construct. Table 2 shows discriminant validity through the Pearson 

correlation between constructs against the square roots of average variance extracted 

(AVE) across diagonal, all of which proved to be acceptable. 

Figure 2. Second-order factor analysis of CBE dimensions 
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Table 1. Results of the CFA: Using a second-order conceptualization of CBE 

Indicator Direction Construct Standardized 

Loading 

SE t-value P CR AVE 

% 

CP1  CP 0.80    0.92 73.37 

CP2  CP 0.89 0.080 9.427 *** 

CP3  CP 0.92 0.065 10.634 *** 

AF1  AF 0.72    0.86 61.00 

AF2  AF 0.81 0.068 8.340 *** 

AF3  AF 0.77 0.045 9.024 *** 

AF4  AF 0.82 0.051 12.350 *** 

AC1  AC 0.90    0.93 75.88 

AC2  AC 0.85 0.089 12.111 *** 

AC3  AC 0.92 0.043 14.148 *** 

[aSecond-order indicators, bSecond-order factor Notes: The respective indicators of CP, AF and AC are 

numbered serially (e.g., CP1,CP2, …AC3)] [Legend: AVE: Average Variance Extracted, CR: Critical 

Ratio, P: Significance, SE: Standard Estimate, ***, p < 0.001]. 
 

Table 2. Discriminant validity of CBE 

Construct CP AF AC 

CP 0.86   

AF 0.28 0.78  

AC 0.22 0.19 0.87 

[Note: The numbers in the diagonal line are the average variance extracted by each construct. The 

numbers above the diagonal show the squared correlation coefficients between the construct.] 

In the first stage of the structural equation modeling analyses, the measurement model 

(CFA) for all proposed constructs was conducted. Therefore, researchers firstly 

examined the composite reliability for all six constructs: perceived telepresence (PT), 

social presence (SP), consumer involvement (INV), CBE, word of mouth (WOM), 

and willingness to donate (WTD) (Fornell and Larcker 1981; Kandemir, Yaprakand 

and Cavusgil, 2006). All of these constructs were found to have an adequate value of 

composite reliability (higher than 0.70): PT (0.90), SP (0.88), INV (0.89), CBE 

(0.89), WOM (0.93) and WTD (0.91) (Hair et al., 1998) (see Table 3). In line with 

Nunnally (1978), all constructs had a coefficient alpha value higher than 0.70. All 

AF 

AC 

CP 

       CBE 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 

 0.70*** 

 

 

 
0.89*** 

 

 

0.85*** 

 

 

χ2=77.808; df=29; 

χ2/df=2.683;CFI=0.977; GFI=0.963; 

TLI=0.964; IFI=0.977; 

RMSEA=0.065; RMR=0.47 
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items were also noticed to significantly load in their targeted constructs with 

standardized value above 0.89 (see Table 3). All fit indices related to the 

measurement model were noticed to be within their recommended level (i.e. 

χ2=757.524, df = 382, and χ2/df = 1.983, CFI = 0.936, GFI = 0.901, TLI = 0.927, IFI = 

0.936 and RMSEA = 0.05) (Hu and Bentler, 1999). This implies that the measurement 

model adequately fit its observed data.    

Table 3. Results of the CFA within the six latent factors 

Indicator Direction Construct Standardized 

Loading 

SE t-value P CR AVE 

CBE1  CBE 0.70    0.89 66.52 

CBE2  CBE 0.89 0.466 4.813 *** 

CBE3  CBE 0.85 0.510 4.826 *** 

INV1  INV 0.80    0.89 61.58 

INV2  INV 0.76 0.074 13.014 *** 

INV3  INV 0.74 0.080 10.667 *** 

INV4  INV 0.78 0.079 8.508 *** 

INV5  INV 0.84 .068 7.350 *** 

PT1  PT 0.82    0.90 68.07 

PT2  PT 0.82 0.131 10.274 *** 

PT3  PT 0.84 0.129 9.894 *** 

PT4  PT 0.82 0.117 9.00 *** 

PSI1  PSI 0.82    0.88 65.63 

PSI2  PSI 0.81 0.072 14.752 *** 

PSI3  PSI 0.79 0.082 13.923 *** 

PSI4  PSI 0.82 0.085 11.974 *** 

WOM1  WOM 0.88    0.93 76.30 

WOM2  WOM 0.87 0.092 13.678 *** 

WOM3  WOM 0.90 0.096 13.721 *** 

WOM4  WOM 0.84 0.090 11.987 *** 

WTD1  WTD 0.86    0.91 71.88 

WTD2  WTD 0.87 0.097 10.919 *** 

WTD3  WTD 0.85 0.093 9.348 *** 

[Legend: AVE: Average Variance Extracted, CR: Critical Ratio, P: Significance, ***: p < 0.001, SE: 

Standard Estimate]. 

Based on the values of AVE (50% as a cut-off point) yielded, researchers examined 

the discriminant validity of model constructs. Then, the square root of AVE of each 

construct was compared to the value of the inter-correlation with other corresponding 

constructs. As seen in Table 4, all exhibited values of the square roots of AVE were 

higher than all inter-correlations with other corresponding constructs. This, in turn, 

supports the discriminant validity of model constructs.  

Table 4. Discriminant validity of constructs 

Research Constructs  Correlations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. CBE 0.82      

2. PT 0.25 0.83     

3. SPI 0.15 0.38                0.81    

4. INV 0.21 0.32 0.15 0.78   

5. WOM 0.30 0.42 0.20 0.34 0.87  

6. WTD 0.32 0.27 0.15 0.18 0.24 0.85 

[Note: The figures under the diagonal are the Pearson (R) correlations between the variables. Diagonal 

elements are square roots of average variance extracted.] 
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Common Method Bias 

 

We conducted a common method bias test to alleviate the issue of common method 

bias in the sample. We adopted Harman’s single-factor test (Harman, 1976) by 

entering all items from all constructs into an exploratory factor analysis (Podsakoff et 

al. 2003) and an unrotated factor solution using SPSS. We found that the emerged 

factor explained 42.9% of the variance, which is less than 50%. Therefore, our sample 

does not suffer from the problem of common method bias. 

 

 

The Structural Model 

According to the main fit indices yielded regarding Model 1, the structural model 

seems to fit the observed data as all fit indices were noticed to be within their 

recommended level  (χ2 = 1101.974, df = 391, χ2/df = 2.818; CFI = 0.920; GFI = 

0.915; AGFI = 0.901; TLI = 0.920; IFI = 0.930; and RMSEA = 0.058). The results of 

the hypothesis testing support all postulated paths for H1–H5. We found that PT was 

positively associated with CBE (β = 0.28, p<0.001), SP was positively associated with 

CBE (β=0.43, p<0.001). INV was also associated with CBE (β=0.59, p<0.001). CBE 

R2=0.61. Furthermore, we found that CBE positively impacted WOM (β=0.76, 

p<0.001), R2=0.61, and CBE positively impacted WTD (β=0.41, p<0.001), 

R2=0.51.Table 5 summarizes the main results. 

 

Table 5. Structural model results. 

Hypothesized relationships β SE t-value P Result 

H1: PT→ CBE .28 .057 5.527 *** Supported 

H2: SP→ CBE .43 .238 7.567 *** Supported 

H3: INV→ CBE .59 .084 14.167 *** Supported 

H4: CBE → WOM .76 .044 15.237 *** Supported 

H5:CBE → WTD .41 .069 6.540 *** Supported 

[Legend: ***: p < 0.001, SE: Standard Estimate] 
 

Discussion  

 

Given the intense competition among non-profit organizations, this study aims to 

investigate the impact of telepresence, social presence and involvement on CBE, 

which in turn impacts electronic word of mouth and willingness to donate. Results 

revealed that telepresence, social presence and involvement are significant 

antecedents of CBE (R2 = 0.061), which in turn has an impact on electronic word of 

mouth and willingness to donate.  

We adopted Hollebeek et al.'s (2014) scale to measure CBE. Our results confirm that 

CBE is a multidimensional construct. Therefore, the CBE scale should reflect 

cognitive processing, affection and activation constructs. However, we did not 

measure CBE in this context in the way that previous research (Hollebeek et al., 2014; 

Leckie et al., 2016) did. We measured it as a second-order construct. We expect that 

CBE dimensions will enhance donors’ engagement with the social media page by 
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providing them with more relevant information about the non-profit organization 

social page activities, create more positive feelings and motivate them to donate.  

Therefore, it could be noticed from the second-order analysis (Figure 2) of CBE 

dimensions that the affection dimension has the strongest impact on creating CBE. 

This result comes in accordance with previous studies (e.g. Dwivedi; 2015; Thakur, 

2016), which measured CBE as a second-order scale. This depicted those consumers 

who visit the non-profit organizations’ Facebook pages to see the progress, for 

example, of patients' cases to support them emotionally, or poor people who need 

financial aid for education or food. Furthermore, it highlights the importance for non-

profit organizations to focus on enhancing the emotional involvement of visitors by 

uploading pictures and videos regarding their support of people and the success stores 

that they have achieved. Hollebeek et al. (2014, p.154) defined activation as ”a 

consumer's level of energy, effort and time spent on a brand in a particular 

consumer/brand interaction” (i.e. behavioral CBE dimension). We found that the 

activation component of CBE emerged as the second-strongest dimension. In other 

words, the willingness of the non-profit organizations’ supporters to spend more time, 

effort and energy on the brand make them more engaged. This result comes in 

accordance with Dwivedi's (2015) study which posits that the behavioral component 

is the second-strongest dimension of CBE, supporting the theory that non-profit 

organization consumers are investing more time, effort and energy when interacting 

with the brand. In line with Dwivedi's (2015) study, we find that the cognitive 

processing component was the third-strongest dimension, implying that the 

interactions of non-profit consumers with the brand were fully conscious of their 

thought processing and elaboration. 

We find that our results support the relationships between telepresence, social 

presence, involvement and CBE (H1-H3). According to the path coefficient analyses, 

we find that consumer brand involvement is the most significant factor predicting 

CBE with a coefficient value of 0.59, which indicates that consumers who are highly 

involved with a non-profit social media page brand are more likely to demonstrate 

more engagement. We find that consumer brand involvement is one of the 

antecedents to formulate CBE; this result comes in accordance with previous research 

(Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Leckie et al., 2016). Therefore, we expect that 

consumers of non-profit organizations should be involved in such Facebook pages 

and hence this often creates high self-relevance.  

Another result shows that the relationship between social presence and CBE comes as 

the second important path coefficient 0.43. Therefore, within the context of social 

media platforms, social presence can be achieved via demonstrating a sense of human 

warmth and sociability such as stimulating the imagination of interacting with other 

humans (e.g. pictures of cancer patients). Social presence that is demonstrated by non-

profit organizations with pictures of humans, for example children, women and men 

who are suffering from different types of misery, and their success stories, reflects a 

sociable aspect of the non-profit organizations for consumers. This enhanced 

consumers’ engagement with the brand page. Such pictures transmit information 

through facial expressions, posture and non-verbal cues, and convey a feeling of 

human warmth, sociability and sensitivity, which positively impact on CBE. 

Therefore, social presence has a positive impact on CBE. This result is in line with 

previous research (Cyr et al., 2007; Kietzmann et al., 2012), which asserts the positive 
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relationship between social presence and the affective and cognitive aspects of the 

engagement (i.e. usefulness and enjoyment). 

Kietzmann et al. (2012) posit that telepresence within social media (such as 

Facebook) should be investigated more. Furthermore, the authors call on researchers 

to further investigate this particular aspect. In the current study, telepresence was 

found to have the least significant impact on CBE with path coefficient of 0.28. This 

result comes in accordance with Mollen and Wilson’s (2010) qualitative study, which 

proposed telepresence as a main antecedent of CBE. Therefore, telepresence as the 

state of being there is improving itself. As such, consumers of the non-profit 

organizations’ Facebook pages feel like they are transferred to a different world where 

their body is in one place and their mind is in another (the brand). This result confirms 

the immersion state that users have when they visit the non-profit organizations’ 

Facebook pages.  

We find that CBE is a vital predictor of consumer loyalty (i.e. electronic word of 

mouth and willingness to donate). In particular, in supporting for hypotheses H4 and 

H5 we find that CBE has a strong impact on word of mouth (with path coefficient 

0.76, R2 = 0.61) in comparison to willingness to donate (with path coefficient 0.41, R2 

= 0.51). Therefore, it is expected that as consumers have an engagement with the 

brand (the non-profit organization Facebook page), they start to talk about the brand, 

like the page, comment (attitudinal loyalty) and eventually donate and ask their 

friends to do so. This result comes in line with previous research (Dwivedi, 2015; 

Hollebeek et al., 2014; Leckie et al., 2016; Verhoef et al., 2010).  

 

Implications for Theory 

This research contributes to the field of CBE by presenting a conceptual model that 

investigates the antecedents and consequences of CBE on an online social media 

platform, Facebook. The results confirmed the proposed model through empirical 

analyses. Hence, the findings of our research demonstrate how CBE is formed in this 

particular context (based on Hollebeek et al., 2014) and what outcomes are to be 

expected, which has important implications for both marketing theory and practice. 

This research has the following theoretical contribution: (i) the focal construct of this 

study, CBE, has been shown to be a multidimensional one (i.e. cognition, affection 

and activation). This result comes in accordance with Hollebeek et al. (2014) and, 

therefore, our research responds directly to the call of Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study 

to make a scale validation and application across different types of online settings and 

different brands. Our results confirm the previous work of Hollebeek et al. (2014) in 

regard to the importance of treating the focal construct, CBE, as a multidimensional 

one. (ii) Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study tested the impact of the different dimensions 

of CBE separately based on measuring the impact of consumers’ involvement on each 

of the three dimensions (i.e. affective, cognitive and activation). This study expanded 

the antecedents of Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study by investigating the impact of 

consumer involvement, telepresence and social presence on CBE (second-order). (iii) 

On the other hand, Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study re-examine the scale's 

dimensionality by using a sample of consumers who use the social network LinkedIn, 

whereas our study focused on Facebook for a non-profit organization. Therefore, this 

study has shed light on an important sector, in particular by focusing on the 
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antecedents of CBE (telepresence, social presence and involvement), which impact 

the three dimensions of CBE (affective, cognitive and activation), which in turn 

impact word of mouth and willingness to donate.  

Implications for Practice 

According to the EConsultancy (2008), ninety percent of companies agree that online 

consumer engagement is either “essential” or “important” to their organizations. The 

results of this study have several managerial implications for non-profit organizations: 

(i) we find that telepresence, social presence and involvement are the main 

antecedents of CBE. Therefore, we advise non-profit organizations using Facebook, a 

social media platform, to properly design their Facebook pages to reflect sensory 

information and to provide a sense of human warmth (telepresence and social 

presence). Moreover, we advise non-profit organizations to keep posting and 

uploading pictures, news, videos and success stories to their pages to increase 

consumers’ involvement. (ii) By employing the notion of CBE within non-profit 

organizations’ social media platforms, our research provides marketing managers in 

non-profit organizations with an enhanced understanding of the emerging concept of 

engagement. CBE with its three dimensions—the cognitive (brand-related thought 

with consumer/brand interaction), affective (brand-related emotion with 

consumer/brand interaction) and activation (energy, effort and time spent on 

consumer/brand interaction)—should be reflected in the design of the Facebook page 

for non-profit organizations. (iii) Applying all of the above CBE dimensions would 

eventually enhance relationship marketing (e.g. attitudinal and behavioral loyalty). 

Limitations and Future Research  

As any other study, this one has a number of limitations. First, the cross-sectional 

nature of our data collection provides only a snapshot of CBE with specific brands of 

non-profit organizations. Second, we developed the conceptual framework based on 

Hollebeek et al.’s (2014) study. However, future conceptual models may also 

integrate other antecedent variables (e.g. brand experience, brand personality, brand 

trust, brand commitment) and consequences variables (e.g. brand equity). Finally, this 

research investigates the antecedents and consequences of CBE in a non-profit 

context in Jordan, Middle East. However, other countries and contexts may not 

produce the same results. Therefore, our conceptual framework should be validated 

across a range of contexts and geographic settings.  

We did not test CBE directly to corporate level. We used it from customer-centric 

perspective. Future research is welcome to test our model from an organizational 

perspective. We encourage future research to test our model using different social 

media platforms used by non-profit organizations. Previous research (Algharabat and 

Dennis, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c; Algharabat et al., 2017) employed the notion of 

authenticity to reflect virtual experience. Therefore, we advise future research to 

consider authenticity as an antecedent of CBE. Future research may also consider the 

new definition of virtual product experience, proposed by Algharabat (2014) as an 

antecedent of CBE. We recommend future research to link CBE and trust in the 

context of developing countries (Alalwan et al., 2017b). 

 

Appendix 1, Research construct operationalization 
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Construct Author(s) 

Perceived telepresence (PT1-PT4) Coyle and Thorsen 

(2001); Klein(2003); 

Steuer (1992);Hopkins, 

Raymond and Mitra 

(2004) 

 

PT1: While I was browsing the social media page of [Brand X], I felt I was 

in the world created by [Brand X] 

PT2: While I was browsing the social media page of [Brand X], my mind 

was in this room, not in the world created by [Brand X] 

PT3: While I was browsing the social media page of [Brand X], my body 

was in this room, but my mind was in the world created by [Brand X] 

PT4: When I left the social media page of [Brand X], I felt like I came 

back to the “real world” after a journey 

Social Presence (SP1-SP4) Labrecque (2014); 

Rubin, Perse, and 

Powell (1985). Gefen 

and Straub (2003) 

SP1: [Brand X] makes me feel comfortable, as if I am with a friend 

SP2: There is a sense of human contact on [Brand X]; I feel included 

SP3: There is a sense of sociability on [Brand X] 

SP4: There is a sense of human warmth on [Brand X]  

Consumer involvement (INV1- INV4) Malär et al. (2011) 

INV1: Because of my personal attitudes, I feel that [Brand X] is the brand 

that ought to be important to me 

INV2: Because of my personal values, I feel that [Brand X] is the brand 

that ought to be important to me 

INV3: [Brand X] is very important to mepersonally 

INV4: Compared with other brands, [Brand X] is important to me 

INV5: I’m interested in [Brand X]  

CBE “cognitive processing” (CP1-CP4) Hollebeek, Glynn and 

Brodie (2014) CP1: Using this brand gets me to think about [Brand X] 

CP2: I think about [Brand X] a lot when I'm using it 

CP3: Using this brand stimulates my interest in learning more about 

[Brand X] 

CBE “affection” factor (AF1-AF4) 

AF1: I feel very positive when I use [Brand X] 

AF2: Using [Brand X] makes me happy 

AF3: I feel good when I use [Brand X] 

AF4: I'm proud to use [Brand X] 

CBE “activation” factor (AC1-AC4) 

AC1: I spend a lot of time using [Brand X]compared to other brands 

AC2: Whenever I'm using my non-profit social networking sites, I usually 

use [Brand X]. 

Hollebeek, Glynn and 

Brodie (2014) 

AC3: I use [Brand X] the most 

Word of Mouth (WOM1-WOM4) 

WOM1: I say positive things about [Brand X] to other people 

WOM2: I often recommend [Brand X] to others Leckie et al. (2016); 

Zeithaml, Berry, and 

Parasuraman(1996) 
WOM3: Sources about [Brand X] are accurate 

WOM14: I encourage friends to donate to [Brand X] 

Willingness to donate (WTD1- WTD3) Leckie et al. (2016); 

Zeithaml et al. (1996) WTD1: I would donate to [Brand X] 

WTD2: I would recommend donating tothe cause of [Brand X] 

WTD3: [Brand X] will be my first choice to donate to in the future 
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