S I Istanbul Business Research, 51(1), 359-373
; % STANBUL DOI: 10.26650/ibr.2022.51.842750
2 ~ UNIVERSITY http://ibr.istanbul.edu.tr/

* 135t PRESS http://dergipark.org.tr/ibr

Submitted: 25.12.2020

Istanbul Business Research e oo

Last Revision Received: 09.11.2021
Accepted: 17.01.2022
Published Online: 30.03.2022

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Engaging with Social Media Influencers on Youtube:
A Cluster Analysis

Zeynep irem Erdogmus! ©, Melisa Karakaya Arslan2

Abstract

Social media platforms have created a new industry where both influencers and consumers are empowered. Consumers
do not only consume but also contribute to the content they face on social media. Through their narratives and content,
they may even become social media influencers who have the power to shape the attitudes and behavior of fellow
consumers. An important social medium, YouTube, allows people to engage with social media influencers by liking, com-
menting, sharing, etc. However, engagement practices are not similarly shared among every YouTube user, and people
have different reaction styles. Thus, measuring success in creating engaging content becomes a controversial issue for
brand endorsement. This research aims to uncover consumer typologies in terms of engagement behavior with social
media influencers on YouTube. The influential motives of engagement for each typology are also analyzed in order to
describe the groups. For this purpose, 341 participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) platform participated in
an online survey, and a two-step cluster analysis was conducted with eleven common social media engagement practices
with influencers. The results implied a three-cluster solution, and the clusters were profiled according to several social
media engagement motivations. The groups were named as ‘positively active followers,” ‘passive followers,’ and ‘analyti-
cal followers.” Implications for brand endorsement and content marketing strategies are discussed.
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Introduction

The social media environment has created its own dynamics by changing the relationship
between firms and consumers as well as among consumers themselves. One of these changes
pertains to the development of influencers, who can be described as social media celebrities,
whose influence and followers are limited but whose content and personal narratives have the
power to shape the attitudes of others (Wiedmann & von Mettenheim, 2020; Hearn & Scho-
enhoff, 2016). Since they have influential power upon other people’s opinions, social media
influencers have become natural mediums to promote or transfer messages about brands and
sought-after brand endorsers in social media, for which they are rewarded economically by
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brands (Childers et al., 2019; Raun, 2018; Hearn & Schoenhoft, 2016). Research shows that
72 % of Generation Z and Millennials follow at least one influencer on social media, and
YouTube influencers are as popular as major celebrities for Generation Z. 50% of Millenni-
als also trust the influencers they follow on product and brand recommendations (Morning
Consult, 2019). The influencer marketing industry was set to grow to approximately $9.7B in
2020, and the average earned media value per $1 spent has increased to $5.78 in years (Influ-
encer Marketing Hub, 2020). Thus, advertisers and marketers believe in the effectiveness of
influencer marketing and wish to collaborate with these newly empowered influencers to int-
roduce their brands and communicate with their target audiences. Therefore, brand managers
need to assess the requirements of a successful endorser in their brand endorsement decisions
(Wiedmann & von Mettenheim, 2020; Arora et al., 2019; Valsesia et al., 2020; Hearn & Scho-
enhoff, 2016). Selecting the “right” influencer is recognized by practitioners as the biggest
challenge in working with influencers online (Simpson 2016).

What drives the success of an influencer is mostly focused on his/her engagement score,
such as likes, comments, shares, and retweets (Arora et al., 2019; Wiedmann & von Metten-
heim, 2020). The engagement statistics are an important criterion to show the popularity of an
influencer on social media (Van Der Heide and Lim, 2016; Valsesia et al., 2020) and his/her
ability to obtain reactions from followers (Arora et al., 2019; Freberg et al., 2011). Through
engagement, an influencer can connect the endorsed brands to consumers (Childers et al.,
2019; De Vries et al., 2012) and influence the attitudes and purchase intentions of followers
towards the endorsed brand (Jiménez-Castillo and Sanchez-Fernandez, 2019). Against this
backdrop, it is important for brand managers to understand the nature of engagement and
what motives drive this engagement. In line with this need, the aim of this research is: (1) to
develop consumer typologies with regard to how consumers behaviorally engage and interact
with influencers on social media (YouTube in this particular case) and (2) to explore which
motivations are influential for engaging with YouTubers for different typologies of consu-
mers. The results of this research are believed to add to the influencer marketing literature by
understanding different levels of engagement with influencers and offering the consequent
consumer typologies. The study also aims to contribute to the practice by suggesting content
marketing strategies. Knowing what motivates different consumer groups will help influen-
cers design and deliver the right content to their followers and increase chances of engage-
ment and, hence, brand endorsement offers.

YouTube is an important medium for social media influencers to build up their brands,
collaborate with and promote branded products on their channels, and influence consumers in
the buying decision process (O’Connor, 2016; Holland, 2016). Research has shown that influ-
encers who are present on YouTube have become popular among firms because their content
often seems more realistic or organic than traditional advertising and they have a strong influ-
ence on others (Rasmussen, 2018). Further, YouTube, as a platform that converges traditional
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entertainment choices of television, music, and film (Shao, 2009), provides opportunities for
social interaction by allowing its users to seek and provide information through commen-
ting as well, which makes the platform interesting for engagement research. Therefore, the
context of this research is limited to consumer engagement with social media influencers
on YouTube. Other social media channels were excluded from the research since means of
engagement and consumer motivations are known to change from one channel to another.

Engagement Concept and Consumer Classifications Based on Engagement
on Social Media

The engagement concept has drawn a lot of attention among marketers and practitioners
because it is associated with positive consumer behavior and brand performance (Brodie et
al., 2011; Bowden, 2009; Hollebeek et al., 2014) and is positioned as a pivotal concept of
21st Century marketing (Kumar and Pansari, 2016). One of the commonly accepted defi-
nitions of the concept is that it is a “psychological state that occurs by virtue of interactive,
co-creative experiences with a focal agent/object in a focal service relationship” (Brodie et
al., 2011, p. 262). The extant research treats engagement either as a multidimensional or a
behavioral construct. The multidimensional definitions consist of three sub-dimensions of
engagement: (1) cognitive engagement- a consumer’s level of brand-related thought proces-
sing and elaboration, (2) emotional or affective engagement- a consumer’s level of positive
brand-related affect, and (3) behavioral/conative engagement-a consumer’s level of energy,
effort, and time spent on using a brand (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek et al., 2014). Beha-
vioral definitions, on the other hand, consider engagement primarily as specific customer
activity types or patterns (Van Doorn et al., 2010; Pham and Avnet, 2009).

Engagement consists of both online and offline activities. The focus of this study is on en-
gagement with influencers over YouTube; therefore, it is digital engagement on social media.
The literature provides many examples of digital engagement practices, including reading
and writing customer reviews; liking, following, sharing, commenting, creating consumer-
generated videos or advertisements; and playing advergames, to name a few (Eigenraam et
al., 2018). However, digital engagement practices vary from one medium to another and
from one classification to another. Therefore, one must study engagement in the context of
each medium separately. Khan (2017), for example, posited that consumer engagement with
YouTube is expressed through activities such as liking, disliking, commenting, sharing, and
uploading videos. His approach is in measuring engagement is behavioral.

Engagement practices have been used to classify consumers based on their level of en-
gagement (Li and Bernoff, 2008; Shao, 2009; Muntinga et al., 2011). A behavioral approach
is followed in these studies. Li and Bernoft (2008) distinguished six types of social media
users based on their engagement level as inactives, spectators, joiners, collectors, critics, and
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creators. Inactives are not active on social media at all. Spectators lightly participate in social
media and mostly consume content delivered there. Joiners, on the other hand, participate a
little more by maintaining their profile and uploading pictures. Collectors, on the other hand,
collect and categorize content and leave it for others to enjoy. Critics love to rate products and
write reviews and respond to posts and videos. Finally, creators make videos, blog, and write
reviews for others to consume. Shao (2009) categorized different types of engagement activities
consumers conduct online. He made a distinction between content consumption and participa-
tion. Content consumption is defined in terms of situations in which users watch videos, read
comments, and view likes/dislikes but choose not to respond. Participation, instead, involves
user-to-user and user-to-content interaction (commenting, sharing, liking, and disliking) in ad-
dition to watching videos. Finally, similar to Shao (2009), Muntinga et al. (2011) created a typo-
logy based on brand-related social media use and identified three different levels from passive
to active as (1) consuming- viewing, listening, following, watching, reading, downloading, etc.,
(2) contributing- rating, joining a brand community, engaging in conversation, commenting,
etc., and (3) creating- publishing, uploading videos, writing articles, etc.

Consumer Motivations for Engagement in Social Media

In the context of media use, motivations can be understood as the incentives that drive
people’s selection and use of media and media content (Rubin, 2002). They also influence
media effectiveness, consumer attitudes and purchase intention towards brands and advertise-
ments (Rodgers, 2002; Ko et al. 2005). Hence, extant literature has recognized the importance
of consumer motivations in many studies. Uses and gratifications (U&G) theory (Katz et al.,
1973) is a widely used framework that helps understand why and for what purposes people
use media. The theory has been widely applied in social media studies to understand consu-
mer motivations to engage in social media. Some of these motivations were found to be spe-
cific to the kind of social media, even to some of their particular features of those media such
as music applications on Facebook (Krause et al., 2014). However, common themes could
be recognized among the numerous studies on motivations, uses, and gratifications satisfied
by engaging with social media. These themes include social interaction (socializing with
people), information seeking (self-educating), exploration (exploring new, relevant topics),
passing the time (staving off boredom), entertainment (pleasure, fun), relaxation (relieving
stress, escaping from reality), escape (getting away from daily routine, work, etc.), self-status
seeking (portraying a self-image to get acceptance of others), companionship (sweeping away
loneliness), relational (facilitating interpersonal expression, gossip), convenience utility (ac-
cessible anytime, anywhere), and incentives (rewards, sweepstakes, presents etc.) (Smock,
2011; Sundar 2013; Whiting and Williams, 2013; Gao and Feng, 2016; Krause et al., 2014;
Dolan et al., 2015; Haridakis and Hanson, 2009; Khan, 2017).
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Studies on YouTube, on the other hand, include Haridakis and Hanson (2009)’s and Khan
(2017)’s studies. The results of Haridakis and Hanson (2009) revealed that while people
watched videos to seek information and for entertainment, they shared them as a means of
interpersonal expression (to express themselves and have a voice in the information mar-
ketplace). A study by Khan (2017) demonstrated that seeking and providing information was
related to all participatory acts on YouTube, including liking, disliking, and commenting, as
well as sharing and uploading videos.

Methodology

An online survey was carried out to collect data in this study. The survey included en-
gagement items, motivation items, and demographic questions. A behavioral approach was
preferred to define engagement with influencers and classify consumers. Thus, engagement
with influencers on social media was defined as “consumer’s manifestations, interactions,
and co-creative experiences with influencers on social media” on YouTube in this study. En-
gagement was measured with eleven YouTube activities rated on a seven-point Likert scale.
Engagement motives were measured with a total of 62 items representing 12 distinct cons-
tructs (Appendix 1), aiming to uncover consumer motivations to engage with social media
influencers on YouTube. The motivational items were to reflect YouTube’s dynamics. Lastly,
demographic information, including age, gender, and marital status, were collected.

The sampling frame was determined as individuals who follow at least one social media
influencer on YouTube. Following one social media influencer served as a filter for ensuring
the representativeness of the sample of interest and making the respondents eligible to answer
engagement-related questions. The respondents were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk (MTurk) platform, on which participants opt-in to research studies in return for nominal
compensation. Since accessing the questionnaire required MTurk access, respondents were
among those who were already registered to the platform, making the sampling method a
non-probability sampling. However, several benefits of utilizing MTurk made the platform
suitable for the research. Firstly, participants’ anonymity and confidentiality could be ensu-
red. Further, the platform provides an affordable way to reach participants outside the univer-
sity community and student samples. The access to non-student samples along with student
samples enhances representativeness. Another hallmark of the MTurk platform is that the
recruitment pool closely reflects the diversity of the US population since respondents are dis-
persed across a wide geographical area. Though, as a drawback, the MTurk participants were
found to be younger and more educated and have more familiarity with online questionnaires
on average (Landers and Behrend, 2015; Smith et al., 2015). However, reaching younger
generations did not conflict with the research’s purpose. Half of the respondents were aged
between 25 and 35. After omitting outliers and missing data (due to filter question), 341 of
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the participants were deemed appropriate for further analysis. Men accounted for 58% of the
participants and 54% of the respondents were single.

In order to develop consumer typologies based on engagement and interaction behaviors,
a two-step cluster analysis, using hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods, was conduc-
ted. Row-centering standardization was applied to the data in order to remove response
style effects (Hair et.al.,2010). That is, each engagement activity was standardized to the
respondent’s average score so that individual response patterns were controlled, and the data
can truly reflect the differences in activities conducted on YouTube rather than a differential
style that occurs when people face a spectrum of responses. Eleven engagement activities
(presented in Table 1) were used to form the clusters.

The first step in the process was to determine the number of clusters within the sample
by using the hierarchical clustering method. For this purpose, Squared Euclidean Distance
was selected as a proximity measure, and Ward’s method of clustering was used to establish
clusters. The high heterogeneity increase observed in the agglomeration schedule suggested
a three-cluster solution over the alternatives. As a second step, non-hierarchical clustering
was applied. K-means clustering algorithm was used in SPSS.22, and each respondent was
assigned to one of the three clusters determined by the algorithm. Finally, the clusters were
profiled according to twelve engagement motives (entertainment, exploration, information
seeking, self-status seeking, social interaction, passing the time, escape, relaxation, conve-
nience, companionship, relational and incentives) that were mentioned in the social media
engagement literature.

Results

The clusters were named as 1) ‘positively active followers’ (those who avoid engaging
in negative activities), 2) ‘passive followers’ (those who watch videos and subscribe to the
channels but don’t engage in any other activities), and 3) ‘analytical followers’ (those who
read comments, check likes/dislikes). The number of cases in each cluster was 167 (49% of
the sample), 61 (18% of the sample), and 113 (33% of the sample), respectively. The final
cluster centers with row-centering standardization are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Cluster Centers
Positively Active Passive Followers Analytical Fol-
Followers (@ndcluster) lowers
(Istcluster) (3rdcluster)
ACT1 I watch videos on Youtube. 1,20 2,02 1,22
ACT2 I click on the like button after watching 115 89 1,01

videos on Youtube.
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Positively Active . Analytical Fol-
Passive Followers
Followers (2ndcluster) lowers
(1stcluster) (3rdcluster)
ACT3 T click on the filshke button after watc- 69 58 78
hing videos on Youtube.
ACT4 I check the number of likes. 1,03 ,60 1,34
ACTS I check the number of dislikes. ,76 55 1,26
Positively Active Passive Followers Analytical Fol-
Followers (2ndcluster) lowers
(1stcluster) (3rdcluster)
ACTS I read the comments below Youtube 112 1.16 114
videos.
ACT7 I comment on Youtube videos. 1,00 54 ,56
ACTS I share Youtube videos. 1,09 .85 78
ACTO I subscribe to the chaqnels of the Youtu- 1,04 1.60 106
bers I like.
ACTI10 T unsubscribe when I dislike a Youtuber. ,83 1,29 1,06
I follow Youtubers from other social
ACTI11 media platforms, as well (e.g., Instagram, 1,09 ,87 ,79

Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat)

Table 2 demonstrates the ANOVA statistics of the clusters, indicating differences among
clusters based on activities performed. It is seen that the clusters significantly differ from each

other with an exception for the 6th activity ‘reading comments below YouTube videos.” The

groups resemble each other in terms of participating in this activity. Despite its lack of diffe-

rential effect, the item was not removed since it is a theoretically appropriate and reasonable

activity to be considered in engagement studies.

Table 2
ANOVA Results
Cluster Error
F Sig.
Mean Square df Mean Square df

ACTI1 16,674 2 ,197 338 84,627 ,000
ACT2 1,728 2 ,132 338 13,101 ,000
ACT3 ,854 2 121 338 7,069 ,001
ACT4 9,402 2 ,113 338 83,411 ,000
ACT5 12,492 2 ,102 338 121,962 ,000
ACT6 ,031 2 ,165 338 ,184 ,832
ACT7 8,438 2 ,074 338 114,296 ,000
ACT8 3,526 2 ,138 338 25,583 ,000
ACT9 7,526 2 ,151 338 49,796 ,000
ACT10 5,015 2 ,183 338 27,420 ,000
ACT11 3,347 2 ,145 338 23,018 ,000

Further, cluster stability was assessed by sorting the data in different ways and comparing
the cluster memberships (Hair et.al., 2010). The cross-tabulation of two different K-Means
groupings indicated that 79% of the cases remained in the same clusters.
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As a final step, the clusters were profiled according to twelve engagement motives which
were categorized as entertainment, exploration, information seeking, self-status seeking, so-
cial interaction, passing the time, escape, relaxation, convenience, companionship, relational,
and incentives. The CFA of these motivational constructs suggested the significance of pa-
rameter estimates. Besides, all of the standardized loading estimates were over 0.5, showing
that the items were strongly related to their associated factors. Convergent validity was as-
sessed by evaluating the factor loadings, average variance extracted (AVE), and composite
reliability values. All the factor loadings were significant, and the standardized loading esti-
mates were over 0.5. The AVE values of the constructs were over 0.5, and all the composite
reliability values were over 0.7, indicating the presence of convergent validity. The square
roots of the AVE of the constructs were greater than the correlation values of the other cons-
tructs, assessing the discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Both the maximum
shared squared variance (MSV) values were lower than the average variance extracted (AVE)
values, which also points out the existence of discriminant validity. Detailed cluster profiles
are presented in Table 3.

Table 3

Cluster Profiles
- g o g g
S E = = = =] = 3 —
E £ ¢ £ % 2 £ § ¢ % £ %
£ < = = L = £ = 3 = - ‘g S
= = B = = E = g < = Z 5 £=
€ = 7 = < =3 - — @ <= > =
5 < = £ = S84 = - g 8 = o
= z £ =2 4 § =~ £ & *
= £ o k] 2

Positively Active 568 553 471 403 453 526 536 494 405 3,79 532 490

Followers

Passive Followers 524 539 4,02 357 255 401 422 258 148 1,52 473 241

Analytical Followers 535 522 437 3,67 3,06 459 475 3,17 193 200 491 3,02

Mean 549 540 447 383 3,69 482 495 393 289 279 508 3283

It is seen that the highest means are observed in more hedonic motives such as entertainment
(M=5,49), relaxation (M=5,40), convenience(M=5,08), and exploration (M=4,95). These mo-
tives score high in each cluster. On the other hand, self-status seeking (M=2,79) and incentives
(M=2,89) appear to be the least motivating factors in engaging with Youtubers.

Positively active followers have higher scores in every motive compared to other groups.
They are also motivated by incentives (M=4,05), unlike the other groups. The most important
motive for this group is entertainment. They do not dislike YouTube videos and do not check
the dislike figures. Further, they are less prone to unsubscribing a YouTube channel, but they
comment and share more than the other groups.

Passive followers are driven by relaxation and entertainment. They care less about compani-
onship, social interaction, and the relational benefits of engagement. Their video watching and
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subscription scores are higher. Nevertheless, they are also the ones who unsubscribe the most
when they don’t like a Youtuber. However, they do not contribute by disliking or commenting.

Analytical followers have similar motives compared to passive followers, yet they score
slightly higher in every motive. They are influenced by entertainment and relaxation but also
seek information and exploration.

Discussion

The results of this study show that consumers can be classified into three groups based on
their level of engagement with influencers. One of these groups, the positively active follo-
wers, is actively engaging with the influencers. They follow influencers on different platforms
and like, comment on, or share the posts created by influencers. As Shao (2009) put in his
study, this group acts participatory and contributes to the engagement score of the influen-
cers with their activities. They are also similar to contributors, described in Muntinga et al.
(2011)’s study. The positively active group is the group that is highly responsible for the enga-
gement scores influencers receive. Therefore, their motivations are important to acknowledge
and work upon. The other two groups, the passive followers and analytical followers, on the
other hand, are content consumers with slight differences between them. Shao (2009) and
Muntinga et al. (2011) also mentioned in their studies about the content-consuming individu-
als who are reading, analyzing, and viewing but not reacting much. The major difference bet-
ween the passive followers and analytical followers in this study is that analytical followers
check the like and dislike figures of the influencers more than the other group.

When the motivating factors in different groups are investigated, it is seen that entertain-
ment, relaxation, and convenience of the medium are commonly motivating all the followers.
Exploration and information-seeking are also strong motivators for all the groups. When
we compare the results of this study to previous studies on identifying motivations to use
different types of social media (e.g.; Haridakis, 2009; Leung, 2009; Logan, 2017), it is seen
that they correspond to each other; entertainment, exploration, and information-seeking are
evident as strong motivators to engage with influencers in all types of social media.

When the motivations are investigated for each group, it is seen that the positively active
group is also motivated by social interaction among followers and relational and compani-
onship provided by the influencers. Thus, this group is highly socially motivated when com-
pared with the other two groups. Social motives of relational bond-building with friends and
relatives, decreasing of loneliness, and socialization over the medium are actively affecting
engagement with influencers. This is not surprising since the interaction and engagement with
influencers include socialization even if it is over the medium and sometimes one-sided from
the followers. The literature has recognized the importance of such interaction as parasocial
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interaction, an individual’s ‘illusion of a face-to-face relationship with a media personality’
(Horton & Wohl, 1956, p. 188), and it has been a growing topic of interest in influencer mar-
keting research (e.g.; Daniel Jr. et al., 2018; Rasmussen, 2018; Yuan and Lou, 2020). The
involvement of the followers with the personal narratives of influencers may lead them to bu-
ild parasocial relationships that would ease their loneliness. The narratives may also produce
cognitive and emotional responses and create topics of discussion to be shared with the fol-
lowers’ social circle of friends and relatives as well as other followers on YouTube, and help
with social interaction over the medium and bond-building in personal circles (Brechman &
Purvis, 2015). Therefore, the strategies built around personal narratives and story-telling need
to be carefully designed. The positively active group is also the only group that is influenced
by remuneration or incentives. Remuneration and incentives are frequently used tools on
social media; they tend to draw interest on brands if used honestly and openly disclose the
promotion-related purpose (Abendroth and Heyman, 2013). They are also known to create
high acceptance and interaction with the influencers (Silva et al., 2019). Finally, the posi-
tively active group is motivated by a self-status-seeking drive. In other words, they follow
social media influencers to increase their status in life, to impress others, and to appear cool.
Self-status seeking was also identified as a factor to join online groups (Park et al., 2009) and
consume YouTube videos (Khan, 2017). In a similar sense, people may have felt peer-pres-
sured to follow social media influencers, who are the new cool activity to do on social media.

Implications for Theory and Practice

The results of the study have implications for theory and practice. First, the results of this
study extended the research on social media engagement practices and U&G theory with a
cluster analysis approach. The previous studies focused on explaining the motivations for
social media engagement with U&G theory by treating the study samples as a homogenous
group with similar customer engagement characteristics (e.g.; Haridakis and Hanson, 2009;
Khan, 2017; Sundar 2013). The approach in this study, on the other hand, recognizes that
distinct customer engagement subgroups potentially exist within the sample and different
U&G may apply for each subgroup. Thus, this research compares and contrasts the U&G for
different types of followers. Identification of the U&G for the subgroups showed that social
motivations are more evident in the group with the highest engagement when compared to the
other groups. This was not surprising given that engagement with social media influencers
is essentially an engagement with an individual rather than engagement with a medium; the-
refore, it is understandable that social motives are more influential in this case. Furthermore,
the results of the study extended the scope of studies on social media engagement and U&G
by incorporating engagement with social media influencers on YouTube, which was not pre-
viously studied as far as the authors acknowledge.
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The results of the study also posit implications for practice. Engagement is an important
metric for marketers to select the right social media influencer for brand endorsement. The
results of this study may provide clues to social media influencers to apply the right content
marketing strategies and ensure the likelihood of brand endorsement. The results show that
for any type of group, the content of the influencer should provide a nice balance of infor-
mation and entertainment, and his/her attitude to followers should be towards relaxing them
from daily stress. The motivating factors of positively active followers, who score high on
engagement behavior, on the other hand, show that they are socially encouraged; thus, in
order to procure more engagement, situations and contents to socialize should be fomented.
For example, personal narratives to relate with, interactive questions and answers may draw
on social interaction. Uniqueness in ideas, behavior, or speech that is entertaining and tho-
ught-provoking may also work well to differentiate the influencer and secure word-of-mouth
popularity among the social circles of followers. Furthermore, remuneration motives such
as drawings and sweepstakes may also attract followers and create engagement activities.
Sweepstakes and drawings may induce excitement and immediate response to influencers’
posts (Silva et al., 2019). Indirectly, remuneration may also encourage social interaction in
the personal circles of the followers through word-of-mouth. Furthermore, brand managers
may create entertaining and informative brand narratives and content and apply remuneration
tactics to obtain positive results in their influencer-induced brand endorsements.

This research is a preliminary step to understand U&G among different customer en-
gagement subgroups. Further research can be carried on uncovering consumer engagement
profiles related to different social media channels or social media influencers on different
channels (such as Instagram) or across channels. This research focused on the antecedents of
engagement. Other research may focus on consumer behavior outcomes such as attitude to-
wards the endorsed brand or purchase intention towards the endorsed brand and try to unders-
tand the outcomes among the customer engagement subgroups. Furthermore, cross-cultural,
comparative studies may be carried on to understand the differences in U&G to engage with
influencers across cultures.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A: Sources of the Motivational Construct Items

Construct NuITe I:SZ of Sources

Haridakis and Hanson (2009), Khan, (2017),
Entertainment 7 Leung (2009), Lim and Kumar (2017),

Park et.al. (2009), Smock (2011)
) Ko L L4 L 009
. . Haridakis and Hanson (2009), Hanson and Haridakis(2008), Khan (2017),
Information seeking 8 L
ogan (2017)

Self-status seeking 6 Khan (2017), Krause et al. (2014), Leung (2009)
ot i nd o 209, K, 17 Loge 1)
——— Koun GO K 1, 16 Logn G017
Escape 5 Haridakis and Hanson (2009), Krause et al. (2014), Logan (2017)
Relaxation 3 Khan (2017), Smock (2011)
Convenience 3 Liu et al. (2010)
Companionship 3 Smock (2011)
Relational 3 Haridakis and Hanson (2009), Logan (2017)
Incentives 3 Dolan et al. (2015), Lim and Kumar (2017)
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