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ABSTRACT  

The aim of this study is to examine the relationships between online C2C 

interaction, social media engagement, social benefit, and behavioral intention 

by focusing on the participation in online events through social media tools. 

Another aim of the study is to investigate the mediation and serial mediation 

effects between these constructs. SEM results with Smart PLS show that 

consumers' online interactions have significant effects on their social media 

engagement (functional, emotional and communal engagement), social 

benefits, and behavioral intentions. In addition, consumers obtain social 

benefits by engaging in social media. Social media engagement (functional, 

emotional and communal engagement) has a mediating role in the 

relationship between consumers' online interactions and social benefits. It is 

found that social media engagement (functional, emotional and communal 

engagement) and social benefit do not have serial mediation effect on the 

effect of online interaction on behavioral intentions.  

ÖZET 

Bu çalışmanın amacı, sosyal medya araçları ile katılım sağlanan online 

etkinlikler üzerine odaklanarak online C2C etkileşimleri, sosyal medya 

katılımı, sosyal fayda ve davranışsal niyet arasındaki ilişkileri incelemek ve 

bu yapılar arasındaki aracılık ve seri aracılık etkilerini araştırmaktır. 

SmartPLS ile yapılan yapısal eşitlik modellemesi sonucunda şu sonuçlar elde 

edilmiştir: Tüketicilerin online etkileşimlerinin sosyal medya katılımları 
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(işlevsel, duygusal ve toplumsal katılım), sosyal faydalar ve davranışsal 

niyetleri üzerinde önemli etkileri olduğu tespit edilmiştir. Ek olarak, etkinlik 

tüketicileri online etkinliklere sosyal medya katılımları ile sosyal fayda elde 

etmektedirler. Tüketicilerin online etkileşimleri ile sosyal faydaları 

arasındaki ilişkide de sosyal medya katılımının (işlevsel, duygusal ve 

toplumsal katılım) aracılık etkisi bulunmaktadır. Sosyal medya katılımının 

(işlevsel, duygusal ve toplumsal katılım) ve sosyal faydanın, çevrimiçi 

etkileşimin davranışsal niyetler üzerindeki etkisinde seri aracılık etkisine 

sahip olmadığı bulunmuştur. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In the digitalizing world, online events have become widespread in almost every field with a 

large number of participants. Many participants engage in online events for various reasons 

such as overcoming their loneliness, meeting like-minded others, making friends and 

socializing (McKenna and Bargh, 1999:261). Online events contain liveliness and information 

(Kharouf et al., 2020:736). This interaction and dynamism can create a bond (such as 

friendship, closeness, trust) between participants (Dholakia et al., 2004:248). With this bond, 

participants can provide social benefits to each other (Gummerus et al., 2012:861). People tend 

to be more satisfied with events that provide them with certain benefits. Consumers carry out 

long-term marketing activities such as positive word of mouth, repeat purchase and customer 

loyalty about the goods and services they are satisfied with (Anderson et al., 1994; Oliver, 

1999; Yoshida and James, 2010).  

Developments in information and communication technologies allow people to participate in 

all kinds of events online and to be in continuous interaction with other participants. Social 

media engagement has played an important role in viral marketing activities in recent years in 

terms of promoting goods, services and brands and recommending them to others (Brodie et 

al., 2011:252). Most studies focus on the conceptualization of consumer engagement in brand 

relationship formation (Van Doorn et al., 2010; Brodie et al., 2011, Vivek et al., 2012; Brodie 

et al., 2013; Lim et al., 2022). Alternatively, there are studies dealing with the consequences of 

consumer participation (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek et al., 2011; Vivek et al., 2012; Brodie 

et al., 2013).  

Understanding consumer engagement is of great importance for businesses that take digital 

marketing strategies seriously to create and maintain consumer loyalty and attract new 

consumers. There seems to be a limited number of studies on social media engagement  

(Gummerus et al., 2012; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Khan, 2017; Dessart, 2017; Dolan, et al., 2019) 

and social media engagement within the scope of online events (Lim et al., 2015; Kharouf et 

al., 2020).  

The current study aims to investigate the effects of online C2C (consumer to consumer) 

interactions and social media engagement in online events on social benefit and behavioral 

intentions where consumer participation is handled individually and in the social media 

environment. The study contributes to the understanding of the social benefits that online events 

participants derive from the events and the effects of the events on participants' behavioral 

intention.   
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1. Online C2C Interaction 

The digital age makes it easier and faster for consumers to share information with each other. 

Millions of people come together on social media platforms and can interact on all kinds of 

subjects (Georgi and Mink, 2013:11; Brodie et al., 2013:107). Online C2C interaction is 

defined as any individual or group interaction between consumers in the purchase and 

consumption of goods and services (Martin and Pranter, 1989:10; Libai et al., 2010:269; 

Kharouf et al., 2020:737).  

Consumers can come together with others on a wide variety of online platforms, exchange ideas 

on common issues, and share their thoughts and experiences about products (Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2004:42). Consumers have the power to directly or indirectly affect each other positively 

or negatively (Martin and Pranter, 1989:6; Zhu et al., 2016:14).  Today's consumers can freely 

communicate with like-minded people they know or have common interests in online 

communities (Zhu et al., 2016:8) and participate in organized online events (Kharouf et al., 

2020:739), which can affect the behavior intention of consumers towards products (Libai et al., 

2010; Zhu et al., 2016; Kharouf et al., 2020). 

2.2. Social Media Engagement 

Social media is defined “as a group of internet-based applications that allow the creation and 

sharing of user-generated content” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010:62). Social media is a large 

ecosystem that offers complex relationships and has many social networks and interaction 

levels (Dessart, 2017:3). The popularity of social media tools is increasing day by day as they 

encourage social interaction and participation on an unprecedented scale (Khan, 2017:237).  

The interactive features of social media allow consumers to participate more actively by 

creating large amounts of content, apart from passively observing the content (Malthouse et al., 

2013:272). Consumer engagement in social media refers to the consumer's focus on a brand or 

business by going beyond their purchasing behavior and showing their satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction behaviorally, either positively (posting a positive brand message on a blog) or 

negatively (organizing negative public actions against a business) (Van Doorn et al., 2010:255). 

Through social media, consumers can participate in the events organized by businesses, write 

comments, interact with other consumers, and share them with almost all users. 

Consumer engagement is defined as the intense involvement of consumers in the activities of 

a business (Vivek et al., 2012:127). It derives mostly from the consumer experience, which 

consists of the presentations and activities of businesses towards consumers (Brodie and 

Hollebeek, 2011:253; Vivek et al., 2012:127). Sustainable success of businesses in the market 

is only possible when they can offer products in line with the wishes and expectations of their 

consumers. Consumer engagement is a consumer-centered approach that aims to create the 

added value needed to meet consumers' requests and needs (Sashi, 2012:258). 

Engagement can be seen as an event initiated by consumers and an individual's interaction with 

social media (Khan, 2017:237). Businesses cannot direct their consumers to make positive 

shares, comments or tags about themselves or their products. However, voluntary consumer 

participation can lead to co-creation of value (Brodie et al., 2013:107). Therefore, businesses 

are increasingly pursuing strategies that drive non-commercial behavior (Verhoef et al., 2010: 

248). Because the negative comments of consumers on social media can often cause irreparable 

situations for businesses, businesses should try to benefit from the power of consumer 
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participation at every stage of their marketing activities. For example, Lays company organized 

a competition on Facebook in order to create a different taste for its chips and promised to give 

1 percent of the net sales of the new product to the winner. Consumers not only created a 

different taste and named it, but also designed the chips bag themselves (Yuan et al., 

2017:1001). Social media engagement helps businesses better understand consumers' needs, 

participate in product development, provide quick feedback on the business's marketing 

strategies and products, and help consumers become advocates of the product (Sashi, 

2012:259). Connecting with consumers in this way leads them to create value for the company's 

products, which can get them more willing to buy those products (Hollebeek et al., 2014:152). 

Consumers whose demands and expectations are met are satisfied, start to buy the product 

continuously, and thus a sense of loyalty towards the business can be formed whereas 

unsatisfied consumers generally tend to leave the business.     

Consumer engagement consists of many consumer behaviors such as WOM, blogging, 

providing consumer ratings, providing feedback (Van Doorn et al., 2010:255; Verhoef et al., 

2010:249; Brodie et al., 2011:253). It is seen as a multidimensional concept that includes not 

only behavioral but also functional, emotional, and social aspects (Lim et al., 2015:159). Higher 

engagement means higher cooperation and interaction, resulting in higher positive effects 

gained through such interactions (Habibi et al., 2014:156). 

Functional engagement: It is defined as a social media user's interaction with other users in 

the processes of co-creating, chatting, and sharing content (Lim et al., 2015: 159). The 

functionality of most of the social media platforms is the mechanisms of liking the sharing, 

leaving various expressions, commenting, retweeting, tagging, and sharing (Pentina et al., 

2018: 65). The main advantage of the functional approach is that it has a direct and immediate 

effect on consumer engagement behaviors (Harmeling et al., 2017:322). Consumers can share 

their experiences on all kinds of products they buy through social media, tag them, and have 

the opportunity to discuss the subject. This situation provides benefits to consumers (peer 

customer discussions) (Yuan et al., 2017:1006). By the help of this interaction and 

communication, consumers can have information on many subjects. Functional engagement 

can encourage users to share the content of the event and exert a certain control over the flow 

of communication by inviting them to create topic-specific hashtags (Lim et al., 2015: 159). 

An event with a high functional engagement has a positive effect on the business. Many studies 

emphasize that the intensity of functional engagement reveals the power of word-of-mouth 

marketing (Kietzmann et al., 2011; Lim et al., 2015). Consumers spread their positive feelings 

and thoughts about the events they like, recommend them to other people, write comments and 

share them (Libai et al., 2010:277; Perrigot et al., 2012:539). 

Emotional engagement: It refers to emotional reactions such as enthusiasm and enjoyment 

(Dessart, 2017:3). When consumers feel positive towards a business, they can participate more 

in the events of that business and may want to share these events with their acquaintances 

(Berger, 2011:891). On the other hand, people also gain positive emotional benefits by helping 

others (Van der Linden, 2017:2). Likewise, consumers share their feelings about a product, a 

brand or an event with others because they may simply want them to benefit from that event, 

product, or brand, too (Vivek et al., 2012:127). In the developing marketing paradigm, relations 

are not only between buyers and sellers, but also between potential consumers and society 

(Vivek et al., 2012:131). Consumer engagement, derived from interactive experiences, points 

to the importance of emotions in its development (Blasco-Arcas et al., 2016:560). In addition, 

interactive experiences can lead to a high level of arousal in individuals, which positively 

affects their participation in events (Brodie et al., 2011:253; Hollebeek, 2013:154; Vivek et al., 
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2012:127). Consumers who come together at events can share common feelings, develop an 

emotional attachment to each other and to the business, which supports a longer-term 

participation (Schouten et al., 2007:360). Emotional satisfaction of the participants from being 

included in the community stems from the feelings of gratitude, empathy, trust and belonging 

to the group, emphasizing the importance of the social aspect of consumer participation (Brodie 

et al., 2013:110).  

Communal Engagement: Social media allows a wide variety of communities to come together 

virtually around the world (Hull and Lewis, 2014: 24). Community members can meet and 

communicate with people similar to themselves through social media, gain an individual 

hedonic value experience and benefit each other as a result of this interaction (Hennig-Thurau 

et al., 2004:42; Jahn and Kunz, 2012:347). Virtual communities represent popular social 

environments where people interact by exchanging resources such as information, ideas and 

advice about their common interests (Chan and Li, 2010:1033). With the increasing interest of 

consumers in digital technologies, businesses are investing more and more in promoting 

consumer participation in social media-based online communities (Vivek et al., 2012: 127; 

Algesheimer et al., 2005: 19) because information can be transferred to virtual communities 

more quickly through social media. In social media contexts, interaction refers to events such 

as liking and commenting on related materials on the community page, sharing stories, photos, 

videos (Habibi et al., 2014:156). Community participation indicates that members are interested 

in helping other members, participating in joint events, and acting voluntarily in ways that the 

community approves, increasing their value for themselves and others (Algesheimer et al., 

2005:21). Social media-based events such as concerts, movie screenings and cooking classes 

bring together communities in physical and virtual space (Harmeling et al., 2017:329), which 

helps people feel like a part of a big event, have a common sense of purpose and have a desire 

to contribute to the environment (Schouten et al., 2007:367).  

2.3. Social Benefit 

Social media allows users to be in constant interaction with each other and this interaction can 

be seen by other users. As a result of this interaction, users can obtain information on the 

subjects they want and thus benefit each other (Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2002:5). Social benefit 

is expressed as the social support that people get as a result of friendship and closeness 

(Dholakia et al., 2004:244). Social benefit is to get help and support from other social media 

users by establishing better communication and interaction (Kuo and Feng, 2013:951), which 

may differ based on the interests of the participants.  

The fact that consumers share the videos they record on social media while using the product 

they bought provides a benefit to consumers by enabling them to access all kinds of information 

about the product (Mangold and Faulds, 2009: 362). For example, the comments of the 

consumer who buys any product from the Amazon.com site can be read by other consumers 

who do not have any personal relationship and can benefit those people (Dholakia et al., 

2004:248). Many participants join virtual communities mostly to relieve their loneliness, meet 

like-minded people, make friends and get social support (McKenna and Bargh, 1999:256; 

Dholakia et al., 2009:244). This type of sharing brings the feelings of belonging, recognition, 

teamwork, friendship, and social support to the fore in some consumers (Kim et al., 2009:237). 

In social media, the social benefits of some businesses for their products seem to have a 

significant effect on the purchase intention of consumers (Gummerus et al., 2012; Liu and Guo, 

2017). 
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2.4. Behavioral Intentions 

Behavioral intention refers to the measure or degree of intensity of a person's intention to 

perform a certain behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1969:414). Some behaviors of consumers carry 

clues about purchasing. Behavioral intention can be seen as an indicator of consumers' attitudes 

towards the business (Zeithaml et al., 1996:33), which can be positive or negative. When 

consumers state that they prefer the products of the businesses they have bought before, when 

they increase the volume of their purchases from a particular business or when they agree to 

pay the price of the business's products without hesitation, they are considered to have formed 

a behavioral bond with that business (Zeithaml et al., 1996:34), which means that they have a 

positive behavioral intention towards that company. Positive behavioral intention includes 

behaviors such as positive word of mouth, recommendation, loyalty, and willingness to pay 

more (Kharouf et al., 2020:738). 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development 

The aim of the current study is to examine the behavior of individuals who participate in online 

events through social media. In line with this main purpose, we seek to answer the following 

questions: First, do online C2C interactions directly impact social media engagement? Second, 

can social media engagement create social benefits for online event participants? Third, do 

social benefits and online C2C interactions directly impact their behavioral intentions related 

to the online event? Fourth, does social media engagement have a mediating role in the impact 

of online C2C interactions on social benefit? And lastly, does social benefit have a mediating 

role in the impact of social media engagement on behavioral intentions to the online event? 

Considering the relevant literature, the proposed model and hypotheses are shown in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 

The hypotheses of the relationships planned to be examined in Figure 1 above are as follows: 
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H1: Online C2C interaction in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

media engagement. 

H1a: Online C2C interaction in the context of an online event has a positive effect on 

functional engagement. 

H1b: Online C2C interaction in the context of an online event has a positive effect on 

emotional engagement. 

H1b: Online C2C interaction in the context of an online event has a positive effect on 

communal engagement. 

H2: Social media engagement in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

benefit. 

H2a: Functional engagement in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

benefit. 

H2b: Emotional engagement in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

benefit. 

H2c: Communal engagement in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

benefit. 

H3: Social benefit in the context of an online event has a positive effect on behavioral intentions. 

H4: Online consumer to consumer interaction in the context of an online event has a positive 

effect on behavioral intentions. 

H5: Online C2C interaction in the context of an online event has a positive effect on social 

benefit. 

H6: Social media engagement (H6a: functional engagement, H6b: emotional engagement H6c: 

communal engagement) mediates the relationship between online C2C interactions and 

social benefit in the context of an online event. 

H6a: Functional engagement mediates the relationship between online C2C interactions and 

social benefit in the context of an online event. 

H6b: Emotional engagement mediates the relationship between online C2C interactions and 

social benefit in the context of an online event. 

H6c: Communal engagement mediates the relationship between online C2C interactions and 

social benefit in the context of an online event. 

H7: Social benefit mediates the relationship between online C2C interactions and behavioral 

intention in the context of an online event. 

H8: Social media engagement (H8a: functional engagement, H8b: emotional engagement H8c: 

communal engagement) and social benefit have a serial mediating effect on the relationship 

between online C2C interaction and behavioral intention. 

3.2. Measures 

The scale was developed according to these objectives, which include demographic variables 

and four key constructs. The items of the scale were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1: 

Strongly Disagree to 5: Strongly Agree). The scale, which was originally in English, was 
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translated into Turkish and the Turkish version was translated back into English by a 

professional to ensure its accuracy and reliability. The survey consists of four sections. In the 

first section, respondents were asked whether they participated in an online event through social 

media, and those who answered "Yes" to this question were asked to indicate which social 

media they participated in. The next section contained 4 items which was adapted from the 

study by Kharouf et al., (2020) and which were used for the “Online C2C Interaction” scale to 

explain consumers' online interactions related to an event. In order to explain the social media 

behaviors of consumers related to online events, the participants were asked to rate their "Social 

Media Engagement (functional engagement-4 items, emotional engagement-4 items and 

communal engagement-4 items)" with 12 items which were adapted from Lim et al., (2015). 

The construct of “Social Benefit” was measured with 7 items from Gummerus et al. (2012) to 

explain whether they are providing social benefits in the social media environment. In turn, 

"Behavioral Intentions" was measured with 2 items from Du et al., (2015) to capture the 

likelihood to follow the online event in future. The final section included demographic 

variables. 

3.3. Sample Characteristics and Procedures of Data Collection 

The data was collected by reaching Turkish consumers online considering that consumers 

spend more time at home especially during the Covid-19 period. In order to measure the online 

interactions of the participants on social media more successfully, it is tried to reach the 

consumers who participate in the online event only through their social media accounts. 

Therefore, before filling out the questionnaire, the participants were asked whether they 

participated in the online event via their social media accounts. Since it is estimated that 

consumers will have different goals and behaviors in different events, only those who 

participated in online events with entertainment content such as concerts, theaters, festivals, 

museums, virtual museum tours were included in the study. Next, the participants in the online 

event were selected according to the judgmental sampling method. The data were collected 

from 568 Turkish consumers who participated in online entertainment events through their 

social media accounts. The validity and reliability of the collected data, the proposed model 

and the hypotheses created according to this model were analyzed with the SmartPLS 3 (Ringle, 

Wende, and Becker, 2015) Statistical Package Program. 

4. FINDINGS 

A total of 535 useable responses were obtained from the participants of the online event through 

their social media accounts. 51.6%, 25.4%, and 23.0% of the participants used their Twitter, 

Facebook, and Instagram accounts, respectively. The sample consisted of 67.3% females and 

32.7% males. 60.6% of them were single and 39.4% of them were married. Most of respondents 

were in the 28-36 age-range (32.7%) and most of the respondents have a bachelor's degree 

(47.1%).  

4.1. Measurement Model 

To test the proposed model, the measurement model and structural model were tested. The 

measurement model consisted of two stages, reflective and formative. Reflective measurement 

models were analyzed followed by the formative measurement models before the structural 

model was tested. Internal consistency (cronbach's alpha, composite reliability-CR), 

convergent validity (indicator reliability, average variance extracted-AVE), and discriminant 

validity were tested for reflective measurement models. Convergent validity, collinearity 

between indicators, significance and relevance of outer weights should be evaluated for 
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formative measurement models. Finally, for the structural model, collinearity statistics 

(variance inflation factor-VIF), the values of coefficients of determination (R2), predictive 

relevance (Q2), size and significance of path coefficients, and f2 effect sizes were investigated 

(Hair et al., 2017: 106). 

The values required to ensure convergent validity and internal consistency reliability and the 

VIF values of each statement are shown in the Table 1. If the VIF value is greater than 5, it 

indicates collinearity problems. Therefore, as seen in Table 1, items with a VIF value greater 

than 5 were excluded from the analysis and were not included in the evaluation (Hair et al., 

2017: 143; Hair et al., 2019:10). The VIF values of online C2C interactions, functional 

engagement, communal engagement, and behavioral intentions factors were in the 

recommended range and none of the items were excluded. The results showed that the VIF 

values of “Emo2”, “SOC3” and “SOC6” were higher than the expected levels for the emotional 

engagement and social benefits. Therefore, “Emo2”, “SOC3” and “SOC6” items were 

excluded. 

Table 1. Results of Measurement Models 

Latent 

Variables 
Items 

Convergent Validity 
Internal Consistency 

Reliability 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Outer 

Loadings 

Indicator 

Reliability 
AVE 

Composite 

Reliability 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
VIF 

>0.70 >0.50 >0.50 0.60–0.90 0.60–0.90 <5 

OCC 

OCC1 0.808 0.653 

0.680 0.894 0.843 

1.842 

OCC2 0.891 0.793 2.472 

OCC3 0.870 0.757 2.113 

OCC4 0.720 0.518 1.569 

S

M

E 

Fun 

Fun1 0.918 0.843 

0.858 0.960 0.945 

3.730 

Fun2 0.933 0.870 4.399 

Fun3 0.920 0.846 3.860 

Fun4 0.934 0.872 4.381 

Emo 

Emo1 0.913 0.834 

0.855 0.946 0.915 

3.111 

Emo2 Deleted 5.337 

Emo3 0.935 0.874 3.692 

Emo4 0.925 0.856 3.254 

Com 

Com1 0.879 0.773 

0.824 0.949 0.929 

2.698 

Com2 0.921 0.848 3.950 

Com3 0.925 0.856 3.968 

Com4 0.905 0.819 3.111 

SOC 

SOC1 0.918 0.843 

0.819 0.958 0.945 

4.644 

SOC2 0.904 0.817 3.640 

SOC3 Deleted 5.812 

SOC4 0.897 0.805 3.378 

SOC5 0.893 0.797 3.418 

SOC6 Deleted 5.086 

SOC7 0.911 0.830 4.303 

BI 
BI1 0.814 0.663 

0.769 0.869 0.716 
1.450 

BI2 0.936 0.876 1.450 

As seen from Table 1, the outer loadings are as follows: online C2C 0.720-0.891, functional 

engagement 0.918-0.934, emotional engagement 0.913-0.935, communal engagement 0.879-

0.925, social benefit 0.893-0.918, behavioral intention 0.813-0.936. The indicator reliability of 

variables are as follows: online C2C 0.518-0.793, functional engagement 0.843-0.872, 
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emotional engagement 0.834-0.874, communal engagement 0.773-0.856, social benefit 0.797-

0.843, behavioral intention 0.663-0.876. Outer loadings should be greater than 0.70, indicator 

reliability values should be higher than 0.50 and AVE values should be above 0.50 (Hair et al., 

2019: 111; Fornell and Larcker, 1981: 46). All values were greater than the recommended 

values. Thus, convergent validity was supported. As indicated in Table 1, composite reliability 

and Cronbach’s α values should be greater than 0.60 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988: 80;  Hair et al., 

2014: 111) and all these values were greater than 0.80. 

Fornell-Larcker Criterion and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) are usually used to test 

discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981: 44; Henseler et al., 2015: 116). The square 

roots of the AVE values for the Fornell-Larcker Criterion, which is shown on the bold diagonal, 

should be higher than the correlation between the constructs (Yürük et al., 2017: 372).  

Table 2. Discriminant Validity 

 Fornell-Larcker Criterion HTMT 

Constructs OCC 

SME 

SOC BI <0.90 

… 

confidence 

interval 

does not 

include 1 

Fun Emo Com 

OCC 0.825      Yes Yes 

SME 

Fun 0.451 0.926     Yes Yes 

Emo 0.428 0.767 0.925    Yes Yes 

Com 0.457 0.817 0.731 0.908   Yes Yes 

SOC 0.500 0.731 0.666 0.736 0.905  Yes Yes 

BI 0.201 0.063 0.105 0.086 0.128 0.877 Yes Yes 

The square roots of the AVE values are the values in the diagonal of the table.   

As shown in Table 2, the square roots of AVE were greater than the correlation between the 

constructs. As for HTMT should be <0.90, and the confidence interval should not include 1 

(Hair et al., 2017: 172,265). In the Table 2, the HTMT values were also within the 

recommended range. Therefore, discriminant validity was supported according to both Fornell-

Larcker Criterion and HTMT values.  

4.2. Structural Model 

Figure 2 shows the structural path coefficients and the results of structural model evaluation 

according to the hypotheses. 
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Figure 2. Structural Model 

The partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was used to test the research 

model Figure 2. Analyzes were performed using the SmartPLS 3.2.9 statistical program 

(Ringle, Wende and Becker, 2015). There are standard assessment criteria such as VIF, R2, f2 

and Q2 values that should be considered in the structural model. These values are shown in 

Table 3 and Table 4. Using the blindfolding (Omission Distance: 7) method, the effect sizes of 

f2 were derived from R2 values.  

Table 3. The Results of VIF, R2 and Q2 

Endogenous latent  VIF¥ R2† Q2 ‡ 

constructs OCC SME SOC 

 Fun Emo Com 

 

SME 

 

Fun 1.000 - - - - 0.203 0.173 

Emo 1.000 - - - - 0.183 0.155 

Com 1.000 - - - - 0.209 0.170 

    SOC 1.302 3.721 2.667 3.326 - 0.623 0.501 

      BI 1.334 - - - 1.334 0.041 0.025 
¥VIF: Collinearity 
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† R2: Coefficient of determination. 
‡ Q2: Cross-validated redundancy. 

If VIF values are above 5, collinearity issues arise between predictor constructs. Therefore, it 

is recommended that VIF values be below 5 (Hair et al., 2019: 10). As shown in Table 3, all 

the VIF values were below 5. So, there were no collinearity issues between constructs. Since 

collinearity is not a problem according to VIF values, R2 values should be examined. R2 values 

indicate the explanatory power of the model. It measures the explained variance in each of the 

endogenous constructs. The results showed that 20%, 18% and 20% of the variance in the 

functional engagement, the emotional engagement and the communal engagement were 

explained, respectively. 62% and 4% of the variance in the social benefit and the behavioral 

intention were explained, respectively. Q2 values should be greater than zero for the 

endogenous construct to ensure predictive accuracy for the structural model (Hair et al., 2019: 

12). The Q2 values in Table 3 were all greater than zero, which supports the predictive accuracy 

of the structural model.  

The path coefficient, standard deviation, t-statistic, p values, f2, the lower and upper values of 

bootstrap confidence intervals (97.5%) and the results of the hypothesis are shown Table 4. To 

test whether the hypotheses were supported or rejected, t and p values were used with Bootstrap 

(5000 samples). Table 4 shows the direct effects tested by excluding mediating variables in the 

model and Table 5 shows the results of indirect effects by including mediating variables. 

Table 4. The Results of Direct Effects 

 

 

Hyp. 

 

 

Path 

Path 

coef. 

(b ) 

 

Std. 

Devi. 

 

t 

sta. 

 

p* 

values 

f2** 

Bootstrap 

Confidence 

Interval 

 

       
Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

97,5% 

Decision 

H1 OCC→SME  

H1a OCC→Fun 0.451 0.056 8.078 0.000 0.255 0.128 0.446 ✓ 

H1b OCC→Emo 0.428 0.057 7.545 0.000 0.224 0.106 0.405 ✓ 

H1c OCC→Com 0.457 0.058 7.835 0.000 0.264 0.128 0.468 ✓ 

H2 SME→SOC  

H2a Fun→SOC 0.282 0.075 3.756 0.000 0.057 0.010 0.143 ✓ 

H2b Emo→SOC 0.140 0.055 2.556 0.011 0.019 0.001 0.064 ✓ 

H2c Com→SOC 0.329 0.080 4.084 0.000 0.086 0.028 0.188 ✓ 

H3 SOC→BI 0.037 0.052 0.705 0.481 0.001 0.000 0.015 ✗ 

H4 OCC→BI 0.182 0.054 3.398 0.001 0.026 0.005 0.066 ✓ 

H5 OCC→SOC 0.163 0.036 3.961 0.000 0.054 0.015 0.120 ✓ 
* p<0.05 
** Value of effect sizes (0.02=Small, 0.15=Medium, 0.35=Large). 

 

As seen in Table 4, there were significant effects of the online C2C interaction on the functional 

engagement (b =0.451; p<0.05), on the emotional engagement (b =0.428; p<0.05), on the 

communal engagement (b =0.457; p<0.05), on the behavioral intentions (b =0.182; p<0.05), 

and on the social benefit (b =0.163; p<0.05). There were also significant effects of the 

functional engagement (b =0.282; p<0.05), emotional engagement (b =0.140; p<0.05) and 

communal engagement (b =0.329; p<0.05) on the social benefit. The results suggested that 

hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c, H4, H5, H2a, H2b, H2c of the research were supported. However, there 
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was no effect of the social benefit (b =0.037; p<0.05 on the behavioral intention. Therefore, 

H3 was not supported. 

Table 5. The Results of Mediation Effects 

Total Effect Direct Effect 

Path 

coef. 

(⍺) 

p Values * Path coef. 

(⍺) 

p 

Values 

OCC→SOC 

0.500 0.000 0.164 0.000 

OCC→BI 

0.201 0.000 0.183 0.001 

Hpy Specific Indirect Effects 

 

Path 

coef. 

(⍺) 

 

Std. 

Devi. 

 

t  

sta. 

 

p* 

values 

Bootstrap 

Confidence 

Interval Decision 

Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

97.5% 

H6 OCC→SME→SOC        

H6a OCC→Fun→SOC 0.123 0.038 3.231 0.001 0.072 0.241 ✓ 

H6b OCC→Emo→SOC 0.068 0.025 2.772 0.006 0.025 0.120 ✓ 

H6c OCC→Com→SOC 0.146 0.038 3.231 0.001 0.047 0.196 ✓ 

H7 OCC→SOC→BI 0.006 0.009 0.655 0.512 -0.011 0.0026 ✗ 

H8 OCC→SME→SOC→BI        

H8a OCC→Fun→SOC→BI 0.005 0.007 0.637 0.524 -0.008 0.021 ✗ 

H8b OCC→Emo→SOC→BI 0.003 0.004 0.620 0.535 -0.004 0.012 ✗ 

H8c OCC→Com→SOC→BI 0.005 0.018 0.637 0.240 -0.009 0.024 ✗ 

* p<0.05 

In Table 5, mediating analysis was conducted to test the mediating roles of functional 

engagement, emotional engagement, and communal engagement in the effect of online C2C 

interaction on social benefit. First, the total effect of online C2C interaction on social benefit 

was examined and it was found to be positive and significant (b =0.500; p<0.05). The effect 

obtained by including mediating variables was still positive and significant. However, it was 

observed that the mediator variables decreased the R2 value (b =0.164; p<0.05). In addition, 

the indirect effects obtained by including functional engagement (b =0.123; p<0.05), 

emotional engagement (b =0.068; p<0.05) and communal engagement (b =0.146; p<0.05) as 

mediators were positive and significant. According to these results, hypotheses H6a, H6b, and 

H6c were accepted. While these indirect effects were positive and significant, it was found that 

serial mediating effects were not significant. It was suggested that social media engagement 

(functional, emotional, and communal engagement) and social benefit do not have a serial 
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mediating effect on the relationship between the online C2C interaction and behavioral 

intention. Similarly, social benefit does not seem to have a mediating effect on the relationship 

between online C2C interaction and behavioral intention. Therefore, H7, H8a, H8b, H8c were not 

supported. 

5. CONCLUSION  

Social media offers unique opportunities to interact with consumers at deep and meaningful 

levels (Dolan et al., 2019). One of these opportunities is online events, which allow participants 

to interact with each other by exchanging ideas about the information and support they seek. 

This interaction raises the need to understand the effects and consequences of positive social 

media engagement. 

The aim of this study was to investigate the effects of social media engagement of participants 

of online events on social benefit and behavioral intentions. The results of the study are similar 

to previous studies in that online C2C interaction positively affects social media engagement. 

While following online events, participants can interact with people around the world in their 

fields of interest, discuss current issues and stay in touch with these people. People generally 

like to be in the same environment with the people with whom they can connect more easily 

and who have common interests. This finding is consistent with previous studies examining the 

interaction between consumers and brands in social media (Malthouse et al., 2013; Brodie et 

al., 2013; Gummerus et al., 2012; Dolan et al., 2016; Schivinski et al., 2016; Dolan et al., 2019) 

and emphasizes that C2C interaction positively affects social media engagement.  

It is stated that the most basic motivations of consumers in the use of social media are to meet 

their needs for social interaction, obtain social benefits and feel completed (Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2004). Research shows that many individuals participate in social media and virtual 

communities to relieve their loneliness, meet like-minded people, make friends, and provide 

social benefits (McKenna and Bargh, 1999; Dholakia et al., 2004; Colgate et al., 2005; 

Gummerus et al., 2012; Savci et al. 2018; Dolan et al., 2019; Arslan and Şimşek, 2022; 

Uyaroğlu et al. 2022). Similar results were obtained for online events attended via social media. 

Event consumers participate in online events for similar reasons as they do in an event they 

attend physically, one of which is to achieve social benefits. Oh et al., (2023) stated that the 

participation of university students in virtual social events might provide them with various 

social benefits by increasing their experiences and interacting with people around the world 

because online events allow participants to socialize, discuss specific topics, help and receive 

feedback from other participants. Our results also concluded that online event participation has 

a positive effect on social benefit. 

The findings of the current study revealed that social benefit from online event participation 

did not have a positive effect on participants' behavioral intentions. This finding shows that the 

social benefit obtained by the participants does not have an effect on their decision to participate 

in such online events again in the future. They derive social benefits from the online events 

they participate in, but this benefit does not shape their future behavior. Individuals tend to 

decide whether or not to participate in an online event again based on their interactions in the 

online environment, which suggests that online interactions are directly related to future 

participations in online events.While these results are similar to the study of Gummerus et al., 

(2012), it differs from the studies of Liu and Guo (2017), Zhou et al., (2014) and Jung et al., 

(2014) who stated the opposite. 
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Our findings suggest that online C2C interactions in the context of an online event have a 

positive effect on behavioral intentions. Online events are also seen as activities involving 

participants who are thought to come together for similar purposes looking forward to that day 

with excitement. Studies show that a positive C2C communication in an online environment 

positively affects the behavioral intention of consumers (Gruen et al., 2006; Wang et al., 2012; 

Du et al., 2015; Zhu et al., 2016; Shin and Perdue, 2022). 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

This study has potential limitations and offers recommendations for future research.  Firstly, 

this study analyzes the participants who participate in online events only with social media 

tools and their interactions on social media. Online events participated through different online 

platforms (website, blog...) were not examined, which may yield different results. In addition, 

it is possible to compare events that the participants attend physically to the online ones. 

Especially during the Covid-19 pandemic, the behavior of consumers, who have become more 

digital, towards online events has also become important. This study focused only on social 

benefit and behavioral intention. Therefore, the effects (economic, psychological...) of 

participating in an online event on consumers is a separate research topic. Further, consumers' 

social media usage rates and social media experiences were not taken into consideration in the 

current study. Future research might also focus on investigating the technology acceptance of 

consumers. In addition, which social media tools the participants communicate with other 

consumers the most and when they use them might be considered in future studies as examining 

the interactions and behaviors before, during and after the event may provide different results. 

The fact that consumers have different cultural backgrounds differentiates the type of online 

events they attend and can change their motivation to participate, which might be studied 

interculturally as a research topic. 

Considering all these limitations of the current study, online events need to be investigated in 

more detail. Despite all these limitations, studies of examining the behavior of participating in 

online events through social media might make significant contributions to the marketing and 

tourism literature, specifically social media, and events. This study provides important findings 

about which social media tools consumers use to participate in online events, how they benefit 

from them, how they interact with other users, which might guide future research. 

7. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Brands, businesses, event organizers should focus on designing online events that make it easier 

for attendees to interact with each other before and during the event. Chat, comment, share 

content, etc. platforms that provide support can encourage organic C2C interactions. Providing 

event content, insights, and surprises that attendees will actually want to share online drives 

consumers' functional engagement behaviors. Creating event experiences that evoke 

enthusiasm, excitement, joy, and other positive emotions increases consumers' emotional 

engagement and social transmission.  

Additionally, it is important to analyze online event data to determine the most interesting 

content types, interaction opportunities, and platform features.  Having staff, partners and 

influencers interact with attendees during the event, encouraging high engagement, will 

increase the effectiveness of the event.  

Although communicating the social benefits obtained as a result of the events to the participants 

does not directly affect them, it can inform the participants about the possible functional, 
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emotional and social gains. Asking attendees directly about their event experience, interactions, 

involvement, and future intentions can provide actionable feedback to improve the event. 

Organizing competitions and giveaways to reward participants with high participation in order 

to attract the motivation and attention of the participants can focus the event and increase 

participation. 

As a result, businesses, brands, event planners should focus on creating visually appealing and 

engaging content on social media, building strong relationships with customers, and investing 

in social media marketing activities to increase customer engagement and increase sales. 

Therefore, it is thought that the results of this study will guide all stakeholders. 
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