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son, Johnson, and Roos 2005). On the other hand, dissatisfied customers 
may voice suggestions and ideas as part of making a complaint (Bettencourt 
1997). As Bettencourt (1997) notes, these two opposite effects may offset one 
another. Future research investigating likely mediators of these effects will 
be needed to evaluate this explanation and throw light on the psychological 
mechanisms underlying our non-significant finding.
We did not find support for H4, which proposes a significant impact of inter-
action immersion on CLV. Prior research has shown evidence for the influ-
ence of online flow on CLV in the context of online shopping and e-commerce 
websites, where purchase intentions and behavior would be appropriate 
outcomes of the flow experience (Bridges and Florsheim 2008; Luna, Perac-
chio, and de Juan 2002; Richard and Chandra 2005; Van Noort, Voorveld, 
and van Reijmersdal 2012). The primary purpose of social media, however, 
is the communication and dissemination of information rather than making 
purchases, which may explain why immersion experienced by consumers on 
social media may not lead to greater purchase intentions.
Our study findings showing greater trend effects than intercept effects of in-
teraction satisfaction and immersion on value creation imply that customer 
behavior is more strongly influenced by consumers' expectations for the fu-
ture than by their current experiences with the brand. Specifically, in expe-
riencing increasing interaction  satisfaction  and  immersion  over time, con-
sumers may be expecting even more rewarding experiences with the brand in 
the future, thus strengthening their intentions to engage in behaviors gener-
ating CLV, CIV and CKV, such as repurchasing the brand, engaging in favor-
able word of mouth, and volunteering suggestions to the brand.
We highlight that this study represents an initial exploratory step toward a 
deeper understanding of brand–consumer interac- tions taking place within 
social media. Our findings suggest several directions for future research. First, 
it is important to note that our findings pertain to consumers' interactions 
with brands taking place on social media; however, brand–consumer interac-
tions typically take place across myriad online and offline media, in addition 
to social media. Since this study focuses on brand– consumer interactions 
taking place solely on social media, one avenue for future research would be 
to consider the combined effect of interactions taking place on multiple chan-
nels (e.g., website,  store,  social   media,   mobile   devices)   consisting of im-
mersive content as well as content with a satisfaction orientation, and to em-
ploy behavioral measures associated with channel-specific activity and value 
creation. Second, further research could examine the relative strength of the 
intercept and trend effects of interaction satisfaction and immersion under 
different conditions, and identify moderators that may amplify and mitigate 
this difference in relative strength. Third, since this research includes the use 
of a student sample and self-selected brands, future research could examine 
a wider, more representative population base and incorporate a wider variety 
of brands. Finally, in order to more fully establish causality, future research 
could test the effects of satisfaction and immersion on customer value in an 
experimental setting,
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more resource intensive (resulting, in part, from a more extensive social me-
dia customer support mechanism as well as a more extensive approach to 
content creation, perhaps even involving augmented and virtual reality plat-
forms), a satisfaction-plus-immersion strategy can be vital to brands whose 
business models depend on all three types of customer value.
Since both interaction satisfaction and immersion have beneficial effects, so-
cial media managers may evaluate the cost- effectiveness of the incremental 
value added by each interaction outcome. Given limited resources (e.g., for 
small businesses), a satisfaction-only strategy may prove more cost-effective 
as it will foster both CLV and CIV. For such firms, the resources and financial 
cost involved in creating immersive social media content may not be justified 
by the incremental value provided by interaction immersion. On the other 
hand, brands seeking to generate both CLV and CKV, or all three types of 
customer value, can cultivate both satisfaction and immersion, as CLV is in-
fluenced only by satisfaction and CKV only by immersion. Note that brands 
may use not just social media but a combination of different channels (e.g., 
brick-and-mortar venues, websites, social media, mobile marketing) to com-
municate and interact with consumers,  impacting customers' satisfaction 
and/or immersion and generating CLV, CIV and/or CKV.
Finally, our  findings  reveal  that,  for  the  three outcome variables (CLV, CIV 
and CKV), the effects of the linear trends in satisfaction and immersion are 
greater than the intercept effects, suggesting that consumers may be more re-
sponsive to the direction and rate of change as opposed to the absolute levels 
of interaction satisfaction and interaction immersion. This finding provides a 
cautionary message for brands currently enjoying  high  levels  of  satisfaction  
and  immersion.  These brands will need to focus not only on maintaining the 
status quo, but also on developing social media strategies that ensure their 
ongoing improvement over time.

Theoretical Implications and Future Research Directions
Our study provides insights that can inform future hypothesis development 
and stimulate further research. The primary contribution of this study is that 
we focus on discrete interactions taking place between brands and consumers 
within social media platforms, and we highlight the effects of these interac-
tions on customer value. We empirically test the unique effects of interaction 
satisfaction and immersion on customer value, and by identifying their dif-
ferent outcomes, we begin to further understand antecedents to establishing 
customer value through social media platforms. By doing so, we extend prior 
research examining the role of online social media interactions on customer 
loyalty and retention (e.g., Blattberg, Malthouse, and Neslin 2009; Jaiswal, 
Niraj, and Venugopal 2010), recommendation and influence (Hennig-Thurau 
et al. 2010), and relationship development (Brodie et al. 2011; Fournier and 
Avery 2010; Gensler et al. 2013; Kumar et al. 2010; Labrecque 2014; van 
Doorn et al. 2010).
Two of our hypotheses (H3a,b and H4) did not receive support. We did not 
find a significant effect  of interaction satisfaction on CKV (H3a and H3b). 
This finding may be explained by both high satisfaction and  high dissatis-
faction leading to customers volunteering suggestions and feedback to the 
brand, as proposed by Bettencourt (1997). On the one hand, social exchange 
principles imply that satisfied consumers may recompense favorable treat-
ment by helping the firm (Bettencourt 1997; see also Bagozzi 1995; Gustafs-

18



Nov 2016
No.24 

82

serve to increase customers' propensity to influence others regarding specific 
brands as well as volunteer ideas for brand innovations and improvements. 
Accordingly, brands that rely heavily on customer influence as well as input 
for improving new and existing products or services may benefit from creat-
ing immersive social media experiences for consumers. For instance, social 
media strategies that create CIV may prove important for firms with business 
models that depend on favorable word-of-mouth communications and other 
forms of earned media generated among consumers. Through creating im-
mersive experiences on social media, managers can cultivate brand ambassa-
dors—customers willing to promote and defend the brand during good times 
and bad. Businesses that strive to harness consumer word of mouth include 
smaller firms whose limited financial resources may preclude them from rely-
ing on traditional paid media to gain brand awareness. Marketers providing 
experiential and credence services may also seek to leverage positive word of 
mouth, as consumers often cannot evaluate service quality prior to experienc-
ing the service (as well as afterwards, in the case of credence services) and 
therefore may actively seek recommendations from other consumers prior to 
making a purchase decision. Thus, brands whose business model relies heav-
ily on customer influence and favorable word of mouth can benefit from an 
interaction immersion strategy.
Our findings also suggest that organizations may benefit from social media 
strategies generating higher levels of customer immersion in order to culti-
vate CKV through brand co-creators and collaborators—consumers who will 
be likely to create value for the brand by suggesting new product ideas, thus 
helping the brand better understand consumer needs and address customer 
service issues. Firms can leverage immersive content even further to help 
study consumer preferences, solicit customers' input into new product de-
velopment, and crowdsource new ideas across social media platforms such 
as Facebook and Twitter. Examples include firms that offer a wide variety of 
product and service designs, options and features, including consumer elec-
tronics and home appliance manufacturers, hospitality and travel businesses,
 insurance companies, museums and theaters, even educational institutions.
An immersion-only strategy can also be beneficial for brands that view so-
cial media primarily as a vehicle for generating both CIV and CKV (but not 
CLV). This implies that brands relying on generating an emotional customer 
experience will want to more narrowly define the role of social media as an 
interaction platform aimed at promoting and encouraging primarily CIV and 
CKV rather than CLV. For instance, a luxury goods brand such as Louis Vuit-
ton may deploy its Facebook page directly  as a platform for conveying enter-
taining  and exciting immersive content and soliciting customer feedback, in 
effect generating CIV and CKV in order to support its physical store and e-
commerce retail sales. Additionally, a brand such as Nike might employ social 
media primarily to foster immersive customer experiences, and thus greater 
CKV and CIV, related to its fitness products and workout tracking platforms.

Satisfaction-plus-immersion  Strategy
Our findings suggest that interaction satisfaction and interaction immersion, 
together, contribute to generating certain combinations of CLV, CIV and 
CKV. By creating both satisfying and immersive experiences on social me-
dia, managers can cultivate brand loyalists, brand ambassadors, and brand 
co-creators and collaborators. Although such social media strategies may be 
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Our study suggests that business models that derive value predominantly 
from CLV, and do not benefit significantly from CKV or CIV, are likely to 
be successful by developing and implementing satisfaction-only social media 
interaction strate- gies. Scholars propose that CLV is central to the success 
of firms of all types (Gupta, Lehmann, and Stuart 2004) and argue that the 
determinants of CLV provide important diagnostics about the future health 
of the business, enabling managers to assess the profitability of individual 
customers and forecast future cash flows (Kumar et al. 2010). Given that 
maintaining and growing CLV are critical for the success of any company 
(Gupta, Lehmann, and Stuart 2004; Kumar et al. 2010), our findings point to 
the importance of interaction satisfaction within brands' social media strate-
gies. These findings suggest that social media managers may consider deploy-
ing resources necessary to ensure social media interactions address real-time 
customer service issues (e.g., shipping and delivery information and updates, 
timely complaint resolution, real-time flight information) and create imme-
diate calls-to-action by announcing promotions and incentives or providing 
new product information. This observation is consistent with Sénécal, Ghar-
bi, and Nantel (2002) who conclude that providing immersive online envi-
ron- ments would be ineffective, unless these environments also offer tools 
and features helpful to consumers in aiding or leading to direct purchase.
 
Table 4
Standardized total effects of customers' satisfaction and immer-
sion with social media brand interactions on customer value.
 

Customer lifetime
)value (CLV

Customer influencer
)value (CIV

Customer knowledge
)value (CKV

Satisfaction with social media brand interactions
Intercept 46. 32. 04.
Linear trend 89. 53. 07.
Immersion in social media brand interactions
Intercept 07. 30. 43.
Linear trend 15. 86. 68.

Note. The values in bold are significant at the 95% level.

Table 5
Customer value types and social media interaction strategies.
  

Customer  value Interaction strategy
CLV
CIV
CKV
CLV + CKV
CLV + CIV
CIV + CKV
CLV + CKV + CIV

Satisfaction-only
Satisfaction-only, immersion-only, or satisfaction-plus-immersion
Immersion-only
Satisfaction-plus-immersion
Satisfaction-only or satisfaction-plus-immersion
Immersion-only
Satisfaction-plus-immersion

Immersion-only  Strategy
We find that interaction immersion influences both CIV and CKV (note that 
it exclusively influences CKV). An immersion- only strategy, therefore, can 
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Satisfaction,intercept→Customerlifeti
)mevalue(CLV )07.(17. 2.502 H1:Supported

Satisfaction,linear→Customerlifetime
)value(CLV )70.(1.91 2.731 H1:Supported

Satisfaction,quadratic→Customerlifeti
)mevalue(CLV )9.94(31.92 3.211 H1:Supported

Satisfaction,intercept→Customerinflu
)encervalue(CIV )13.(30. 2.292 H2:Supported

Satisfaction,linear→Customerinfluenc
)ervalue(CIV )1.32(2.83 2.142 H2:Supported

Satisfaction,quadratic→Customerinflu
)encervalue(CIV )18.99(39.62 2.092 H2:Supported

Satisfaction,intercept→Customerkno
)wledgevalue(CKV )22.(06. 29. H3a,H3b:Notsupported

Satisfaction,linear→Customerknowle
)dgevalue(CKV )2.21(61. 27. H3a,H3b:Notsupported

Satisfaction,quadratic→Customerkno
)wledgevalue(CKV )31.75(14.88 47. H3a,H3b:Notsupported

Immersion,intercept→Customerlifeti
)mevalue(CLV )05.(02. 44. H4:Notsupported

Immersion,linear→Customerlifetime
)value(CLV )43.(15. 36. H4:Notsupported

Immersion,quadratic→Customerlifeti
)mevalue(CLV )3.67(6.75 1.84 H4:Notsupported

Immersion,intercept→Customerinflue
)ncervalue(CIV )09.(23. 2.462 H5:Supported

Immersion,linear→Customerinfluenc
)ervalue(CIV )82.(2.26 2.771 H5:Supported

Immersion,quadratic→Customerinflu
)encervalue(CIV )7.01(20.08 2.841 H5:Supported

Immersion,intercept→Customerknow
)ledgevalue(CKV )15.(53. 3.451 H6:Supported

Immersion,linear→Customerknowled
)gevalue(CKV )1.35(2.95 2.182 H6:Supported

Immersion,quadratic→Customerknow
)ledgevalue(CKV )11.63(20.09 1.73 H6:Supported

1p<.01.
2p<.05.

Conclusion
Managerial Implications
Our study examining brand–consumer interactions taking place on social 
media and their impact on customer value offers important implications for 
marketing practitioners. We find that the decision to employ a satisfaction-
only, immersion-only or satisfaction-plus-immersion social media strategy 
depends on the extent to which the brand derives value from, and seeks to 
generate, CLV, CIV and CKV, as shown in Table 5. Our findings suggest that 
whereas CLV is influenced only by interaction satisfaction and CKV is de-
pendent solely on interaction immersion, both satisfaction and immersion 
influ- ence CIV.

Satisfaction-only  Strategy
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Prior: M = 3.93, SD = 2.07, AVE = .72, CR = .91
I will let the brand know of ways that they can better serve my needs.
I make constructive suggestions to the brand on how to improve.
If I have a useful idea on how to improve the product and/or service, I give it to a 
representative of the brand.
When I experience a problem with the brand, I let them know so they can 
improve.
Outcome: M = 5.61, SD = 1.98, AVE = .74, CR = .92
I will let the brand know of ways that they can better serve my needs.	
I make constructive suggestions to the brand on how to improve.If I have a useful 
idea on how to improve the product and/or service, I give it to a representative of 
the brand.	
When I experience a problem with the brand, I let them know so they can im-
prove.	

1.00
1.07 (.04)
.87 (.07)

.80 (.08)

1.00
1.05 (.05)

1.09 (.09)

.95 (.09)

Because the two models were estimated for each participant, we were able to 
code the time variable individually. Specifically, the first day on which a study 
participant recorded an interaction with their selected brand was coded “1” 
for that respondent. If another interaction was recorded two days later, the 
value of the time variable for that interaction was “3”. Separate parameter 
estimates (β1 to β6) were obtained for each study participant and these pa-
rameter estimates were entered as exogenous variables into the causal model 
(see Fig. 1).
The causal model had an acceptable fit (χ2(213)  = 275.78,
p b .01;  CFI = .957 N .95  and  RMSEA = .049 b .08;  95%
 
confidence interval for RMSEA: 0.30–0.64 b .08) (Hair et al. 2010). As shown 
in Table 3, we found that consumers experiencing higher levels of satisfaction 
in their social media brand interactions were more likely to generate CLV (t ≥ 
2.50, all p b .05) and CIV (t ≥ 2.09, all p b .05) for the brand, thus supporting 
H1 and H2. Both the initial level of satisfaction (the intercept term) as well as 
its trend over time had significant positive effects on CLV and CIV. However, 
H3a and H3b were not supported—we found no effect of satisfaction on CKV 
(t ≤ .47, all p N .05).
H4 did not receive support—immersion had no significant impact on CLV (t 
≤ 1.84, all p N .05). Consistent with H5 and H6, consumers reporting higher 
levels of immersion in their social media brand interactions were more likely 
to generate CIV (t ≥ 2.46,  all p b .05) and  CKV (intercept and linear effects: 
t ≥ 2.18,  all  p b .05;  non-linear  effect:  t = 1.73, p N .05). Comparing the 
standardized effect sizes revealed that, for all significant relationships, the 
linear effects were approximately one and a half to two times larger than the 
corresponding intercept effect, suggesting the importance of the direction 
and rate of change over time in both satisfaction and immersion (see Table 
4). Results from a second sample from the same population, replicating the 
main study but without asking respondents to rate their interaction satisfac-
tion and immersion, showed that our findings cannot be explained by a mere 
measurement effect.

Table 3 
Hypothesis tests.

Causaleffect Parameterestimate tvalue Hypothesis

)Standarderror(
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Satisfaction ¼ β1 þ β2 * Time þ β3 * Time2                                  ð1Þ

Immersion ¼ β4 þ β5 * Time þ β6 * Time2;                      ð2Þ

where β1 and β4 are the intercepts for satisfaction and immersion, respec-

tively, representing their levels at the beginning of the diary period; β2 and β5 

represent the linear trends in satisfaction and immersion over time, through-

out the diary period; and β3  and β6 capture the non-linear trends of these 

two interaction variables throughout the diary period.

Table 2 

Measurement model.

Measurement scales  Factor
loadings

Satisfaction (interaction) (Crosby and Stephens 1987; Jones, Mothersbaugh, and Beatty 2000) 
M = 7.80, SD = 1.56, AVE = .89, CR = .96 How positive or negative was your interaction with the 
brand?
Negative (− 4) … Positive (4)	
Dissatisfying (− 4) … Satisfying (4)	
Unpleasant (− 4) … Pleasant (4)	

1.00
1.07 (.02)
1.04 (.02)

Immersion (interaction) (Schaufeli et al. 2002) M = 6.03, SD = 1.97, AVE = .60, CR = .85
Related to your brand interaction, please rate your level of agreement with the following state-
ments:
Time seemed to fly during this interaction with my brand.
During this interaction with my brand, I forgot everything else around me.
I was enthusiastic during this interaction with my brand.
Related to my brand, I became immersed in this specific interaction.

1.00
.95 (.07)
.88 (.07)
.96 (.07)

Customer lifetime value (CLV) (Item #1: Grewal, Hardesty, and Iyer 2004; Item #2: Campbell 
1999) How likely are you to buy from the brand in the future?
Prior: M = 8.34, SD = 1.13, AVE = .62, CR = .76
Very unlikely (1) … Very likely (9)	
A lot less likely (1) … A lot more likely (9)	
Outcome: M = 8.28, SD = 0.90, AVE = .44, CR = .61
Very unlikely (1) … Very likely (9)	
A lot less likely (1) … A lot more likely (9)	

1.00
1.53 (.56)

1.00
1.64 (.49)

Customer influencer value (CIV) (Brown et al. 2005)
Please circle the number (1–9) that best corresponds with your feelings related to your brand.
Prior: M = 7.98, SD = .96, AVE = .60, CR = .81
I make sure that others know that I do business with the brand.	
I speak positively of the brand to others.	
I recommend the brand to close personal friends.
Outcome: M = 7.62, SD = 1.21, AVE = .69, CR = .87	
I make sure that others know that I do business with the brand.
I speak positively of the brand to others.	
I recommend the brand to close personal friends.	

1.00
80 (.11)
.77 (.12)

1.00
0.74 (.08)
0.81 (.08)

Customer knowledge value (CKV) (Bettencourt 1997)
Please circle the number (1–9) that best corresponds with your feelings related to your brand.
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Morethan4hours )25%(13 )19%(14 )22%(27
Total )100%(53 )100%(72 )100%(125
Socialmediause
Lessthan3hours )60%(32 )63%(45 )62%(77
4hours–3 )36%(19 )21%(15 )27%(34
Morethan4hours )4%(2 )17%(12 )11%(14
Total )100%(53 )100%(72 )100%(125

Note.Totalpercentagesmaydifferfrom100%duetorounding.

The psychometric properties of the scales were evaluated using a two-level 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) conducted in Mplus 7.11. Because respon-
dents completed the satisfaction and immersion scales for each interaction, 
these two scales formed the “within” component of the CFA model, which 
controlled for the lack of independence among error terms. The customer 
value scales formed the “between” component of the CFA model. The χ2  test 
of the measurement model was significant (χ2(130) = 344.06, p b .01), but 
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Root Mean Square Error of Approxi-
mation (RMSEA) showed an acceptable fit (CFI = .962 N .95 and RMSEA = 
.035 b .08) (Hair et al. 2010). With one exception, all measures demonstrated 
convergent	 validity	 (average	variance	extracted	 (AVE):
.60–.89 N .5; composite reliability: .76–.96 N .7) (Hair et al. 2010). The pur-
chase intentions measure completed after the series of   brand   interactions   
was   the   exception   (average   variance
extracted: .44; composite reliability: .61). Despite its lower convergent valid-
ity, we included this measure in the analysis so that purchase intentions could 
be evaluated on the same scale before and after the brand interactions.
All squared interfactor correlations were below the mean item communali-
ties of the respective factors, suggesting that the measures have discriminant 
validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Of specific note is the discriminant va-
lidity between satisfaction and immersion, which was clearly demonstrated. 
The squared interfactor correlation between these two factors was .45, below 
their mean item communalities of .89 and 60, respectively. Additionally, we 
used χ difference tests to confirm the discriminant validity of the measures 
(Anderson and Gerbing 1988). Because of the non-independence of observa-
tions in the “within” model, we estimated the measure- ment model using 
robust maximum likelihood estimation (MLR) yielding maximum likelihood 
parameter estimates and their standard errors, as well as a chi-square test 
statistic, that are robust to non-independence of observations and non- lin-
earity (Muthen and Muthen 2010). We then confirmed the discriminant va-
lidity of the measures by employing the strictly  positive robust χ difference 
test, because the chi-square value produced by the MLR estimation method 
cannot be used for chi-square difference testing in the regular way (Satorra 
and Bentler 2010).

Analyses and Results
Two regression models, with time as the independent variable, were estimat-
ed separately for each study participant, one for satisfaction as the dependent 
variable and one for immersion:

12



Nov 2016
No.24 

88

experience the flow state are more likely to retain what they perceive than 
consumers who do not.” Consistent with informa- tion processing models 
such as the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo 1986) and the 
Heuristic–Systematic Model (Eagly and Chaiken 1993), Van Noort, Voor-
veld, and van Reijmersdal (2012) argue that the high levels of attention and 
concentration characteristic of flow increase consumers' ability to engage in 
systematic information processing. Empirical evidence supports this effect of 
flow, suggesting that online users in a state of flow are likely to generate more 
thoughts regarding (Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal 2012, Study 
1) and learn more about (Skadberg and Kimmel 2004) website content. Given 
the above research suggesting that online flow increases both consumers' mo-
tivation and ability to provide suggestions to the brand, we propose:

H6. Consumers experiencing high levels of immersion in social media brand 
interactions are more likely to generate CKV for the brand.

Empirical Research
Participants and Procedure
One hundred and twenty-five undergraduate students, 58% female, com-
pleted a social media diary. The majority of the study participants reported 
using the Internet 3 to 4 hours daily (58%) and being on social media less 
than 3 hours daily (62%). There were no differences between men and women 
regarding Internet use (χ2(2) = .88, p N .05), but female respondents were 
significantly more likely to be on social media more than 4 hours daily (χ2(2) 
= 7.08, p b .05) (see Table 1). A student sample is appropriate for our research 
because consumers born and raised in the 1990s often prefer to interact with 
firms online via social media than in physical settings, and online social me-
dia has a growing influence on their shopping and purchasing behaviors 
(Graeber and Dolan 2007).
The diary was developed to guide study participants in reporting their daily 
interactions with a focal brand of their choice over a two-month period. The 
brands selected by respondents included retailers (e.g., J. Crew, Brandi Mel-
ville), online services (e.g., Living Social, Trip Advisor), media (e.g., Verizon, 
MTV), luxury brands (e.g., LMV, Coach), fast-moving consumer goods (e.g., 
Mountain Dew, Doritos), sports and lifestyle brands (e.g., Nike, Red Bull), 
and food outlets (e.g., Pinkberry, Chipotle). Overall, respondents recorded 
1,317 discrete brand–consumer interactions, rating their satisfaction and im-
mersion with each interaction. In addition to documenting their brand inter-
actions throughout  the  two-month  diary  period,  study  participants com-
pleted a survey measuring customer value (CLV, CIV and CKV). The survey 
was completed twice: before and after the diary period. All constructs were 
evaluated on scales used in earlier studies (see Table 2).

Table1
Internetandsocialmediause.

Male Female Total
Internetuse
Lessthan3hours )23%(12 )19%(14 )21%(26
4hours–3 )53%(28 )61%(44 )58%(72
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in positive word of mouth about the retailer's website. Although intentions 
to disseminate word of mouth regarding the retailer's brand were not evalu-
ated, we anticipate that online flow will likely have a similar effect on word of 
mouth at the brand level.
Further evidence supporting our expectation emerges from research inves-
tigating the impact of online flow within computer- mediated environments. 
Online flow states have been shown to increase computer usage (Igbaria, 
Parasuraman, and Baroudi 1996) and the voluntary use of computer software 
(Webster, Trevino, and Ryan 1993) as well as prolong Internet and website 
use (Rettie 2001). A motivational mechanism centered on the level of enjoy-
ment accompanying flow states has been proposed to explain these effects 
(Chang and Wang  2008;  Igbaria,  Parasuraman, and Baroudi 1996; Webster, 
Trevino, and Ryan 1993), where enjoyment is defined as receiving intrinsic 
psychological rewards (Igbaria, Parasuraman, and Baroudi 1996). Webster, 
Trevino, and Ryan (1993) propose that enjoyment leads to consumers per-
forming an activity for its own sake, such that the activity becomes an end in 
and of itself, making consumers more likely to engage in the same activity in 
the future.
Particularly relevant to social media usage are empirical findings suggest-
ing that online flow increases consumer use of online communication tools 
(blogs, instant messaging and bulletin board platforms) (Chang and Wang 
2008) and mobile devices (Nysveen, Pedersen, and Thorbjørnsen 2005). We 
therefore anticipate that experiencing immersion on social media will likely 
motivate consumers to increase their use of social media. One use of social 
media is to communicate, share and disseminate information, and therefore 
we expect that immersion will likely increase communications with other 
consumers, including conversations pertaining to the brand, thus generating 
CIV for the brand. Accordingly, we propose:

H5. Consumers experiencing high levels of immersion in social media brand 
interactions are more likely to generate CIV for the brand.

Social media users experiencing higher immersion in brand interactions will 
also be more likely to create CKV for the brand. This expectation is based on 
earlier research suggesting that online flow increases both consumers' moti-
vation to volunteer suggestions to the brand as well as their ability to provide 
helpful suggestions. Hoffman and Novak (1996) argue that online flow is like-
ly to increase customer participatory responses defined as “active and respon-
sible involvement in the governance and development of the organization” 
(Bettencourt 1997, p. 386) comprising “customer suggestions that do not 
derive from specific instances of consumption dissatisfaction” (Bettencourt 
1997, p. 387). The high levels of flow-induced enjoyment discussed earlier as 
a possible motivational mech- anism underlying the impact of immersion on 
CIV may also explain its effect on CKV. Flow-induced enjoyment felt on social 
media will likely increase consumers' use of that media to communicate with 
the brand, including giving suggestions and feedback to the brand.
In addition to increasing consumers' motivation to offer suggestions to the 
brand, online flow also has a beneficial effect on their ability to do so by help-
ing them learn more about the brand. Because flow is a state in which con-
sumers forget about the world around them and are solely focused on the 
activity itself, Hoffman and Novak (1996, p. 64) argue that “consumers who 
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tive experiences and outcomes (Bagozzi 1995; Bettencourt 1997; Gustafsson, 
Johnson, and Roos 2005). From another perspective, research on customer 
complaining behavior suggests that dissatisfied customers are more likely to 
voice complaints (e.g., Blodgett and Anderson 2000; Voorhees and Brady 
2005; for a meta-analysis see Szymanski and Henard 2001) and therefore 
have greater opportunity to express their ideas to the firm on how to improve 
service (Bettencourt 1997), generating CKV for the brand. Because of these 
two opposing perspectives, Bettencourt (1997) proposes (but does not test 
empirically) that the effect of satisfaction on generating knowledge value may 
be either positive or negative. Prior research thus implies two opposing ef-
fects:

H3a. Consumers experiencing high levels of satisfaction in social media 
brand interactions are more likely to generate CKV for the brand.

H3b. Consumers experiencing high levels of satisfaction in social media 
brand interactions are less likely to generate CKV for the brand.
 
Effects of Interaction Immersion
Past research demonstrates that online flow may directly and indirectly influ-
ence CLV by impacting purchase intentions (Luna, Peracchio, and de Juan 
2002; Richard and Chandra 2005; Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmers-
dal 2012) and purchase behavior (Bridges and Florsheim 2008). In a con-
ceptual study, Luna, Peracchio, and de Juan (2002) argue that congruity be-
tween website content and website visitors' culture positively influences flow 
and purchase intentions. By encouraging exploration and generating posi-
tive subjective experiences, these authors propose, a flow state would make 
the website “sticky,” leading to visitors lingering on the site and revisiting 
it in the future (Luna, Peracchio, and de Juan 2002). Additionally, Richard 
and Chandra (2005) show empirical evidence for the influence of flow on 
purchase intentions, and Bridges and Florsheim (2008) find a relationship 
between the utilitarian components of flow and purchase behavior. The au-
thors argue that being in a flow state makes a website easier to use and more 
convenient (Bridges and Florsheim 2008), and creates a more favorable atti-
tude toward the website, leading to higher purchase intentions (Richard and 
Chandra 2005). Therefore, we propose:

H4. Consumers experiencing high levels of immersion in social media brand 
interactions are more likely to generate CLV for the brand.

We further anticipate that consumers experiencing higher immersion in 
social media brand interactions will be more likely to generate CIV for the 
brand. Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal (2012, Study 2) conducted 
an experiment examining the effect of online flow on consumers' propen-
sity to disseminate word of mouth regarding the brand's website. Online flow 
was manipulated by varying the level of interactivity on a retailer's website. 
Participants' intentions to disseminate word of mouth related to the website 
were evaluated by rating their agreement with the statements “I have the in-
tention to talk about this website with friends and colleagues” and “I have 
the intention to forward this website to friends and/or colleagues.” The study 
findings suggest that online flow increases customers' intentions to engage 
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tions on CLV, CIV and CKV.

Hypothesis Development
Effects of Interaction Satisfaction
Satisfaction resulting from brand–consumer interactions is widely concep-
tualized as an antecedent to positive downstream attitudes and behaviors 
such as purchase intentions, purchase, and repeat patronage (e.g., Berry and 
Parasuraman 1991; Blattberg, Malthouse, and Neslin 2009; Oliver 1997; Pan 
and Zinkhan 2006). A meta-analysis of the satisfaction literature reveals a 
significant effect of customer satisfaction on repurchase behavior (Szymanski 
and Henard 2001). Specific to social media, Lariviere et al. (2013) argue that 
satisfaction derived from geo-location tracking in combination with social 
media and mobile devices indirectly influences CLV.
Concepts and theories from consumer behavior and econom- ics help to ex-
plain these effects of satisfaction (Homburg, Hoyer, and Koschate 2005; Oli-
ver 1980). Based on consumer behavior research on attitudes and affect, Oli-
ver (1980) argues that satisfaction influences repurchase intentions directly, 
yet can also be mediated by customers' updated post-purchase attitude. Eco-
nomic theory suggests that the willingness to engage in an exchange transac-
tion depends on the customer's expectation of receiving consumer surplus 
from the transaction (Homburg, Hoyer, and Koschate 2005), where con-
sumer surplus is defined as “a dollar measure of the extent to which people 
benefit from a transaction” (Frank 1997, p. 145). Greater rewards as reflected 
in higher satisfaction increase the perception of consumer surplus and the at-
tractiveness of the relationship with the brand, thereby increasing customers' 
intentions to continue purchasing the brand (Bettencourt 1997; Homburg, 
Hoyer, and Koschate 2005). Therefore, we propose:

H1. Consumers experiencing high levels of satisfaction in social media brand 
interactions are more likely to generate CLV for the brand.

Anderson (1998) demonstrates that satisfaction increases favorable word of 
mouth, while dissatisfaction leads to unfavor- able word of mouth. Anderson 
argues that satisfied customers are likely to engage in positive word of mouth 
because of altruism (desire to be helpful to others), instrumentalism (desire 
to be seen as well-informed or “smart”), ego defense, reduction in cognitive 
dissonance, and a bias toward positive cognitive processes, stimuli, and re-
lationships. Dissatisfied customers, on the other hand, will be likely to dis-
seminate unfavorable word of mouth because of a desire to express hostility, 
seek vengeance, warn others, and reduce anxiety (Anderson 1998). Empirical 
findings suggest that satisfaction (dissatisfaction) is an antecedent to custom-
ers' willingness to recommend (warn against) the company or brand, and dis-
seminate favorable (unfavorable) word of mouth and influence (Berry and 
Parasuraman 1991; Luo and Homburg 2007; Oliver 1997; Pan and Zinkhan 
2006). Accordingly, we propose:

H2. Consumers experiencing high levels of satisfaction in social media brand 
interactions are more likely to generate CIV for the brand.

Social exchange theory suggests that satisfied customers are likely to volun-
teer suggestions and ideas to the firm as a way of reciprocating for the posi-

8
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(2) the extent to which one's attention is focused on the interaction, (3) the 
curiosity aroused by the interaction, and (4) the extent to which the user ex-
periences the interaction as intrinsically interesting” (see also Webster, Tre-
vino, and Ryan 1993).
In this research, we define interaction immersion as a psychological state in 
which consumers are fully engrossed within the social media environment 
and exclusively fixated upon the brand interaction (Novak, Hoffman, and 
Yung 2000) while at the same time experiencing high levels of involvement, 
enjoyment and enthusiasm (Huang 2006). This definition of interaction im-
mersion focuses on the loss of self-consciousness and the intrinsically enjoy-
able and self-reinforcing aspects of flow highlighted by Hoffman and Novak 
(1996). We use the term interaction immersion to distinguish our conceptual-
ization from the broader definition of online flow proposed by Webster, Tre-
vino, and Ryan (1993) and Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal (2012).
Compared to interaction satisfaction, which involves making an evaluative 
judgment based on expectations and outcomes, consumers experiencing im-
mersion are exclusively process focused. These consumers are fixated on the 
in-the-moment affective state of all-engrossing concentration, captivating 
expe- rience, enthusiasm and enjoyment, independent of prior expec- tations 
and future outcomes from the interaction (Hoffman and Novak 1996; Huang 
2006; Novak, Hoffman, and Yung 2000; Rose et al. 2012). Consumers expe-
riencing an immersive state on social media may not be fully satisfied with the 
interaction for various  reasons  (e.g.,  difficulties  placing  an  order,  lengthy  
delivery times). Alternatively, consumers may be satisfied with a social media 
brand interaction without experiencing immersion.

Customer Value
Drawing from recent work examining the positive effects of social media and 
social networks on value creation (Kananukul, Jung, and Watchravesringkan 
2015; Kim and Ko 2012; Malthouse et al. 2013; Schau, Muñiz, and Arnould 
2009), we focus on value from the brand's perspective. From this perspective, 
Kumar et al. (2010) identify four components of customer value that may 
accrue to the brand. Customer lifetime value (CLV) is defined as the present 
value of future profits accruing from a customer over his or her life of busi-
ness with the firm. It takes into account the total financial contribution of a 
customer's transactions (revenues minus costs) over his or her entire lifetime 
with the company, thus representing the future profitability of the customer. 
Customers' (re-)purchase intentions are a widely employed attitudinal mea-
sure of CLV. Customer influencer value (CIV) is defined as “the value of the 
influence that an individual (usually a customer) exerts on other customers or 
prospects” (p. 302). An attitudinal measure of CIV suggested by Kumar et al. 
(2010) is customers' propensity to recommend the brand to others. Customer 
knowledge value (CKV) captures the value of feedback provided to the firm by 
customers with respect to ideas for innovations and improvements. Kumar et 
al. (2010) suggest propensity  to provide feedback  as an attitudinal measure 
of CKV. These authors also identify customer referral value (CRV) as a source 
of value that accrues from customers' referrals of new customers as a result of 
firm-initiated incentive-based referral programs. We do not examine CRV in 
this research because referral incentives are not offered by all brands. In the 
next section, we propose hypotheses regarding the effects of satisfaction and 
immersion experienced by consumers in their social media brand interac-
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and performance—have independent effects on satisfaction judgments, in 
addition to the effect of disconfirmation.
Thus, interaction satisfaction involves a comparative response contingent on 
the customer's expectations and outcomes (utilitarian and hedonic) from the 
interaction (Oliver and DeSarbo 1988; Yi 1993). In a study of millennials, 
Rohm, Kaltcheva, and Milne (2013) find that consumers seek both utilitar-
ian and hedonic outcomes when engaging in social media interactions with 
brands. Utilitarian outcomes are the primary motivation for 63% of interac-
tions—specifically, acquiring timely information (27%), getting product in-
formation (19%), and being offered promotions and other incentives (17%). 
Hedonic outcomes account for the remaining interactions— specifically, fun 
(19%) and brand engagement (17%).

Fig. 1. Conceptual model.
Interaction Immersion
Consumers may experience an immersive state of flow in a variety of activi-
ties (Csikszentmihalyi 1997). In their seminal article, Hoffman and Novak 
(1996, p. 57) define the flow experience in computer-mediated environments 
as “the state occurring during network navigation, which is (1) characterized 
by a seamless sequence of responses facilitated by machine interactivity, (2) 
intrinsically enjoyable, (3) accompanied by a loss of self-consciousness, and 
(4) self-reinforcing.” Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal (2012, p. 
224) define online flow more broadly as “a multidimensional construct com-
prising four dimensions: (1) perceiving control over the interaction,

6
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nents of flow (intrinsic interest and focused attention) have no impact on 
purchases. These authors recommend that online retailers focus on increas-
ing customer satisfaction by improving the utilitarian value of retail sites. 
Sénécal, Gharbi, and Nantel (2002) find that providing flow-inducing and 
immersive content on e-commerce websites represents an ineffective strategy 
except when used in conjunction with additional tools and features that are 
helpful to consumers in meeting their consumption needs and that provide 
utilitarian shopping value. Note that one reason for this diminished effec-
tiveness of immersive content may be that, unlike social media, e-commerce 
websites are designed with the primary objective of stimulating purchase, a 
potentially critical difference that highlights the need to specifically research 
social media.
 To conclude, research on consumer behavior in computer- mediated and on-
line environments suggests alternative strategies for brands seeking to create 
value through social media interactions: (1) satisfaction-only, (2) immersion-
only or (3) satisfaction-plus-immersion strategies. These strategic approach-
es have yet to be empirically evaluated in the context of social media. In this 
research, we attempt to identify the degree to which these strategies create 
customer value for brands in their social media interactions with consumers.

Conceptual Framework
Our conceptual framework is displayed in Fig. 1. We evaluate the levels and 
trends over time in the satisfaction and immersion experienced by consum-
ers in their social media interactions with a specific brand, and examine the 
effects of these interaction variables on different types of customer value. We 
also account for the impact of the levels of customer value prior to the brand– 
consumer social media interactions. By accounting for these effects, we are 
able to determine the extent to which interaction satisfaction and immersion 
influence the outcome levels of customer value, or whether these outcome 
levels are influenced by prior levels.
Interactions between firms and consumers have long been investigated in the 
marketing literature (Alba et al. 1997; Labrecque 2014; Leckenby and Li 2000; 
Liu and Shrum 2002; Pavlou and Stewart 2000; Stewart and Pavlou 2002; 
Varadarajan et al. 2010). Interactions represent a central element of market-
ing practice, particularly within services (Bolton and Saxena-Iyer 2009) and 
marketing communications (Stewart and Pavlou 2002). The interactivity that 
results from discrete communication episodes comprising brand–consumer 
interactions (Johnson, Bruner, and Kumar 2006) has been defined as “the 
degree to which two or more communication parties can act on each other, 
on the communication medium, and on the messages and the degree to which 
such influences are synchronized” (Liu and Shrum 2002, p. 54).
Interaction Satisfaction
Interaction satisfaction is defined as an evaluative judgment of a specific in-
teraction (e.g., Anderson and Fornell 1994; Fisk, Brown, and Bitner 1993; 
Smith and Bolton 1998). Oliver and DeSarbo (1988) compare process theories 
proposing to explain how consumers make satisfaction judgments and find 
that expectancy disconfirmation is the strongest predictor of satisfac- tion. 
Expectancy disconfirmation involves two processes—the formation of expec-
tations and the disconfirmation of those expectations through performance 
comparisons (Oliver and DeSarbo 1988). Although linked conceptually, the 
two compo- nents of the expectancy disconfirmation paradigm—expectations 
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study, we investigate satisfaction  and immersion experienced by consumers 
on social media at the interaction level as well as the effects of interaction 
satisfaction and interaction immersion on customer value. Second, our find-
ings suggest that a one-size-fits-all strategy to creating content and managing 
social media interactions with consumers might not afford the most effective 
approach to generating customer value. We find that interaction satisfaction 
and interaction immersion influence different aspects of customer value, and 
thus we identify conditions under which each strategy (interaction-only, im-
mer- sion-only or interaction-plus-immersion) is likely to create value for the 
firm. Third, brand–consumer interactions on social media rarely constitute a 
one-time event. Given the ease and immediacy of social media interactions, 
customers typically engage brands on social media over time, in some cases 
several times in a single day. Customer behaviors are likely influenced by re-
cent interaction history, comprising a series of exchanges, as opposed to the 
latest single exchange (LaBarbera and Mazursky 1983; Oliver 1980). There-
fore, by employing a longitudinal design, we compare the influence of the 
absolute levels of satisfaction and immersion to the influence of their trends 
over time. We find that the trend effects are stronger than the absolute-level 
effects, suggesting important implications for social media managers and 
providing a theoretical insight into the determinants of customer value.

Literature Review
As Fournier and Avery (2010) note, marketing strategies developed in the 
pursuit of more intimate customer relationships are not uniformly effective, 
and managers must realize that brands are not always welcome visitors with-
in individuals' social media circles. Similarly, Weinberg et al. (2013) point out 
that consumers must have a compelling motivation to engage with brands on 
social media; otherwise, the brand's social media overtures and initiatives 
are likely to be unwelcome and ignored. Some scholars investigating com-
puter-mediated and online environments argue that brands should strive to 
create compelling online experiences by encouraging an immersive state of 
flow (Novak, Hoffman, and Duhachek 2003), where flow is conceptualized as 
experiences arising from one's total involvement in a specific activity or situ-
ation (Csikszentmihalyi 1997). Studies have established that consumers may 
experience flow  in both computer-mediated (Chen, Wigand, and Nilan 1999; 
Webster, Trevino, and Ryan 1993) and online environments (Childers et al. 
2001; Huang 2006; Jaiswal, Niraj, and Venugopal 2010; Novak, Hoffman, 
and Yung 2000). Flow states may produce hedonic as well as utilitarian shop-
ping value (Novak, Hoffman, and Duhachek 2003; Sénécal, Gharbi, and Nan-
tel 2002). In two experiments, Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal 
(2012) find that website interactivity increases flow; in turn, higher levels of 
flow lead to more favorable website and brand attitudes as well as intentions 
to revisit the website and to purchase and recommend the brand. Van Noort, 
Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal (2012) recommend that online marketers de-
velop communication  strategies that maximize the probability of consumers 
experiencing flow (see also Hoffman and Novak 1996).
Other scholars conclude that online marketers should instead focus on im-
proving customer satisfaction (Bridges and Florsheim 2008; Hung, Chen, 
and Huang 2014; Lee and Overby 2004; Shankar, Smith, and Rangaswamy 
2003; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Malhotra 2002). For example, Bridges 
and Florsheim (2008) empirically demonstrate that the immersive compo-
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sponses to branded social media content (Havas Media 2015).
Research investigating consumer behavior in computer- mediated and on-
line environments informs social media research, suggesting important di-
rections for study. Some scholars propose that providing compelling online 
experiences requires creating an immersive state of flow (Novak, Hoffman, 
and Duhachek 2003; Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal 2012). For 
example, Hoffman and Novak (1996, p. 66) argue that, in an environment 
characterized by the “many-to-many communication model in which the 
consumer is an active participant in an interactive exercise,” online market-
ers should focus their efforts to “maximize the chances of the consumer en-
tering the flow state.”
Other scholars, however, caution that providing website features related to 
generating immersive consumer states would be ineffective unless consum-
ers also have access to utilitarian features that are helpful in meeting con-
sumption needs and increasing customer satisfaction (Bridges and Florsheim 
2008; Sénécal, Gharbi, and Nantel 2002; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Mal-
hotra 2002). Further, Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Malhotra (2002) argue 
that entertainment-related criteria such as flow are not relevant when the 
context is making a purchase, suggesting that firms should not invest re-
sources at this stage in creating or encouraging immersion states, and should 
focus instead on improving service quality and customer satisfaction.
Thus, an important question facing managers is to what extent brands should 
focus on interaction satisfaction, interac- tion immersion, or both, in creat-
ing customer experiences taking place on social media. To our knowledge, 
there are no studies examining social media strategy that empirically evalu-
ate whether brands should implement a satisfaction-only strategy (social me-
dia strategy focused on increasing cus- tomers' satisfaction with their brand 
interactions), an immersion-only strategy (social media strategy focused on 
creating immersive experiences for consumers), or a hybrid satisfaction-
plus-immersion strategy (social media strategy focused both on increasing 
consumers' interaction satisfaction and interaction immersion).
The objective of this research, therefore, is to examine which of these three 
interaction strategies would be likely to create customer value for the firm. 
Customer value is defined as the value accruing to a firm from a customer's 
active interactions with the firm, prospects and other customers, and in-
cludes both transactional interactions, including purchases, as well as non-
transactional behaviors (Kumar et al. 2010). Given that customer value has 
the potential to influence company profitability, it is important to explore 
ways in which it can be maximized (Kumar et al. 2010). As a result, Kumar et 
al. (2010, p. 207) advocate that “firms need to adapt customer management 
strategies and create opportunities to increase customer value.” Examining 
and redirecting the ways in which a firm employs social media offer one such 
opportunity for increasing customer value.
Our research makes three important contributions to the social media litera-
ture. First, a wide array of prior research has examined customer satisfaction 
(e.g., Blattberg, Malthouse, and Neslin 2009; Jaiswal, Niraj, and Venugopal 
2010; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Malhotra 2002), immersion and flow 
(e.g., Hoffman and Novak 2009; Van Noort, Voorveld, and van Reijmersdal 
2012), retention and loyalty (e.g., Blattberg, Malthouse, and Neslin 2009; 
Jaiswal, Niraj, and Venugopal 2010), and customer recommendation and in-
fluence behavior (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2010) in online environments. In this  
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more favorable attitudes toward the brand (Colliander and Dahlén 2011) and 
its products (Wang, Yu, and Wei 2012), greater loyalty and willingness to 
communicate with the brand (Labrecque 2014), and an increase in customer 
visit frequency and profitability (Rishika et al. 2013).
There are two main reasons for the growing influence of social media. First, 
brands are more than ever challenged to find new ways to effectively com-
municate with increasingly difficult-to- reach young consumers who are less 
likely to consume television, print and other traditional media, and more 
likely to rely on digital marketing communications (Singh 2013). Second, 
young consumers are increasingly influenced by their friends and peers 
when forming brand attitudes and making purchase decisions (Chen, Fay, 
and Wang 2011; Chen, Wang, and Xie 2011; King, Racheria, and Bush 2014). 
Coincident with the rise of social media usage is the expectation among these 
consumers that brands will follow suit in their adoption and usage of plat-
forms such as Facebook and Twitter to manage interactions with customers 
(Labrecque 2014).
Hanna, Rohm, and Crittenden (2011) argue that consumers expect and even 
relish their role as active participants in brand– consumer interactions fueled 
by social media. On the one hand, this expectation requires brands to in-
corporate online social media within their communication strategies. On the 
other hand, consumers remain resistant to social media as a commercially- 
intensive platform, where unsolicited marketing is increasingly considered 
both annoying and intrusive (Fournier and Avery 2010;Schultz and Peltier 
2013). Some researchers find that consumers primarily seek to experience 
emotional involvement on social media (e.g., Labrecque 2014). Adopting a 
relationship perspec- tive, Labrecque (2014) invokes the construct of paraso-
cial relationships—online relationships developed between individ- uals and 
firms that resemble the dynamics of actual interpersonal relationships—and 
finds that the higher levels of interactivity and openness characteristic of 
social media interactions lead to closer, more intimate and more emotion-
driven relationships between consumers and brands. Labrecque (2014) also 
finds that consumers who perceive being engaged in such relation- ships with 
brands are more likely to be loyal and volunteer suggestions and other infor-
mation to the brand. Other scholars argue that consumers' interest in social 
media brand interactions is limited to acquiring deals, discounts and other 
promotions (LaPointe 2012; Rapp et al. 2013). Rohm, Kaltcheva, and Milne 
(2013) find that more than 60% of millennials' interactions with brands on 
social media are initiated for utilitarian reasons, with the remaining interac-
tions having symbolic or recreational motivations.
The variety of ways in which consumers engage with brands on social media 
has challenged brand managers to employ social media strategically and cre-
ate content so that their interactions with consumers lead to the creation of 
customer value (Schulze, Scholer, and Skiera 2015). For instance, the fast 
food brand Taco Bell may use Facebook and Twitter to promote its new menu, 
whereas a brand competing in the fashion industry, such as True Religion, 
may employ the same two social media platforms to convey the excitement of 
Fashion Week in New York City with live updates and video content. Hence, 
there is a need for research studying the varying types of brand–consumer 
interactions taking place on social media and their impact on customer value 
(Ratchford 2015). The need for such studies becomes even more compelling 
in light of recent findings suggesting low levels of consumers' emotional re-
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abstract
Thisresearchexaminestheeffectsofsocialmediabrand–consumerinte
ractionsonthreetypesofcustomervalue:customerlifetimevalue(CLV)
,customerinfluencervalue(CIV)andcustomerknowledgevalue(CKV).
Byexaminingthedifferentialeffectsofconsumers’satisfactionandimmers
ionwithsocial-mediabrandinteractionsonCLV,CIVandCKV,theauthorsi
dentifyconditionsunderwhichinteractionsatisfactionandinteractionim-
mersioncreatevalueforbrands.Resultssuggestthatwhereasinteraction-
satisfactionpositivelyinfluencesbothCLVandCIV,interactionimmersion
impactsbothCIVandCKV.Theauthorsidentifysocialmediastrategiesfor-
brandsrelatedtointeractionsatisfactionandimmersionthatarebasedon-
thethreetypesofcustomervaluestudied.Thefindingsreportedofferimp-
ortantmanagerialandtheoreticalimplicationswithrespecttotheeffectsof-
discretesocialmediainteractionsoncustomervaluecreation.
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Introduction
Social media such as Facebook and Twitter provide completely new ways for 
brands and consumers to interact, and thus have become important plat-
forms for brands seeking to create customer value (Adjei, Noble, and Noble 
2012; Gensler et al. 2013; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2010; Labrecque 2014; Ri-
shika et al. 2013; Rohm, Kaltcheva, and Milne 2013). Research has shown 
that a brand's use of social media can result in positive outcomes such as 
enhanced interpretation and response to brand communications (Van den 
Bulte and Wuyts 2007), increased brand attachment (Gensler et al. 2013), 


