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Abstract 
 
Title: Attitudes toward location-based advertising on Social Media platforms 
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Purpose: The purpose of this study is to determine potential differences in attitudes toward 
location-based advertising (LBA) between different Social Media platforms. The study also 
aims to examine if additional factors could be affecting the LBA acceptance on Social Media.  
 
Research question(s):  
 

• “Are there any differences in the attitudes toward location-based advertising between 
different Social Media platforms among millennials?” 
 

• “What kind of possible differences in attitudes toward location-based advertising 
between the Social Media platforms can be observed?” 
 

• “Are there any additional factors affecting the attitudes toward location-based 
advertising on Social Media platforms among millennials?” 

 
Theoretical Framework: Theories about Social Media usage and attitudes toward 
advertising in general are presented. The section continues with more specific theories about 
attitudes toward advertising on Social Media and location-based advertising.  
 
Methodology: Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were used. The qualitative 
consisted of a focus group, where four participants discussed the purposes for using Social 
Media. A web-based survey was conducted as the quantitative method, collecting data about 
millennials perception of location-based advertising on Social Media. In addition, secondary 
sources were collected to support the primary data.  
 
Conclusion: The result reveal that there are differences in the attitudes toward LBA between 
the four Social Media platforms. The total LBA acceptance was concluded in the following 
ranking; LinkedIn, Facebook, Snapchat and Instagram. Further, two additional factors 
influencing the LBA acceptance on Social Media are presented: the purpose for using the 
Social Media platform and the surrounding network of each individual using the platform. 
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1. Introduction 
This section will begin with an introduction to the subject, continuing with background facts 
in order to explain the problem of focus. The last part of this section will present the 
limitations and purpose of the study.  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The most fundamental factors in successful marketing is to have the right content shown to 
the right person, at the right time and in the right place (Hollensen, 2014). With location-
based advertising (LBA), you can reach consumers when and where they are most likely to 
purchase something, and then customize the advertising message according to the 
individual’s taste, time of day and current geographical position (Rifat, Moutushy, Ahmed & 
Ferdous, 2011). Most commonly, this has been possible through Internet protocol (IP) 
addresses or Wi-Fi locations. Recently, location-tracking technologies such as GPS-enabled 
mobile phones have increased in availability. This has allowed companies to shift from the 
standard geo-targeting used in desktop or traditional marketing to geoprecise targeting used 
in mobile marketing (van 't Riet, Hühn, Ketelaar, Khan, Konig, Rozendaal & Markopoulos, 
2016). LBA could be defined as “the use of mobile marketing to target consumers within a 
particular geographic area” (Henriksveen, 2016). Using a more precise type of marketing 
communication can be very effective, and possesses opportunities that are not possible 
through traditional- and electronic media (Ververidis & Polyzos, 2002). But then the 
questions arise, how do consumers feel about this, and what are their attitudes and acceptance 
level towards receiving advertisements based on their personal data, such as real-time 
location. Prior research found consumer’ attitudes and acceptance towards advertising and 
location-based advertising in general to be negative (Kapadia, 2015).  In addition, with the 
significant amount of time spent on Social Media today, it is necessary to know if consumers 
have different opinions for different Social Media platforms. There is a possibility that one 
Social Media platform is more accepted providing location-based advertisements to this 
generation than another. 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Geo-fencing 
 

The technology behind location-based advertising on Social Media platforms is commonly 
referred to as geo-fencing (Fitzpatrick, 2015). Geo-fencing is a technology that uses GPS 
and/or local radio frequency identifiers (such as Wi-Fi or Bluetooth) to locate and monitor 
mobile objectives by creating a virtual boundary (geo-fence) around a location. The 
technology detects whether the tracked mobile device is located inside or outside the geo-
fenced area. The size of the area can vary from a few metres to include several kilometres 
(Reclus & Drouard, 2009).  
 
The ubiquitous spread of smartphones in today’s society has put GPS/Bluetooth/Wi-Fi in the 
hands of millions of consumers. This has transformed geo-fencing from an expensive 
commercial practice to a cheap and common technology found in consumer applications. 
Since consumers already have the necessary hardware, it is now free for developers to 
include this technology in their software (Fitzpatrick, 2015).  
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Geo-fencing can be very efficient in a marketing context since it gives the advertiser a more 
precise scope, and Social Media marketing is no exception. The ability to downsize the 
geographical area to a specific perimeter can generate a more proactive response from the 
consumers (Fitzpatrick, 2015). 

1.1.2 Social Media platforms on mobile devices 
 
Before Social Media platforms were developed, consumers used the Internet solely in the 
purpose of consumption of information such as reading an article or watching a video. The 
information creation was a one-way communication (Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, 
Silvestre, 2011). In this study, four Social Media platforms will be examined: Facebook, 
Instagram, LinkedIn and Snapchat. These were chosen by the criteria of being the four most 
commonly used Social Media platforms in Sweden today (Internetstiftelsen, 2016). Some of 
these platforms are only accessible through a mobile device in the form of an application. 
Anderson and Wolff (2010) emphasize the importance of mobile devices in the Social Media 
world, where access to these platforms are often through this device. 
 
Facebook, LinkedIn and Instagram are similar in the sense that the user has a profile and a 
news feed. When the user posts on the platform, it will be displayed on the user’s profile as 
well as in the feed of other people who are connected to this user. On these networks, the 
users can interact by following or befriending one another, commenting, liking and tagging 
photos, as well as personal messaging each other. They differ in the sense that Instagram is 
only based on visual sharing, LinkedIn on the purpose of building a professional network and 
Facebook on general socialization (Facebook, n.d.; Instagram, n.d.; LinkedIn, n.d.). The 
foundation of Snapchat is the phone camera, through which users can communicate with 
friends by sending pictures and videos called  “Snaps”, or posting them on “Stories”. “Snaps” 
posted on “Stories” can be either public or private, but will disappear after 24 hours. 
Snapchat is unique in the sense that pictures and videos will self-destruct a few seconds after 
a person has opened them, making the app ephemeral in nature. Users also have the option to 
add a caption, doodle, filter and/or lens on top of the image or video. However, both 
Facebook and Instagram have recently adopted the function of 24 hour “Stories” and 
incorporated this feature in their applications as well (Snapchat, n.d.).  

1.1.3 Social Media Advertising 
	
LinkedIn and Facebook are two of the largest Social Media platforms in the world today, and 
were founded 2003 and 2004 respectively (Karr, 2016). In 2005, Facebook launched their 
first advertisement on the platform, and LinkedIn followed the year after (Fiegerman, 2013). 
Since then, other platforms have joined and also started to earn revenue from companies 
wanting to reach their users (Karr, 2016). In Sweden today, the four largest Social Media 
platforms are Facebook, LinkedIn, Instagram and Snapchat (Davidsson, 2017). Instagram 
was founded in 2010, and launched their first sponsored photos and videos in 2013 (Taube, 
2013). Snapchat was founded in 2011 and had their first advertisement appear on the 
application in 2014 (Karr, 2016). The initial advertisements on Social Media were not 
location-based, but today, all of the major Social Media platforms allow advertisers to target 
their users by location tracking (Geomarketing.com, 2017). 
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1.1.4 Use of location-based advertising on Social Media 
 

New forms of advertisements are continuously developed, and location-based advertising on 
Social Media is a relatively new type of advertising technology (Tuten, 2008). In several 
Western European countries it is prohibited by law to advertise through electronic 
communication media (e.g. mobile devices) unless the consumers initially have agreed on 
receiving the message. This initial agreement could be in the form of accepting the terms and 
conditions when downloading a Social Media application on a mobile device (Facebook, 
2017).  
 
Facebook has two different ways of collecting geographical data about consumers for usage 
in location-based advertisements. The first one is based on the information the users provide 
themselves, such as what country or city they live in. This information is opt in by the user, 
whereas the user could decide what to write and also what to disclose to others using the 
platform (Facebook, 2014). This type of data is not always accurate or in real-time, since 
many users do not update their information frequently (Toner, 2013). The other way 
Facebook is using location-based advertising is called “Local awareness ads”, which provides 
more precise and accurate location data about the users in real-time. The latter form of 
Facebook advertisements are reached by people who live in a specific area, currently near a 
company or address which the marketer opt in, or by people who recently or are presently in 
the predefined area. This type of data is collected from the user's mobile device (Facebook, 
2014). 
 
On the mobile version of Facebook, advertising only occurs in the user’s feed opposed to the 
desktop version, where advertising can be seen in the side panel as well. Advertisements are 
marked as sponsored content but are closely integrated with the user’s feed and the regularly 
shown content. The user has the option to comment, like or share the advertisement just like 
any other post, with the ability to also get routed to a different website (Facebook, n.d.).  
 
Similar to Facebook, LinkedIn advertisers also have the option to target users based on their 
location by the self-provided information as well as real-time location data collected from 
e.g. mobile devices.  Advertisements on LinkedIn are also integrated with the user’s feed in 
similar formation and design as the regular posts with the ability to interact, and marked as 
promoted (Business LinkedIn, n.d.). 
 
There are two different types of advertisements that occur on the Social Media platform 
Instagram; one is as part of the user’s feed and one is in Instagram’s “Stories”. Both types of 
advertisements have always had the opportunity to be location-based. Since Facebook is the 
parent company of Instagram, many of the same advertising features are used and data from 
connected users can be used cross-platform (Facebook, 2014). Advertisements that are 
located in the user’s feed look identical to other posts with the opportunity to comment and 
interact, despite the fact that they’re marked as sponsored and can route the user to different 
websites. These ads can be a single image, an up to 60-second long video, or carousel images 
which allows more depth in the advertisement by letting the user swipe to see more images or 
videos in the same post (Facebook, n.d.). 
 
Using location is one of the defining characteristics of the Social Media application Snapchat, 
and the company continuously develops new features that take advantage of this technology. 
Compared to other Social Media platforms such as Facebook or LinkedIn, Snapchat takes a 
rather different approach to location-based advertising. Instead of having it in the background 
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or blending it into the social feeds, Snapchat elevates the importance of place and makes it a 
large part of the user experience (Kapko, 2016). Advertisers on Snapchat can use the location 
data of the users through sponsored geo-filters on the application (geo-filters are colourful 
graphics that can be chosen to overlay a photo or video). The users mobile device’s signal 
will pick up where the user is at any given time and then offer the appropriate geo-filter based 
on this location. Previously, brands could target larger spaces such as parks and schools, but 
more recently Snapchat allows geo-filter advertisers to target a more specific location, e.g. a 
store instead of a larger shopping mall. Geo-filters can be used during a chosen timeframe or 
for a real-time event and thereby drive traffic to the area (Johnson, 2017).  
 
Another way for advertisers to use location data on Snapchat is through sponsored lenses. 
These are occasional additions to the ordinary Snapchat lens library, where users through 
augmented reality can change the appearance of their face or surrounding. The close 
integration with the other lenses takes away attention from the sales intention of the 
advertisements. This way of marketing will not only actively engage the users and allow 
them to become personal brand ambassadors, but also spread through interaction with other 
users (Snapchat, n.d.). 
 
Advertisers on Snapchat can also use location-based advertisements that appear in the user's 
“Stories” section, which are a combination between branded video advertising and direct 
response. “Snap ads” are up to 10 seconds long videos with the option to add an interactive 
element by swiping up. According to Snapchat the swipe up rate is 5x higher than the average 
click through rate on other Social Media sites (Snapchat, n.d.) 

1.1.5 Millennials 
 
Millennials are people born between the years 1980 and 2000. They have grown up in a time 
with technological change and increasing globalization, which have given them a different set 
of characteristics and behaviour than previous generations. Millennials are digital natives and 
used to instant access to information of all kinds (Millennials Infographic, 2017).  
 
Millennials are the most frequent users of smartphones compared to other generations 
(Experian Marketing Services, 2014), and the ownership of smartphones among this 
generation in Sweden is as high as 98% (Internetstiftelsen, 2016). This generation spends 
more time on digital media than on traditional media, and is the first generation to do so 
(Experian Marketing Services, 2014). This could be related to the fact that millennials have 
been growing up with a fast growing technology development, and the Internet has been part 
of their life since they were young (Gilan & Hammarberg, 2016). To target this group of 
consumers through mobile marketing seems highly relevant. The most popular way for 
millennials to use their smartphones today is for Social Media, primarily Facebook. A recent 
study suggested that 81% of people ages 16-25 and 75% of people ages 26-35 use Social 
Media on their mobile devices on a daily basis (Internetstiftelsen, 2016). This becomes an 
important factor when reaching consumers on the go.  

1.2 Problem 
	

Consumers’ attitudes towards advertising are a highly debated subject. There are studies on 
attitudes toward LBA in general but very limited research has been pursued in the field of 
LBA on Social Media in particular. 
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The overall attitudes towards LBA, according to a study conducted by Kapadia (2015), 
showed that the highest level of agreement among respondents was found on statements of 
LBA being intrusive or annoying. This correlates with multiple studies conducted in the field 
of mobile marketing (e.g. Shin & Lin, 2016). It is important for marketers to understand 
when consumers accept LBA. With the limited amount of previous research, and the overall 
negative attitudes, one can assume that many companies have had difficulties maximizing the 
efficiency of their LBA campaigns. Consumers are exposed to advertising messages on a 
daily basis, everywhere they go. It is important to know why consumers ignore or avoid a 
specific message (Shin & Lin, 2016). Prior research has also to some extent shown this. 
However, there is a need for more research on the consumer behaviour concerning LBA 
acceptance, and also specifically on Social Media.  
 
Differences in acceptance of LBA between Social Media platforms are probable, which is 
why this study will investigate these further. By also examining other affecting factors of 
Social Media advertising (e.g. purpose of using the platform), a deeper understanding of the 
probable differences could be reached).  
 
This leads us to the following research questions; 
 

• “Are there any differences in the attitudes toward location-based advertising between 
different Social Media platforms among millennials?” 
 

• “What kind of possible differences in attitudes toward location-based advertising 
between the Social Media platforms can be observed?” 
 

• “Are there any additional factors affecting the attitudes toward location-based 
advertising on Social Media platforms among millennials?” 

1.3 Purpose 
 

The purpose of this study is to determine potential differences in the attitudes toward LBA 
between different Social Media platforms. This study also aims to examine if additional 
factors could be found affecting the LBA acceptance on Social Media.  
 
This information could contribute and extend the previous research done in the area of LBA 
acceptance. Prior research has shown which factors influence the acceptance- and consumers’ 
feelings towards both advertising in general, location based advertising and theories about 
Social Media in general. The study aims to fill the gap between these theories and connect 
them in order to facilitate the understanding of what factors influence the attitudes toward 
LBA on Social Media. 
 
With information about potential differences in millennials’ acceptance of LBA on Social 
Media and what underlying factors that influence the overall attitude, marketers and 
companies could have greater decision support when planning, implementing and optimizing 
their marketing strategies on Social Media. 
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1.4 Limitations 
 

In order to make this study attainable, a few limitations were drawn. In this study, there will 
be four Social Media platforms that will be investigated. These platforms have been chosen 
because they have the highest level of usage in Sweden, meaning that the LBA on these 
platforms are reached by a larger group of people.  
 
Another limitation necessary was to only include LBA on mobile devices, since not all of the 
four Social Media platforms in this study are available on desktop. To get the results more 
equal, it was important to only measure the perception on the same device type for all four 
platforms.  
 
Since the millennial generation are the heaviest users of mobile devices, the study is limited 
to this particular group. An assumption was made that heavy users of smartphones are more 
likely to get in contact with LBA, since it is most often communicated through a mobile 
device. Further, the millennial generation are very active on Social Media compared to e.g. 
older generations, and therefore more likely to receive LBA on Social Media in a higher 
frequency.  
 
The study only includes millennials living in Sweden. Although this means not providing a 
global perspective, this limitation was necessary to make the study attainable. A global 
perspective would include great variations in smartphone usage among the millennials, which 
could affect the result of the study to where no conclusions could be made. Any potential 
differences in the attitudes could be lost in the great variations of usage.  
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2. Frame of reference 
This section will present relevant theories in the area of focus. The section will begin with the 
purpose of using Social Media before presenting different theories regarding attitudes 
toward advertising. Starting with attitudes toward advertising in general, the chapter will 
end with attitudes toward advertising on Social Media and location-based advertising in 
particular.  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

2.1 Purpose of using Social Media 
 
Since the invention of Social Media, the purpose online has moved from only consuming 
content to also include sharing and creating content among each other. People discuss, share 
their own videos and pictures and write their own content on various online platforms 
(Kietzmann, Hermens, McCarthy & Silvestre, 2011). This allows users to fulfil their needs 
and wants of human interaction in another way than traditional media has been trying to do in 
the past (Urista, Dong & Day, 2008). Further, it has been proposed by Urista et al. (2008), 
that Social Media also works as a “way to seek the approval and support of other people” 
(p.216). 
 
For a deeper understanding of why people choose, and continue to use a social platform, the 
Social Presence Theory is presented. The Social Presence Theory (Short, Williams & 
Christie, 1976) in the context of a virtual social network implies that the degree of social 
presence on the platform determines how “sociable” an individual perceives the platform. 
Most Social Media platforms are dependent on the presence of other people’s involvement to 
further the communication on the network. The presence of other users can be noticed in the 
news feeds or chats of the networks. If a Social Media platform has a high perceived social 
presence this means a greater impact on influencing other people to join and continue to use 
the social networking site. The reason for this is because of the fact that people tend to select 
platforms based on which one they perceive to have the highest social presence (Cheung, 
Chiu & Lee, 2011). Social presence theory is related to Nadkarni and Hofmann’s (2012) 
theory, which suggest that Facebook usage is motivated by two things: the need to belong 
and self presentation. For example, the need to belong can be in the form of joining a social 
network where others are active.  
 
When comparing the general motives of using Facebook and Snapchat, it was found that 
people generally feel they have the most privacy on Snapchat due to the nature of the 
application (Utz, Muscanell & Khalid, 2015). Snapchat users would share substantially more 
sensitive content, such as drunken photos, snaps of legally questionable activity or engage in 
sexting (Roesner, Gill & Kohno, 2014). One reason for the more bold sharing was that 
Snapchat networks are usually smaller than Facebook networks, meaning that the Snapchat 
user can worry less about the reactions from parents, potential employers or teachers. It was 
also found that when it comes to receiving posts from an unknown person (in contrast to 
sending), threats from a third party were perceived as more threatening on Facebook, due to it 
being a more public space (Utz et al., 2015).  
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Utz et al. (2015) also state that the top three motives for using both Facebook and Snapchat 
were found to be: 
 

1. Procrastination or distraction 
2. Keeping in touch with family and friends 
3. Seeing what other people are up to 

2.2 Attitude towards advertising in general 
	
According to Lutz (1985), the definition of the attitude towards an advertisement is “a 
learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favourable or unfavourable manner toward 
advertising in general” (p.53). This definition is important to clarify in order to further 
investigate a consumer's acceptance of an advertisement. Although, the overall attitude 
towards an advertisement is still affected by different variables (Shin & Lin, 2016). These 
variables affect the consumer's’ acceptance of a particular advertisement, as well as 
advertising in general. 
 
The strongest drivers for acceptance of mobile advertising in general are utility and context. 
Privacy concerns has been shown to affect the acceptance of mobile advertising, although 
proven to not be the most important factor (Merisavo, Kajalo, Karjalouto, Virtanen, 
Salmenkivi, Raulas, & Leppäniemi, 2007). Other research has shown that acceptance of 
mobile advertising is also influenced by credibility, informative content and incentives 
(Kolsaker & Drakatos, 2009). It is also necessary to segment targeted groups in terms of 
needs, activities and interests (Yuan & Tsao, 2003). Consumers want the messages they 
receive from companies to be related to their interest and include content they find relevant 
(Milne & Gordon, 1993).  
 
In addition, many consumers feel personally and emotionally attached to their mobile device 
(Kolsaker & Drakatos, 2009), and consider it to be a very private item (Haghirian & 
Madlberger, 2005). A positive relationship between the level of emotional attachment to the 
device and the receptiveness of advertising in the mobile device has been observed. However, 
at the same time also showing that overall users found mobile advertisement irritating in 
general (Kolsaker & Drakatos, 2009). 

2.3 Attitude towards Social Media advertising 
 
Lee and Hong (2016) found in their study that there were two significant predictors of a 
positive attitude towards advertising on Social Media platforms: informativeness and 
advertising creativity. The informativeness aspect was based on what utilitarian values the 
advertisements possessed, which would enhance the users’ positive attitudes towards the 
brand (Muk & Chung, 2014). Meanwhile, the advertising creativity was linked to the 
fundamental human need to consume something original, imaginative, new and innovative. 
An advertisement that was creative and entertaining captured the user's attention, leading 
them to express a positive response towards the advertisement (Haberland & Dacin, 1992). 
However, users are easily distracted by the other content found on social networks. Hadija, 
Barnes and Hair (2012) found that the majority of respondents in their study did not notice 
the advertisements on social networks because of this reason. Generally, users did not have 
negative opinions about the advertisements, but chose to ignore them in favour of more  
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interesting content. Agreeing with the above presented research, they also found that the 
advertisement that did catch the respondents attention were in fact due to the creativity, 
design and entertainment of the advertisement.  
 
Soares and Pinho (2014) studied the connection between perceived enjoyment and social 
belonging on Social Media advertising. They found that perceived enjoyment associated with 
a social network, such as entertainment and relief from stress, is a key factor in a user’s 
identification with the community. Because individuals on social networks view themselves 
as members of a larger group (Ashford & Mael, 1989), they develop common intentions 
towards the advertising on the Social Media platform. Perceived enjoyment is a determinant 
for a community-belonging dynamic (Mzoughi, Ahmed & Ayed, 2010), and this has an 
impact on the users’ perception of Social Media advertising. Hence, if the group intention 
toward an advertisement is positive, it will have a positive impact on the user’s perceived 
relevance and value of the advertisement. Finally, Soares and Pinho (2014) advise to engage 
users with advertisement without disrupting the primary goal of the social network, which is 
for users to enjoy themselves while socializing with others.  

2.4 Attitude towards LBA in general 
	
In a recent study by Shin and Lin (2016), four perceptual factors affecting attitudes towards 
LBA were formulated based on several scholarly studies in the area of advertising avoidance 
(e.g. Merisavo et al., 2007; Khan & Allil, 2010). The four factors (perceived goal 
impediment, perceived sacrifice, perceived utility, and perceived entertainment) emphasize 
that consumers perceive and assess different loss and gain values before responding to 
advertising. Shin and Lin (2016) determined that the loss factors (goal impediment and 
sacrifice), were positively associated with LBA avoidance, since they are prone to evoke 
psychological reactance against LBA. The gain factors (utility and entertainment) were on the 
other hand expected to increase the acceptance of LBA. 

2.4.1 Perceived goal impediment 
	
By interfering with the goals of consumers, advertising can cause negative reactions that can 
result in advertising avoidance (Cho & Cheon, 2004). The perception of an advertisement as 
intrusive can be connected to the degree to which a person’s goals are interrupted. The person 
in question defines what is intrusive or not. This makes the advertisement itself not intrusive. 
The intrusiveness of an advertisement is rather defined by the degree to which a person feels 
the advertised information is inconsistent to his or her goals. It is therefore important to 
understand how the perception of intrusiveness can be limited to reduce negative feelings and 
advertising avoidance (Edwards, Li & Lee, 2002). 
 
Moreover, consumers are likely to be goal-directed when using mobile devices to engage in 
activities such as social networking, information searching and gaming. Therefore they are 
likely to feel annoyed when advertising invades their personal space by interrupting their 
flow of mobile activities. Because of the personal and emotional attachment many consumers 
have to their mobile devices, there is a high probability that consumers will oppose LBA, 
since they might feel that the freedom to pursue a goal through their mobile devices are 
threatened by an unexpected LBA message. This could be when a person is active on a Social  
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Media platform and not expecting to receive an advertisement based on his or her location at 
that time. Consumers are likely to discard LBA in order to restore their personal freedom 
(Shin & Lin, 2016).              

2.4.2 Perceived sacrifice 
	
For consumers who are goal-oriented and easily annoyed by distractions, LBA can evoke a 
feeling of sacrifice (Shin & Lin, 2016). Even though consumers have consented to receiving 
advertising to their mobile devices through a Social Media application, what they actually 
receive may not necessarily correlate with their expectations (Merisavo et al., 2007). This 
may result in consumers perceiving various risks such as privacy violations, unsuitable 
content or the risk of losing time or control. This could in turn lead to feelings of irritation 
when receiving the LBA message. These risks or annoyances represent the sacrifices that 
consumers associate with receiving the advertisement (Tsang, Ho & Liang, 2004; Edwards, 
Li & Lee, 2002). 
 
Previous research has found that there is a negative relationship between perceived sacrifice 
and LBA acceptance. LBA was found to evoke negative feelings of annoyance and irritation 
when a consumer feels it is delivered without request. Therefore receiving such 
advertisement might be viewed as a waste of time, particularly if delivered in an unsuitable 
context (Shin & Lin, 2016). According to Ström, Vendel & Bredican (2014), irritation is the 
main sacrifice for mobile advertising in general, particularly for LBA sent without prior 
request. When consumers feel a lack of control over the LBA messages and lack of control 
over their own information being used, it’s likely to result in negative attitudes towards LBA 
(Shin & Lin, 2016). 
 
An often discussed issue in marketing and advertising is consumers’ privacy, which is also 
related to the overall perceived sacrifice as stated above. There is a constant flow of 
information and data tracking consumers’ every step (Rust, Kannan & Peng, 2002), and 
many consumers feel uncomfortable about the concept of companies collecting data about 
them (Siau & Shen, 2003). Consumers’ privacy may be violated when companies collect, 
use, store and disclose information about their location (Minch, 2004). The collection and use 
of information is often out of the consumers’ control, which can cause suspicions about the 
information being misused (Lee & Hill, 2013). This is why the question about privacy issues 
is often discussed regarding LBA.  
 
However, according to Gao, Sultan and Rohm (2010), research has shown that young 
consumers are more risk taking than other generations. Greater risk acceptance is related to 
consumers’ willingness to provide information to companies (Gao et al., 2010), which is 
directly related to LBA in terms of providing geographical data. Further, it has been 
discovered that young people are more willing to share personal information on Social Media 
platforms today than they have been in the past (Madden, Lenhart, Cortesi, Gasser, Duggan, 
Smith & Beaton, 2013). This implies that the privacy concern have decreased on Social 
Media. Despite the probable decrease, there are still privacy concerns on Social Media 
platforms. Lee and Hong (2016) found that when a user fears that his or her privacy might be 
violated in the form of his or her friends making inferences about her character or viral 
behaviour, the user is unlikely to engage in that particular advertisement. If the user perceives 
that “liking” a specific Social Media advertisement could be observed by the community, the 
user will most likely avoid any behaviour that might feel like it could invade his or her 
privacy. 
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2.4.3 Perceived utility 
	
According to Lin, Paragas, and Bautista (2016), when consumers feel that the perceived 
benefits of an advertisement outweigh the potential risk or sacrifice, they will likely accept 
LBA. Shin and Lin (2016) define perceived utility as “the degree to which a consumer 
believes that there is a benefit to receiving a particular advertising message” (p.5). For 
example, this could be a discount, coupon or information that the consumer perceives as 
useful and beneficial in a particular situation. 
 
According to Ducoffe (1996), the overall attitude is indirectly and directly affected by the 
perceived value of the advertisement. The degree to which a consumer perceives the 
advantages from an advertisement will determine their behavioural response to it. If no value 
is seen in the advertisement, the consumer is likely to ignore or discard it (Merisavo et al., 
2007). Advertising containing relevant information has a positive effect on consumers’ 
willingness to receive advertising messages (Varshney, 2003). Accordingly with the research 
of Ducoffe (1996), the informativeness of an advertisement is therefore greatly related to the 
advertising value. 

2.4.4 Perceived entertainment 
	
Xu, Oh and Teo (2009) report that there is a connection between a better attitude towards 
LBA and a higher level of entertainment. How consumers perceive the entertainment level is 
determined by how fun, entertaining and exciting the media is for the user (Chen & Wells, 
1999). Consumers’ need for pleasure, escapism and emotional release (McQuail, 1983), is 
what makes the entertainment aspect of advertising important, and also what creates value for 
the consumer. According to Shavitt, Lowrey and Haefner (1998), the feeling of enjoyment 
associated with advertising messages account for a key part of the overall attitude towards an 
advertisement. Further, entertaining messages could increase the loyalty among consumers as 
well as add value (Haghirian & Madlberger, 2005). Research has shown a positive 
relationship between the level of entertainment of the LBA message and the perceived value 
(Xu, Oh & Teo, 2009). 
 
For LBA in particular, it has been shown that acceptance is greater when the LBA message is 
perceived as entertaining and useful. However, this accounts for heavy and medium mobile 
users (Shin & Lin, 2016). Since millennials have been found to be heavy users of 
smartphones, we suggest that this is applicable for this generation. 
 
To summarize, there are multiple factors affecting Social Media advertising acceptance in 
general as well as advertising in general. The four variables affecting LBA acceptance in 
general also contain these factors.   
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3. Methodology 
This section will begin with explaining the chosen research methods. The qualitative and 
quantitative methods used will be further explained and discussed. Lastly, the credibility of 
the study is discussed and criticism of the methods used is presented.  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

3.1 Chosen method 
 
For this study, both qualitative and quantitative methods have been used. The qualitative 
method was appropriate in order to get a deeper understanding of millennials’ purpose of 
using Social Media platforms. Little was known about the purpose of using each platform, 
and new and deeper knowledge was needed for comparison between platforms. The 
quantitative method was used to collect information about millennials’ attitudes toward LBA 
on Social Media, in the form of a web-based survey. The results of the quantitative and 
qualitative data could then be discussed and related to one another. Connections between the 
attitudes toward LBA and other influencing factors of each Social Media platform could be 
investigated. The possible linkages were analysed and supported by secondary sources. In 
order to limit the researcher bias, it was important to use both primary and secondary sources 
(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). 

In Model 1, a visual description of our method is presented. The primary data was composed 
of qualitative data in the form of a focus group and quantitative data in the form of a survey. 
Both data collection methods will be explained further. The secondary data in this study 
concluded prior research in the field of attitudes towards advertising in general and mobile 
advertising, location-based advertising and Social Media advertising as well as theories about 
the purpose of using Social Media in particular. The previous findings in attitudes towards 
advertising laid the foundation for the configuration of the primary data, and the 
questionnaire statements were based on these premises. The secondary data was also used to 
support the primary data when all results were analysed and discussed.  
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Model 1.  Method process (own construction) 
 

3.2 Qualitative method 
 
A qualitative method was used in order to get a further explanation for why millennials use 
the four Social Media platforms in this study (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn and Snapchat). 
An explanatory approach was used to gain knowledge about why this phenomenon occurs 
(Ritchie, Lewis, Nicholls & Ormson, 2013). The phenomena in question, is the usage of all 
four platforms. Using a qualitative method facilitates the examination of a subject in depth 
and can provide an explanation about what lies behind a behaviour, decision or attitude 
(Ritchie et al., 2013).  
 
Further, a qualitative method was needed since little or not up-to-date data could be found on 
millennials thoughts and reasons for using the selected Social Media platforms. A deeper 
understanding of the differences between the selected platforms was needed. Because of this, 
an open discussion in the form of a focus group seemed most appropriate. A focus group 
would allow the participants to talk freely, instead of being limited by the interviewer’s 
questions. 

3.2.1 Focus group 
 
The intention of using a focus group was to let the participants freely discuss their thoughts, 
opinions and purposes of using the four Social Media platforms, with the desired outcome of 
gaining new information about the purpose as well as how millennials compare them against 
each other. The reason for using a focus group is to allow the participants to not be limited by 
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questions, and also with intent to evoke thoughts, opinions and feelings between the 
participants (Kawamura & Morgan, 1998). Collectively, the participants could give more 
information about why they use Social Media, than separately in e.g. an interview. However, 
a downside with a focus group is that it might limit the participants to freely talk about their 
thoughts if e.g. they think that the group might not agree or it is perceived embarrassing to 
express a certain thought. This is why it is important to make all participants in the group feel 
comfortable so that they can truly express everything that is on their mind (Kawamura & 
Morgan, 1998). To achieve this, the setting of the focus group was in formal resembling a 
normal conversation among friends about Social Media. The focus group started with 
presenting the topic of conversation for the participants, which was the purpose of using 
Social Media. Some guidance was needed by the moderator, such as asking the participants 
to further explain their thoughts, or ask the participants to talk about a certain platform, e.g. 
Facebook.  

3.2.2 Sample 
 
To qualify as a respondent in this study, the participants had to meet several criteria. The first 
criterion was to be a member of the millennial generation in Sweden, since the study is 
limited to this particular group. This required all participants to be born between 1980 and 
2000 (Statistikdatabasen, 2017), and live in Sweden. A second criterion was to only include 
heavy users of Social Media. An assumption was made that heavy users of Social Media 
platforms could discuss their attitudes, feelings and purposes of all these platforms more 
thoroughly than people who use them more seldom. Another reason for only including heavy 
users of Social Media is that the millennial generation are the heaviest users of Social Media 
(Statista, 2014), which makes the participants more representative of the millennial 
generation. The last criterion was set to only include people who had been active on all four 
Social Media platforms examined in this study for at least six months. Excluding people who 
are not very familiar with all platforms was decided with an argument that they would not 
have as much experiences, thoughts and opinions to share about all platforms. Since the 
compositions of focus groups are often based on homogeneity (Kawamura & Morgan, 1998), 
four acquaintances were chosen to participate through purposive sampling. All participants in 
the focus group are presented in Table 1.  

 

	 Respondent	1	 Respondent	2	 Respondent	3	 Respondent	4	

Age	 19	 23	 27	 22	

Sex	 Female	 Female	 Female	 Female	

Social	Media		
Usage	 Heavy	 Heavy	 Heavy	 Heavy	

 
Table 1. Participants of focus group 
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3.2.3 Analysis of focus group 
	
The focus group was recorded and then transcribed. To facilitate for the participants to 
express their thoughts, the focus group was held in their primary language, Swedish. An 
assumption was made that having a discussion in a second language might limit the 
expression of thoughts, opinions and feelings and important data could be lost. The transcript 
was written in Swedish. A translation to English of the whole transcript was done in two 
steps to make it as accurate and fair as possible. In addition, the translation process was done 
by two people independently to increase the accuracy.  

All data was later analysed and categorized into the four Social Media platforms and key 
statements were highlighted for the empirical data presentation. As support for the key 
statements, some quotations were pulled from the translated transcript of the focus group. 

3.3 Quantitative method 
 
Prior research has found variables determining the reasons to why consumers avoid or accept 
location-based advertising as well as Social Media advertising. It is already known what 
factors are behind their opinions and feelings towards LBA in general, which is why a 
quantitative study has been used to determine if any differences in the attitudes toward LBA 
can be found between selected Social Media platforms. When variables explaining what a 
phenomenon is or why it occurs, are already known, a quantitative study is more appropriate 
to answer the question “How many?”. In this study, “How many?” refers to how many 
respondents agree or disagree with our statements about LBA on different Social Media 
platforms (Cirt.gcu.edu, 2017). When calculating how many respondents feel a certain way, 
possible differences between the chosen Social Media platforms and the determining 
variables could be observed. This method provided a numeric description of trends and 
opinions regarding the overall attitude towards LBA on Social Media platforms. A 
quantitative method also has the advantage of being able to use a smaller group of people in 
order to make generalized conclusions about a broader group of people (Kothari, 2004). This 
minimized both time and effort of the study.  

3.3.1 Survey 
 
A self-completed web-based survey was one of the chosen forms of primary data collection. 
According to Wright (2005), some of the advantages with online survey research over offline 
include access to unique populations as well as being very time and cost effective. It is free 
from interviewer bias, since the respondents answer the questions in their own words without 
contact with the researcher. This method is also preferred since it gives the respondents 
adequate time to provide well thought out answers (Kothari, 2004). Further, the survey aimed 
to be as short and concise as possible to not make the respondents impatient, bored or tired. 
 
The variables tested were those proven by previous research to affect LBA acceptance and 
avoidance in general (Shin & Lin, 2016); perceived goal impediment, perceived sacrifice, 
perceived utility and perceived entertainment. Even though the two loss factors measured 
(perceived goal impediment and perceived sacrifice) refer to LBA avoidance, the outcome of 
measuring these factors could be seen as opposite to LBA acceptance. Every variable was 
measured on each Social Media platform. The respondents were asked to provide an opinion 
on different statements. Each statement represented one variable, with a total of four 
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statements. The respondents were asked to select an option on a five point Likert-scale, 
ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. To facilitate the process of filling out 
the survey, the questions were formed in a way that choosing the option “5” on a Likert-scale 
always meant throughout the whole survey a strongly agreement with the above statement. 
This was done with the assumption that not being consistent with the way all questions were 
presented could confuse respondents filling out the survey.  
 
The four Social Media platforms had separate Likert-scales below each of the four 
statements. Using this type of scale is preferred when measuring attitudes and opinions 
(Bowling, 1997), which was appropriate for this study to detect possible differences in 
acceptance of LBA between the platforms. The Likert-scale also offers the opportunity to 
give a neutral response. In addition to the four statements, there was one question covering 
the overall attitude towards LBA on Social Media. The purpose of including this question 
was to achieve an overall view of the attitude, and a comparison to other data collected in the 
survey. A question in the beginning of the survey covered which of the selected platforms the 
respondent used. This question was included since a criterion was for all respondents to use 
all four platforms. Having this question would make it possible to exclude respondent who 
did not meet this criterion.  
 
The survey was written in English and all respondents were from Sweden, which meant that 
the questions were not conducted in their primary language. A choice had to be made 
between the translation of keywords to Swedish with the possibility of losing the meaning of 
the word in wrongly made translations, or to conduct the survey in a secondary language. 
This could result in a misunderstanding of the questions. The keywords included in the 
statements derived directly from prior research written in English. The risk of wrongly made 
translations were high, taking into account that a translation back to English would be needed 
since this study is conducted in English. Both cases had positive and negative aspects that 
were thoroughly considered before a decision was made. Millennials in Sweden have a high 
proficiency in both reading and writing in English (EF English Proficiency Index, 2016), an 
argument that was determined to overweigh the risk of errors in translation. The language 
was adopted to fit the targeted group, and further explanations were provided to words that 
might be interpreted in multiple ways or are uncommon in everyday language.  
 
Kothari (2004) argues the profitability of conducting a pilot study in order to test the 
questionnaire and reveal any potential weaknesses. The questionnaire may then be edited 
based on the results of the pilot study. People within the millennial cohort were asked to 
complete the survey and give feedback about errors and usability satisfaction. The survey 
was later improved and the final draft was sent out to the sample group.  

3.3.2 Sample 
 
The target group for this study was the millennial generation. According to Statistikdatabasen 
(2017) there are 2 687 096 people in Sweden born between the years 1980 and 2000. This 
group counts for a major part of the demographic spectra and are the heaviest users of mobile 
devices with 98% ownership. Taking this into account, the total population for this study 
boils down to approximately 2 633 354 people.  
 
Kothari (2004) suggests that an ideal sample is efficient, representative, flexible and reliable. 
When determining the sample size for the study, the desired precision was decided and 
acceptable confidence level estimated. A 95% confidence level was chosen with an argument 
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that it could still give enough accuracy to draw conclusions. Further, the confidence interval 
of 8.0 was chosen, requiring at least 150 answers from the quantitative data collection. Since 
we knew that some respondents would not use all platforms measured, we estimated that we 
would have some invalid responses, requiring a greater amount of respondents of the survey 
in total. 201 responses were collected, with 163 valid, making the confidence interval 7,68. 
The selection process for the sample group was through convenience sampling, which refers 
to a sample selection based on the difficulties to access the entire population.  

All respondents were contacted through various online communication channels, i.e. forums, 
Social Media platforms and email. It was necessary to vary the channel of contact to not only 
include millennials that are too homogeneous, e.g. with the same interests. This was done in 
order to give the research a more accurate representation of the millennial population in 
Sweden. 
 
For the pilot study, eight people were chosen to fill out the survey and give feedback. Four 
people who work with advertising in some way were chosen with the argument that they have 
prior experiences in the field and could give great input of our measurements and statements. 
Further, four people of the millennial population were also asked to fill out the survey. They 
were chosen with the criteria of being a member of the chosen population for this study, and 
therefore representative for the study. 

3.3.3 Analysis of survey 
 
The analysis of the collected data from the web-based survey was exported to Excel, where 
the data later was sorted and organized. All calculations and diagrams were created in Excel 
as well. The data was analysed in two steps to make sure all inputs of numbers in the 
mathematical calculations were done correctly. A table was created with the purpose of 
providing a better overview of all quantitative data. This overview made it easier to analyse 
the quantitative data together with the qualitative data to spot possible patterns and 
connections. A second overview was later created, where the same data was presented in a 
diagram as well as in a table with percentages. This was also done to facilitate the total 
overview of all quantitative data.  
 
Since two of the variables in the questionnaire were positively keyed aspects of LBA 
(perceived entertainment and perceived utility), where an agreement with a statement would 
mean that the person in question gains something, is not directly comparable to an agreement 
with the two negatively keyed aspects (perceived sacrifice and perceived goal impediment), 
where an agreement would mean a loss. In order to rank the four Social Media platforms after 
the highest acceptance of LBA, reverse-coding of the negatively-keyed variables was done. 
For example, the answer 1 on the Likert-scale was reverse-coded to 5 etc. Thereafter 
numerical values ranking the overall attitude towards LBA on each Social Media platform 
could be observed.  

3.4 Credibility 
 
To raise the credibility of the study, the goal was to have as high validity and reliability as 
possible. The reliability is defined by Joppe (2000), as “the extent to which results are 
consistent over time and an accurate representation of the total population under study is 
referred to as reliability and if the results of a study can be reproduced under a similar 
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methodology, then the research instrument is considered to be reliable” (p.1). To increase the 
reliability in this study, the sample was selected with the criteria of being as representative of 
the whole population as possible. Respondents of all ages in the millennial cohort have been 
included in the study, and a standard of error and population mean have been calculated to 
estimate, with a confidence level of 95%, how the whole millennial population would have 
answered. This has increased the reliability of the study. Further, the results from both the 
focus group and the survey has been independently organized and analysed by two people, in 
order to see if the conclusions are interpreted the same way. The external reliability was 
proved by consistency in the interpretation of data in this study.  
 

The validity determines whether the research truly measures that which it was 
intended to measure or how truthful the research results are. In other words, does the 
research instrument allow you to hit “the bull’s eye” of your research object? 
Researchers generally determine validity by asking a series of questions, and will 
often look for the answers in the research of others (Joppe, 2000:1) 

 
To increase the validity of this study, a pilot study was first conducted in order to overview 
the result and see if the survey measured what was intended to measure. Small adjustments 
were made, before sending out the real study to the whole sample.  
 
Kothari (2004) describes criterion-related validity as the correlation between the test results 
and the results of another measure of known validity. The results of this study were therefore 
compared to the results and measurements of prior research in the field that had a high 
validity, in order to raise the validity of this study.  

3.5 Methodology criticism 
 
A point of criticism involving the focus group is that it consisted of only four people and all 
were female. It could be discussed if including males would have changed the results. 
However, the circumstances surrounding the making this study made it difficult to reach 
Swedish males in the millennial cohort willing to participate. Further criticism is to only have 
one focus group since Kitzinger (1995), states that more than one are most common when 
conducting focus groups. However, a decision was made to only have one, since a good 
amount of in-depth data was collected and could be supported by secondary sources. The 
latter, was also applied as an argument against the fact that only females participated. The 
results may also have been affected by the translation of the transcript, but necessary 
precautions were taken in order to limit the negative effects this might have had.   
 
The survey had 163 respondents, and one could argue that having a higher number of 
respondents could make the study more reliable. However, since all Social Media platforms 
are continuously updating and improving features in their mobile applications, the study had 
to be conducted within a shorter time frame. Conducting the study in a longer time frame 
would have made the results incomparable to each other due to the possible changes in 
features inside the applications. This limited the number of respondents that was possible to 
reach within the short time frame. 
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4. Empirical Data 
 
In this part we will present the results of the quantitative data from the web-based survey as 
well as the qualitative data from the focus group.  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

4.1 Quantitative Data  
 
As previously mentioned the quantitative data for this study was in the form of a self-
completed web-based survey. The survey generated 201 answers, with 163 considered as 
valid. The reason for this was because 38 of the respondent only used three or less of the 
Social Media platforms studied, meaning that a true comparison regarding the attitudes of 
LBA on all four platforms was not possible if involving these respondents. Comparing the 
four Social Media platforms against each other with different amount of respondents on each 
would not give an accurate picture.  

4.1.1 Results of Statements 
 
The first variable was perceived sacrifice and measured through statement 1 (Appendix A). 
The results showed the highest mean value for Facebook followed by Instagram, Snapchat 
and LinkedIn. Facebook was the only platform that in average had higher agreement than 
disagreement with a mean value of 3,12. LinkedIn received the lowest average value on the 
scale (2,44), meaning the highest level of disagreement of all platforms.  
 
The second variable was perceived entertainment and measured through statement 2 
(Appendix A). The results showed the highest mean value for Facebook followed by 
LinkedIn, Instagram and Snapchat. Snapchat was the only platform with a mode value of 1, 
representing 36% of the answers, meaning that over a third of respondents strongly disagree 
with perceiving entertainment of LBA on Snapchat. However, the variations between the 
average means were very small (Facebook: 2,58 and Snapchat: 2,39). The mean values of 
each Social Media platform on statement 2 all pointed towards an opinion of disagreement to 
perceiving entertainment when confronted with LBA on the platforms.  
 
The third variable was perceived utility and measured through statement 3 (Appendix A). 
The results showed the highest mean value for Facebook followed by LinkedIn, Instagram 
and Snapchat. 42 % of respondents strongly disagreed with perceiving utility and value of 
LBA on Snapchat. The highest mode value for Facebook was 4, which stands for an 
agreement with the statement. Instagram also showed a high number of respondents 
answering 4. The mean values of each Social Media platform on statement 3, all pointed 
towards an opinion of disagreement to perceiving utility when confronted with LBA on the 
platforms.  
 
The fourth variable was perceived goal impediment and measured through statement 4 
(Appendix A). The results showed the highest mean value for both Facebook and Instagram, 
followed by Snapchat and LinkedIn. The mode value was 3 on all the platforms, meaning the 
respondents neither agreeing nor disagreeing on whether their goals were interrupted by LBA  
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when using the platforms. Although, the mean values of each Social Media platform on 
statement 4, all pointed towards an opinion of disagreement to perceiving goal impediment 
when confronted with LBA on the platforms.  

4.1.2 Result of general attitude towards LBA 
 
The mean value of the general attitude towards LBA was 2,94, which translates to a more 
negative than positive attitude. The results show some variety in opinions with 36% having 
an overall negative attitude and 29% a positive attitude (Appendix B). The mode value was 3, 
translating to a neutral attitude towards LBA.  

4.1.3 Estimated Population Mean and Standard Error 
 
In Table 2, the standard error and population mean are presented. All answers measured have 
a standard error within the interval of 1,13 and 1,41 (Appendix D). The estimated population 
mean is within a range of 0,17 and 0,21. With 95% confidence interval, we know that the 
majority of the millennial population would have answered in the range presented in Table 2. 
Further, of all measured variables on each platform, the majority of the answers are close to 3 
for the population. This number stands for neither an agreement nor disagreement. However, 
it is observed that many of the results is more on the disagreement side than on the agreement 
side.   
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SAMPLE MEAN ESTIMATED POPULATION MEAN 

Perceived Sacrifice 
   

Facebook 3,12 3,12 ± 0,20 

Snapchat 2,58 2,58 ± 0,21 

LinkedIn 2,44 2,44 ± 0,18 

Instagram 3,00 3,00 ± 0,20 

Perceived Entertainment 
   

Facebook 2,58 2,58 ± 0,19 

Snapchat 2,39 2,39 ± 0,21 

LinkedIn 2,53 2,53 ± 0,19 

Instagram 2,45 2,45 ± 0,18 

Perceived Utility 
   

Facebook 2,90 2,90 ± 0,20 

Snapchat 2,27 2,27 ± 0,20 

LinkedIn 2,78 2,78 ± 0,21 

Instagram 2,58 2,58 ± 0,20 

Perceived Goal Impediment 
   

Facebook 2,88 2,88 ± 0,21 

Snapchat 2,71 2,71 ± 0,21 

LinkedIn 2,44 2,44 ± 0,20 

Instagram 2,88 2,88 ± 0,21 

General Attitude 
   

 
2,94 2,94 ± 0,17 

 
Table 2. Estimated population mean (n=163) 
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4.1.4 Total scores after reverse-coded sample means  
 
As mentioned in the methodology, the negatively keyed variables were reverse-coded in 
order to calculate a total score on each Social Media platform (Appendix E). The results of 
the total scores when adding the mean values of each variable can be observed in Table 3. 
The ranking of the most favourable platform in terms of LBA acceptance is as follows; 
LinkedIn, Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram.   
	

		 LinkedIn	 Facebook	 Snapchat	 Instagram		

Perceived	Sacrifice	 3,56	 2,88	 3,42	 3,00	

Perceived	Entertainment	 2,53	 2,58	 2,39	 2,45	
Perceived	Utility	 2,78	 2,9	 2,27	 2,58	

Perceived	Goal	Impediment	 3,56	 3,12	 3,29	 3,12	

Total	Score	 12,43	 11,48	 11,37	 11,15	
 
Table 3. Total score (n=163) 

4.2 Qualitative data 

4.2.1 Facebook 
 
The participants of the focus group stated that they all primary use the chat function on 
Facebook, which is called Messenger. Through this they communicate with friends as an 
alternative to texting. They all agreed that Facebook was mainly used since it provided 
various types of information, such as what is happening in the lives of old friends and 
acquaintances. Also information about companies or events. The app helps them keep in 
touch with people. Respondent 1 says: 
 
“I go to Facebook when I’m looking for information, like new brands or companies’ opening 
hours. It’s easy to see if there’s an event nearby and to see what my friends have attended or 
commented on since it comes up in the feed.”  
 
The Facebook app was often used to socialize and as a time kill. The only time they would 
publicly share content or information on the app would be in closed groups and stated they 
would rarely post anything on their wall or interact publicly with friends. The reason for this 
was because they felt more exposed on Facebook, since actions would be seen by other 
friends and end up on their news feeds. They also wanted their profiles to be quite private, 
and only display the most fundamental information such as where they live and study. Not 
much effort was put into updating it regularly. Respondent 3 explains: 
 
“I would never post anything on Facebook, and I set it up so no one can post anything on my 
profile either. I have so many friends and I don’t want things I do on Facebook to come up on 
other people’s feeds. That’s why I only share videos and stuff in private groups or on 
messenger with friends.”  
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4.2.2 Instagram 
 
The participants mainly used Instagram to get a glimpse of other people’s lives, mostly 
friends but also influencers. All the respondents would use the app daily as a time kill when 
bored. They would scroll the feed to get inspiration or keep up to date with friends. They 
stated to be considerably more interactive on the news feed of Instagram than on Facebook. 
They would post pictures mainly projecting the good and fun side of their lives, and seek 
confirmation in the form of likes. The images would be well thought out and often not be 
posted in the moment, since they would edit them beforehand. They would also engage in 
liking and commenting other people’s pictures, primarily friends’ but sometimes also 
influencers’. 
 
When it comes to seeking information they felt that Facebook provided more factual 
information, while Instagram provided more inspirational. This was explained by looking at 
the location tag of a restaurant to get a visual understanding of the menu by other people’s 
posts. The chat and “Stories” function would be used very seldom. The respondents discussed 
among each other the fact that their actions on the Instagram news feed felt more concealed 
to the other users than those on Facebook, which was why they felt more comfortable in 
taking a more interactive part of the platform. Respondent 2 says: 
 
“I probably follow at least 100 different “inspo” accounts for fashion, fitness, home decor, 
pop culture and humour. It’s great because you get a lot of tips and inspiration from brands 
and companies.”   

4.2.3 LinkedIn 
 
Of all discussed platforms, LinkedIn was the only platform to which participants said had a 
more professional purpose of use. LinkedIn was used when trying to find or apply for a job, 
showing others how your career is going and find contact details to companies. Further, the 
participants also said that they often use LinkedIn to look up successful people in their own 
vertical, learn more about the overall vertical which one is active and look up companies in 
the sense of being a possible future employee.  
 
Compared to Facebook, Instagram and Snapchat, they collectively say that they are more 
observers of content than creating their own content and posting on LinkedIn. Another 
purpose of using LinkedIn is to scroll through the news feed, and read relevant and 
interesting posts and articles that has to do with work, an industry which they find interesting, 
new technology and innovations as well as contacts posting about jobs or other opportunities. 
Respondent 4 explains: 
 
“LinkedIn is like my online CV. It’s my main way of finding information about new jobs and 
keeping updated on professionals in my field. I’m not really that personal on LinkedIn, 
everything is more on a professional level.”  

4.2.4 Snapchat 
 
The participants stated that this platform was mainly used with the purpose of entertainment 
rather than anything else. The main activity involved communication with close friends 
through images and videos. The participants didn’t think of the application as an informative 
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Social Media platform, and very rarely used it to seek, read or view information from people 
they do not know or companies. Respondent 1 says: 
 
“I think Snap is the most fun Social Media app around right now since it’s so relaxed. You 
can send anything and not think about making it look pretty, it’s more about posting exactly 
what I’m doing right now. On a night out I’ll usually film everything we’re doing without 
really thinking twice about it.”  
 
Some of the participants emphasized that Snapchat is a more relaxed and not as serious 
Social Media platform, unlike e.g. LinkedIn. The function of all videos and pictures being 
automatically deleted after being viewed has a great impact on them being more careless and 
brave with what they send to others. The respondents also emphasized that this function also 
makes this application being used more in the purpose of live updating their everyday life, 
compared to other Social Media where pictures stay “forever”. The “Stories” function is also 
used a lot, to tell people what you have been doing or post funny videos and/or pictures. 
“Discover” where companies post editorials, is rarely or never viewed. Overall, the purpose 
of usage is entertainment and as a time-kill.  
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5. Analysis and discussion 
 
In this section, an analysis connecting the theories, quantitative data and qualitative data has 
been made. A discussion has taken place regarding the observed differences in LBA 
acceptance between the Social Media platforms as well as the factors influencing the LBA 
acceptance.  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

5.1 Perceived Sacrifice  
 
Shin and Lin (2016) found that when consumers feel a lack of control over their own 
information being used, it will likely result in negative attitudes towards LBA. According to 
Gao, Sultan and Rohm (2010), there is a positive relationship between risk acceptance and 
the willingness to provide information to companies, e.g. real-time location. A network that is 
perceived as more public, could involve a greater risk. Research says that young consumers 
are more risk taking and willing to share personal data compared other generations (Madden 
et al., 2013). The risk acceptance is therefore higher, in turn making the sacrifice millennials 
perceive when providing geographical data to companies lower.  
 
On more publicly perceived platforms, users see a greater risk in engaging in advertisements 
and are more likely to disregard them (Lee & Hong, 2016). Facebook and Instagram scored 
the highest and were also reviewed as the most public, whereas Snapchat and LinkedIn 
scored the lowest and were reviewed as the least public. The quantitative data revealed that 
Facebook was the only platform that on average had a higher agreement than disagreement 
on the perceived sacrifice of LBA. Due to the public nature of Facebook, this could be related 
to the greater perceived risk engaging in advertisements such as LBA. This logic can be 
applied on all platforms (e.g. Snapchat’s low score and the perception of it being more of a 
private platform).  
 
Shin and Lin (2016) found that LBA delivered in an unsuitable context could evoke feelings 
of sacrifice. An unsuitable context could be when LBA is delivered when not expected and 
could cause negative feelings of annoyance and irritation (Shin & Lin, 2016; Ström et al., 
2014). Snapchat is built around the concept of real-time location (Snapchat, n.d.), which 
could result in users being less surprised when exposed to LBA compared to Instagram or 
Facebook. When location is incorporated in the fundamental purpose of the application, 
usage of location data for advertising could be perceived as less irritating. LinkedIn had the 
lowest average score on perceived sacrifice. One of the main purposes of the application is 
job searching (presumably in a near geographical area). Because of this, the context may not 
be perceived as unsuitable, resulting in a low score on perceived sacrifice. 

5.2 Perceived Entertainment 
 
Advertising on Social Media in general, and LBA in particular is accepted when the 
advertisement is perceived as entertaining (Hadija et al., 2012; Xu et al., 2009). All four 
Social Media platforms scored below the mean value of 3 when measuring 
perceived entertainment (Appendix A), resulting in a general disagreement of perceiving 
entertainment from LBA. In other words, the location aspect of advertisements on these 
Social Media platforms is not perceived as entertaining for the majority of the users. 
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According to Shin and Lin (2016), when perceived entertainment is high, the LBA 
acceptance is greater. This implies that the LBA acceptance on all platforms in this study has 
a lesser level of acceptance.  
 
McQuail (1983), stresses that consumers’ need for escapism, emotional release and pleasure 
is what makes the entertainment aspect of advertising important. This relates to millennials 
using Social Media as a time-kill due to boredom, which was revealed in the focus group. It 
can also be connected to Utz’s et al., (2015) theory that states that one reason for using 
Snapchat and Facebook was for distraction. Facebook received the highest average score on 
perceived entertainment compared to the other platforms. LinkedIn got the second highest 
score followed by Instagram. Connecting all these theories to the result from this study where 
the perceived entertainment was low for LBA, one can assume that the LBA is simply not 
entertaining enough. When the perceived entertainment is too low, it is negative for the 
overall LBA acceptance, which affects the overall attitude towards LBA. 
 
Interestingly, Snapchat that has the main purpose of entertainment received the lowest score 
of perceived entertainment from LBA. Over a third of respondents strongly disagreed with 
perceiving entertainment of LBA on Snapchat. This could have multiple causes. As 
previously stated, the LBA might not have been entertaining enough from a location 
perspective. Another possible reason could be that the other content is seen as more 
entertaining than the location aspect of the advertisements. It might be viewed as more 
valuable and fun to consume the original content, which is the reason why people use 
Snapchat in the first place. Looking from another perspective, the entertainment level on 
LBA should have been higher because of the co-creation element in LBA on Snapchat. In 
theory, due to the fundamental entertainment factor of co-creating the advertisements (i.e. 
sponsored lenses and geo-filters), people should have rated this variable higher. However, 
this study cannot determine whether the other two causes had a heavier negative impact on 
the result, or if the co-creation aspect was actually perceived as negative as well.  

5.3 Perceived Utility 
 
All four Social Media platforms scored below the mean value of 3 on this variable, meaning a 
general disagreement on perceiving utility from LBA. Facebook scored the highest perceived 
utility of all the platforms, although still not a very high value. The purpose of Facebook was 
to a greater extent than the other three platforms, used to find factual information about 
companies, organisations or events. This could be an explanation for the highest score on the 
perceived utility variable. Location-based advertisements could be seen as helpful, since 
users already turn to the Facebook application when seeking information of different sorts.  
 
However, great variations between opinions were observed. 40% agreed with perceiving 
utility and 38% disagreed (Appendix A). Shin and Lin (2016) define perceived utility as “the 
degree to which a consumer believes that there is a benefit to receiving a particular 
advertising message”. A disagreement with perceiving utility of LBA could be explained by 
either poor location targeting which brings no value, or simply general irrelevance of the 
advertisement itself. It is important to emphasize that 40% of the respondents found utility in 
the LBA messages on Facebook. This implies that these respondents feel that the LBA on 
Facebook is in line with their interest. An explanation for the indecisiveness of the results 
could be different experiences of LBA, i.e. earlier experiences on how well the targeting 
through geographical data have been executed in order to be considered valuable. Another 
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explanation could be different experiences regarding the relevance of the advertisement itself, 
meaning how well it fits the personal interest of a particular consumer.  
 
LinkedIn scored the second highest on this variable. Since LinkedIn’s purpose is strongly 
related to information seeking about new jobs and companies, advertisements involving 
useful professional information can be seen as providing the users with value. With such a 
niched purpose, one could assume that the advertisements would be targeted more accurately 
with higher relevancy, resulting in a higher perceived utility. This could be one reason for 
scoring higher than Instagram and Snapchat. However, the results still displayed that less 
people found utility in LBA than people who did not.  
 
Instagram, which is also used for information seeking (although in a more inspirational 
sense) scored just under LinkedIn on perceived utility. Important to emphasize is that 
Instagram is often used for other purposes than seeking information. Snapchat scored 
considerably lower on perceived utility than the other platforms and was also the only 
platform not at all used to find information. Receiving information when not requested could 
make it irrelevant. Hence, the low perceived utility.  
 
To sum up, a connection between the extent the purpose is information seeking on the 
platform and the level of perceived utility could be observed. The more a platform was used 
to find information, the higher perceived utility of LBA.   

5.4 Perceived Goal Impediment 
 
Soares and Pinho (2014), state that it is important to not disrupt the primary goals of 
consumers of the social networks. The results of the quantitative data measuring the 
perceived goal impediment of LBA, on average showed no opinion or a disagreement on all 
Social Media platforms (Appendix A). Cho and Cheon (2004), state that a high interference 
with the goals of a consumer can cause negative reactions towards the advertisements. The 
result from this study can therefore be viewed as higher LBA acceptance for all platforms.  
 
Low perceived goal impediment, could be explained by Hadija et al. (2012). Advertisement 
on Social Media is often overlooked due to the users easy distraction by other content. If 
consumers look past the advertisements when scrolling, they are most likely not interrupted 
by them. Another explanation is that the respondents feel that the LBA is somewhere in line 
with their goals of using the platform, and therefore not goal interfering. Looking at the 
result, we can conclude that the LBA acceptance on all the platforms is affected by either one 
of these two explanations.  
 
LinkedIn received the lowest average score on perceived goal impediment. This could 
suggest that the goal and purpose for using the platform is more consistent with the location-
aspect of advertisements than on the other platforms tested in this study. The quantitative data 
found the main purpose of LinkedIn to be job searching, building a professional network and 
keeping updated with industry news. Work-related advertisements about companies near the 
consumers could be seen as in line with their goals of using the application and therefore not 
goal interruptive.  
 
In contrast to the above stated, LinkedIn could also be the platform where advertisements are 
the most overlooked, resulting in the lowest perceived goal impediment. Since the purpose of 
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LinkedIn was found to be solely professional and therefore relatively invariable, it could be 
discussed that LinkedIn also has a more straightforward and solid goal with the platform. 
Hadija et al. (2012), state that users on Social Media might ignore advertising in favour of 
more interesting content. With a more straightforward goal, users might to a higher extent, 
only noticing content that is interesting and in-line with this narrow purpose. Because of this 
reason LBA may go unnoticed in the users’ feeds, and therefore not be perceived as goal 
interfering.  
 
Snapchat received the second lowest average score on perceived goal impediment. This 
implies that LBA is not goal disruptive on this platform either, but more so than on LinkedIn. 
The main purpose of Snapchat was for entertainment and communication with friends. For 
example, if LBA in the form of a sponsored lens is part of the standard snap lens library, it 
may not feel as disruptive of using the other lenses, which could explain the low score. 
 
Facebook and Instagram received the same average score on perceived goal impediment, 
which were the highest of all the platforms, although still not perceived as goal 
disruptive.  As previously discussed, the location-based advertisements on Facebook and 
Instagram must be the least in line with the goals of the platforms, compared to LinkedIn and 
Snapchat, or have LBA that are the most noticed and therefore perceived as goal interfering. 
 
Another connection between the highest perceived goal impediment and purpose of usage is 
seen. Facebook and Instagram, which received the highest perceived goal impediment are 
also the two platforms with more diffuse purposes of usage. Users tend to read, watch and 
interact with many different types of content on these platforms. This could result in LBA 
being less overlooked and more noticed. One could argue that LBA content that is noticed 
more, could be viewed as more goal interfering, solely because of the nature of knowing it is 
present more often. 

5.5 The general attitude towards LBA on Social Media 
 
In general, the attitude towards LBA is negative (Shin & Lin, 2016; Merisavo et al., 2007). 
The results from this study confirm this to a certain degree, with a mean value of 2.94. This 
value is translated to a more negative than positive attitude towards LBA on Social Media.  
 
However, the results turned out to be quite indecisive among the respondents of the 
quantitative study. The total percentage of respondents with a positive attitude in the study 
was found to be 29% opposed to 36% with a negative attitude. 36% of the respondents were 
neutral in the question. It could be discussed if those respondents who were neutral in their 
response did have neither a positive nor a negative attitude, or simply that they do not know. 
This high value on a neutral response makes it difficult to pinpoint the overall attitude on the 
scale. It could imply that the attitude towards LBA is not as negative as prior research states, 
(Kapadia, 2015) and many millennials are beginning to have a neutral attitude towards it. 
Prior research does not cover LBA on Social Media. It could be suggested that the attitudes 
towards LBA on Social Media differ from the attitude towards LBA in general.  
 
The variables measured in this study were solely based on the previous research done in the 
area of LBA acceptance and avoidance. These four variables were proven to have an effect 
on the attitudes towards LBA in general. Since there are different ways of using LBA, an 
interesting reflection is whether these variables of measuring LBA are fully transmittable on 
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Social Media. There is a possibility that the Social Media landscape is too distinctive, 
resulting in a different set of determining variables for the attitude towards LBA. All four 
variables may not be applicable, or adding more variables may be needed for a more correct 
result of the attitudes. An imaginable impact could have been the social belonging factor, 
relatively unique to social networks and therefore not taken into consideration by the 
previous researchers.  
 
The Social Presence theory explains that people join social networks because they want to be 
where everyone else is (Short et al., 1976). It also allows users to fulfil their needs and wants 
of human interaction, and is connected to Social Media being used as a way of seeking 
approval and support of others (Urista et al., 2008). Individuals on social networks view 
themselves as members of a larger group, and will develop common intentions towards the 
advertising on the Social Media platform (Soares & Pinho, 2014). If the group intention 
towards an advertisement is positive, it will have a positive impact on the user’s perceived 
relevance and value of the advertisement. Meaning that in general, advertisements on the 
platforms measured in this study are affected by the intentions of an individual's surrounding 
networks. If this affects the attitude towards LBA on Social Media is most likely but to an 
unknown degree. The social belonging factor must have impacted the attitudes of LBA on 
Social Media to become more neutral than the previous research of LBA in general. It could 
be suggested that a group with many common characteristics, such as the millennials, have 
similar intentions towards LBA on Social Media. However, since the study found variations 
in the general attitudes towards LBA on Social Media as a whole, it could be possible that 
Soares and Pinho’s (2014) theory may only be applicable on individual platforms and thereby 
smaller networks of people and intentions. However, still suggesting that it is an important 
factor in the overall attitude for individuals. 

5.6 Differences between Social Media platforms and total score ranking 
 
From this study, differences in LBA acceptance between the Social Media platforms are 
observed. When adding the total scores of each variable and Social Media platform, the 
following order suggests the ranking of acceptance towards location-based advertising 
(Appendix F). The ranking suggest that LinkedIn is the platform where millennials are more 
likely to accept LBA. Several reasons for this result have been discussed. 
 

1. LinkedIn 
2. Facebook 
3. Snapchat 
4. Instagram 

 
As Hollensen (2014) states, the most fundamental factors in successful marketing is to have 
the right content shown to the right person, at the right time and in the right place. With LBA 
on these Social Media platforms, it could be assumed that LinkedIn is the one platform most 
successful in implementing the LBA in a way where it is considered right time and right 
place.  
 
Further, these differences can be explained by the purpose of using the applications as earlier 
discussed. How a Social Media platform is constructed could be an explaining factor for why 
these differences in acceptance of LBA are seen. For example, the fundamental purpose of 
Snapchat is to send pictures and short videos to friends. It may be, since Snapchat scored 
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second last, that this has to do with millennials lesser acceptance towards LBA messages of 
this nature. Less information in the form of text might be connected to the location aspect in a 
way where less text is viewed as more negative. As prior research show, utility and 
information are variables determining the overall acceptance towards LBA (Shin & Lin, 
2016). This connection could be supported by the total ranking of the application, where the 
two most accepted platforms are built more around information in the form of text.  
 
There is a connection between the construction and function of the application itself and the 
reason for why millennials use the application, as well as the nature of how LBA works. This 
means that an advertising message that is targeted towards people in a specific location might 
be more appropriate on an application where the location element is already an important 
factor for using the platform. However, this argument does not match the above ranking. 
Snapchat and LinkedIn are the two platforms that are seen by millennials as more built 
around the purpose of location, where the location aspect in the application is more 
important. Since this is only one part of the total score, we suggest that it had an influence on 
Snapchat, although not enough for a higher ranking, since other negative aspects have 
influenced as well.  
 
An important influence for the differences is also the aspect of social belonging and the 
surrounding network of each individual using the platform. As discussed, the theory about 
how the perception of advertisements on Social Media is affected by the surrounding network 
has been presented. This theory is vital to incorporate as a factor for the overall attitude and 
perception of LBA on Social Media. Prior research has shown that four variables (perceived 
goal impediment, perceived utility, perceived sacrifice and perceived entertainment) affect 
the attitude towards LBA (Shin & Lin, 2016; Merisavo et al., 2007). However, when 
applying these variables to Social Media, other factors also have to be taken into account. 
The purposes for using each Social Media platform is linked to the importance of belonging 
to a community, making these two factors a vital part of the attitudes toward LBA. These two 
new factors (surrounding network and purpose of usage) have different effect on each Social 
Media platform. The differences in acceptance of LBA on each Social Media platform could 
be connected to the different levels of affect the two new factors have had.  
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6. Conclusion 
 
On the basis of the analysis and discussion in chapter 5, the authors have drawn some 
conclusions for this study. The conclusions together with a comprehensive model will be 
presented in the section below.  
 
 
The results of this research revealed that differences in acceptance of LBA between different 
Social Media platforms among millennials could be observed. This answers the first research 
question of this study:  
 
“Are there any differences in the attitudes toward location-based advertising between 
different Social Media platforms among millennials?” 
 
The analysis of the result showed that the differences between the platforms are depending on 
various causes. The four variables measured offer a deeper understanding of the perception 
millennials have regarding LBA. This leads us to a answer our second research question: 
 
“What kind of possible differences in the attitudes toward location-based advertising between 
the Social Media platforms can be observed?” 
 
The answer to this question is that different Social Media platform has different results 
regarding the four variables (perceived sacrifice, perceived utility, perceived entertainment & 
perceived goal impediment). It was noticed that on more publicly perceived platforms, the 
perceived sacrifice was greater. Platforms with a purpose of information seeking gained a 
higher score on perceived utility of LBA. Further, the entertainment perceived by LBA on 
these platforms was lowest on the platform where the main purpose is to be entertained. The 
analysis concludes that this is affected by other more entertaining original content, or poor 
execution of the entertaining aspect of the LBA message. The last variable, measuring 
perceived goal impediment, was lower on platforms with a more specific and niched purpose 
of usage.  
 
These variables have lead to a total score of the LBA acceptance on each Social Media 
platform. The total score can be compared between the platforms, resulting in a ranking on 
LBA acceptance of the platforms measured:  
 

1. LinkedIn 
2. Facebook 
3. Snapchat 
4. Instagram 

 
Applying the four variables on Social Media did not offer the complete picture of why 
differences are seen. It is suggested, that two more factors have affected these results and 
ranking of each Social Media platform. The two additional factors are:  
 

• The purpose for using the Social Media platform 
• The surrounding network of each individual on the platform 
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The two additional factors answer our last question:  
 
“Are there any additional factors affecting the attitudes toward location-based advertising on 
Social Media platforms among millennials?” 
 
The purpose of using a particular Social Media platform was found to explain many of the 
original variables as well as the overall attitude. Connections between the purpose of using 
the platforms and the acceptance of LBA were found. However, it could not be concluded to 
what degree this factor had an effect on the total result. The surrounding network of each 
individual has been proven by previous research to affect the attitude on advertising on Social 
Media in general. Because of this, we suggest that this factor must be taken into account as 
another factor affecting the overall LBA acceptance on Social Media.  
 
Discovering these new connections and affecting factors, we suggest a model for pinpointing 
all affecting factors of LBA acceptance on Social Media platforms.  
 

 
 
Model 2. Factors affecting acceptance of LBA on Social Media platforms (own construction) 
 
In conclusion, the new model shows two additional factors affecting the LBA acceptance on 
Social Media platforms. The overall LBA acceptance on Social Media is greater than what 
prior research has shown measuring acceptance of LBA in general. It is suggested, that this 
greater acceptance is related to the two additional factors affecting the attitude on Social 
Media. Suggesting that the effect of these two factors is different for all Social Media 
platforms, it could explain why differences are found in LBA acceptance between Social 
Media platforms.  
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7. Contribution 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
This study contributes to societal growth since the subject is highly relevant in this online 
day and age. The study is beneficial for many different parties, such as marketers, recruiters, 
companies, organisations and the society as a whole.  
 
This study is also valuable for Swedish companies, or international companies looking to 
reach the Swedish millennials. With the high percentage of Social Media users, it can be very 
useful for companies to understand when, why and where millennials accept LBA on Social 
Media.  
 
The study is also innovative, since it contributes with new and improved information 
regarding the acceptance of LBA on Social Media. It also presents recommendations for what 
factors companies should consider when creating their Social Media marketing strategies. 
The study evokes new questions on the area and invites to further research.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	 38	

8. Future Research 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This study lays the foundation for several possible areas of focus for future research. Since 
this study only involves one generation, it could be beneficial to examine if findings in this 
study are applicable on other generations, or if other determining factors are found. In 
addition, a comparison between generations could also be conducted to determine possible 
differences between generations. For example, it could be interesting to see if a younger 
generation has other reasons and purposes for using Social Media platforms, and the effect 
this might have on the overall acceptance of LBA compared to the millennial generation. 
Another area for future research is to divide the millennial generation into different groups of 
personas. In this study, the only parameters are age and usage of Social Media. These give 
good indications and show a trend but may be too shallow to get in-depth information for 
follow-up activities for companies etc. An interesting parameter to further investigate could 
be personal interest.  
 
One of the limitations of this study was to only include the four most common Social Media 
platforms in Sweden today (Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat and LinkedIn). For future 
studies, one could examine where other Social Media platforms would fit in the ranking 
of LBA acceptance presented in this study. Since the findings in this study state that the 
purpose for using a specific platform is connected to the LBA acceptance, Social Media 
platforms with other main purposes could be compared to those in this study. Further, many 
of the Social Media platforms today are accessible on both desktop and mobile devices. This 
study has only covered applications on mobile devices. Different results could be found when 
examining the same or other platforms on desktops.  
 
The model for LBA acceptance on Social Media composed in this study could be further 
examined in future research. The applicability of the model on other platforms and the 
implementation of the model in real life can be further investigated. 
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10. Appendices 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

10.1 Appendix A 
	
n	=	163	
	
1	=	Strongly	Disagree	
2	=	Disagree	
3	=	Neutral	
4	=	Agree	
5	=	Strongly	Agree	
	
	
	
	

PERCEIVED	SACRIFICE	
I	feel	some	sort	of	sacrifice	when	the	following	Social	Media	platforms	use	
my	location	for	advertisement.	

n	=	163	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
Facebook		 14%	 21%	 19%	 31%	 15%	
Snapchat	 30%	 21%	 23%	 14%	 12%	
LinkedIn	 29%	 21%	 35%	 7%	 8%	
Instagram	 17%	 19%	 26%	 24%	 14%	
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PERCEIVED	ENTERTAINMENT	
I	feel	entertained	by	location-based	advertisements	on	the	following	
Social	Media	platforms.	
n	=	163	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
Facebook		 25%	 23%	 25%	 23%	 4%	
Snapchat	 36%	 21%	 20%	 14%	 9%	
LinkedIn	 30%	 15%	 35%	 13%	 7%	
Instagram	 28%	 23%	 31%	 13%	 5%	

	
	

	

	
PERCEIVED	UTILITY	

I	gain	value	from	receiving	advertisements	based	on	my	location	from	
	the	following	social	media	platforms.	
n	=	163	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
Facebook		 21%	 17%	 22%	 31%	 9%	
Snapchat	 42%	 15%	 23%	 13%	 6%	
LinkedIn	 29%	 10%	 29%	 20%	 13%	
Instagram	 29%	 18%	 23%	 25%	 5%	
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PERCEIVED	GOAL	IMPEDIMENT	

I	feel	that	location-based	advertising	disrupt	my	goals	with	using	the	
following	Social	Media	platforms.	
n	=	163	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
Facebook		 22%	 17%	 26%	 19%	 15%	
Snapchat	 25%	 18%	 34%	 8%	 15%	
LinkedIn	 31%	 21%	 31%	 6%	 10%	
Instagram	 22%	 18%	 26%	 17%	 17%	
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10.2 Appendix B 
	
n	=	163	
	
1	=	Very	Negative	
2	=	Negative	
3	=	Neutral	
4	=	Positive	
5	=	Very	Positive	
	
	
	
	

GENRAL	ATTITUDE	
On	a	scale	of	1	-	5,	what	is	your	general	attitude	towards	location-based		
advertising	on	Social	Media	platforms?	
	

n	=	163	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	

		 10%	 26%	 36%	 18%	 11%	
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10.3 Appendix C 

	
Table	1.	Participants	of	focus	group		
	
	 Respondent	1	 Respondent	2	 Respondent	3	 Respondent	4	

Age	 19	 23	 27	 22	

Sex	 Female	 Female	 Female	 Female	

Social	Media		
Usage	 Heavy	 Heavy	 Heavy	 Heavy	
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10.4 Appendix D 
	
	
Table	2.	Estimated	population	mean	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

		
SAMPLE	
MEAN	

STANDARD	
ERROR	

ESTIMATED	POPULATION	
MEAN	

Perceived	Sacrifice	 		 		 		 		
Facebook		 3,12	 1,30	 3,12	±	 0,20	
Snapchat	 2,58	 1,37	 2,58	±	 0,21	
LinkedIn	 2,44	 1,20	 2,44	±	 0,18	
Instagram	 3,00	 1,29	 3,00	±	 0,20	

Perceived	Entertainment	 		 		 		 		
Facebook		 2,58	 1,21	 2,58	±	 0,19	
Snapchat	 2,39	 1,34	 2,39	±	 0,21	
LinkedIn	 2,53	 1,25	 2,53	±	 0,19	
Instagram	 2,45	 1,17	 2,45	±	 0,18	

Perceived	Utility	 		 		 		 		
Facebook		 2,90	 1,30	 2,90	±	 0,20	
Snapchat	 2,27	 1,30	 2,27	±	 0,20	
LinkedIn	 2,78	 1,39	 2,78	±	 0,21	
Instagram	 2,58	 1,27	 2,58	±	 0,20	

Perceived	Goal	Impediment	 		 		 		 		
Facebook		 2,88	 1,36	 2,88	±	 0,21	
Snapchat	 2,71	 1,34	 2,71	±	 0,21	
LinkedIn	 2,44	 1,28	 2,44	±	 0,20	
Instagram	 2,88	 1,39	 2,88	±	 0,21	

General	Attitude		 		 		 		 		
		 2,94	 1,13	 2,94	±	 0,17	
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10.5 Appendix E 
	
Reverse-coded	sample	mean	
	

		
SAMPLE	MEAN	 REVERSE-CODED	SAMPLE	

MEAN	

Perceived	Sacrifice	
Facebook		 3,12	 2,88	
Snapchat	 2,58	 3,42	
LinkedIn	 2,44	 3,56	
Instagram	 3,00	 3,00	

Perceived	Goal	Impediment	
Facebook		 2,88	 3,12	
Snapchat	 2,71	 3,29	
LinkedIn	 2,44	 3,56	
Instagram	 2,88	 3,12	

	
	

10.6 Appendix F 
	
Table	3.	Total	score	of	variables	
	
		 LinkedIn	 Facebook	 Snapchat	 Instagram		

Perceived	Sacrifice	 3,56	 2,88	 3,42	 3,00	
Perceived	Entertainment	 2,53	 2,58	 2,39	 2,45	
Perceived	Utility	 2,78	 2,9	 2,27	 2,58	

Perceived	Goal	Impediment	 3,56	 3,12	 3,29	 3,12	

Total	Score	 12,43	 11,48	 11,37	 11,15	
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10.7 Appendix G 
	
Model 1. Method process 

	
 

 
	

Model 2. Factors affecting acceptance of LBA on Social Media platforms (own construction) 
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