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Abstract          

Title:  “The more the merrier?” – A study of fashion followers on Instagram and their 
  influence on purchase intention. 
Date:   2017-05-23 
Level:   Bachelor Thesis in International Marketing  
Author:  Amanda Nilsson Angelstedt & Johan Friberg Spetz  
Supervisor:  Christine Tidåsen      
 
Problem formulation: Do followers of fashion on Instagram influence a consumer’s 
purchase intention? 

Purpose: The purpose of this research is to gain knowledge about if followers of fashion 
brands on Instagram could affect consumers in their purchase process. Our goal is to get an 
understanding of how the quantity of followers, as well the quality of followers in terms of 
influencers, have an impact on the consumer behavior with focus on purchase intention. 

Theoretical framework: The theoretical framework of this paper consists of existing 
theories about consumer’s buying purchase process, online consumer behavior, electronic 
word-of-mouth (eWOM), system generated information, social influence and “Influencers”.  

Methodology: The chosen research method for this paper is a deductive quantitative study. 
The collection of primary data consists of 212 respondents who participated in our online 
survey distributed on social media platforms. The secondary sources are mainly collected 
from scientific articles and books but also a few popular sources have been used due to 
limited existing research.  

Empirical findings: The empirical findings consist of the result from the quantitative study 
and are presented in charts, tables and text. The empirical data presents the outcome from the 
22 Likert scale items and the three background questions.  

Conclusion: The findings shows that system generated information, in terms of number of 
followers, do not act as eWOM, which discards our first assumption. Furthermore, results do 
show that system generated information, in terms of “number of followers” and 
“influencers”, positively influences a consumer’s purchase intention. The result also shows 
that gender is a variable that affects how a consumer gets influenced by this type of 
information. In the context of this study, women tend to be influenced to a higher extent than 
men.  

Keywords: purchase intention, social media, Instagram, Influencers, system generated 
information, social influence 
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Sammanfattning          

Titel:  “The more the merrier?” – A study of fashion followers on Instagram and their
  influence on purchase intention. 
Datum:  2017-05-23 
Nivå:   Kandidatuppsats Internationell marknadsföring  
Författare:  Amanda Nilsson Angelstedt & Johan Friberg Spetz  
Handledare:  Christine Tidåsen      
 
Problemformulering: Har följare av mode på Instagram någon påverkan på konsumenters 
köpintention?  
 
Syfte: Syftet med denna studie är att få kunskap om följare av modemärken på Instagram 
påverkar en konsument i deras köpprocess. Vårt mål är att få en förståelse för om antal 
Instagram-följare samt kvaliteten på följare, i termer av “Influencers”, har en inverkan på 
konsumenters köpbeteende med fokus på köpintention.  

Teoretisk referensram: Den teoretiska referensramen i denna studie består av existerande 
teorier om konsumentens köpbeslutsprocess, köpbeteende online, elektronisk WOM, 
systemgenererad information, sociala influenser samt “Influencers”.  

Metod: Den valda metoden för denna studie är en deduktiv kvantitativ undersökningsmetod. 
Insamlingen av primärdata utgörs av 212 respondenter som har deltagit i vår online-enkät 
som distribuerades via social medier.   

Empiri: Empirin består av resultatet från de 212 respondenterna som besvarade enkäten. 
Datan som presenteras är utfallet av de 25 frågorna som ställts i enkäten och framställs i 
kapitlet i form av diagram, tabeller och löpande text.  

Slutsats: Vår analys av den insamlade datan, tillsammans med den valda teorin, visar att 
systemgenererad information i form av antal följare inte agerar likt eWOM vilket förkastar 
vårt första antagande. Fortsättningsvis så visar resultaten att systemgenererad information i 
form av antal följare samt Influencer-följare har en positiv påverkan på konsumenters 
köpintention av mode. Resultaten visar också att kön påverkar hur en konsument blir 
påverkad av denna typ av information. i kontexten i denna studie har kvinnor en tendens att 
blir påverkade till en större utsträckning än män.  

Nyckelord: Köpintention, Sociala medier, Instagram, Influencers, Systemgenererad 
information, sociala influenser  
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1. Introduction  
In this chapter, a short introduction will follow about the subject of this paper. The purpose is to give a comprehension 
about digitalization, social media, Instagram, fashion brands and the follower-phenomenon. The introduction is followed by 
discussion of research problem and ends in our research question.   

 
 
As it became a web wired world, both traditional marketing and the consumer behavior 
changed remarkably (Eroglu, 2014). A consumer (synonymous to “customer” in this paper) 
of today is not only receiving messages but is also playing a part as a producer in these new 
platforms (Praprotnik, 2016; Heinonen, 2011). As a result of the digitalization it is now 
possible to have a two-way communication with consumers and social media platforms is a 
distinct example on how that works.  
 
Digital interactivity and consumers activity on social media is a growing interest for 
marketers as it has changed the marketing landscape in a lot of ways (Heinonen, 2011). 
Companies of today need to catch up with the digitalization and the development of the new 
ways of marketing and social media platforms to get as contemporary and relevant as 
possible. Social media marketing has become one of the most popular and most profitable 
strategies of today (DeMers, 2016).  
 
The emerge of social media has developed different types of roles for a consumer to take on 
in the social media landscape (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). The behavior of following a brand on 
social media, in other words become a “follower”, has faced a notable increase (Redsicker, 
2013). Instagram is one example of a social network where the following behavior, as well as 
the brand-following behavior, plays a big part.   
 
As a result of the digitalization and the development of Internet based medias such as social 
media, the traditional word-of-mouth has evolved into electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM 
hereafter)(Chu & Kim, 2011). The social media platforms have enabled consumers to engage 
and communicate with other consumers to exchange opinions, as well as information, 
wherever and whenever. This has made social media to a huge personal information source 
for consumers to be used when evaluating purchases and seeking for information.  
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1.2 Background 
 
1.2.1 Digitalization and development of online marketing 
Digitalization - “The adoption and increase in use of digital or computer technology in an 
organization, industry, country etc.”(Oxford English Dictionary) 
 
The digitalization brings new challenges to solve for both consumers and companies (Lupu, 
2015; Leefland, Verhoef, Dahlström, & Freundt, 2014). The world has entered an 
information era where Internet plays a more important role than ever. Internet is providing 
the world with information and gives us access to about anything nowadays, which makes the 
world more transparent than before. As a result of the increase in transparency, it has become 
very important for companies to build a clear image, both online and offline. Building a clear 
image can be made in different ways but one important way is how the organizations 
communicate as it could affect the way a consumer perceives the company and its brand 
(Lupu, 2014). 
 
The development of Internet has had an enormous impact on corporate processes but the 
biggest impact has probably been in the marketing-area. This is why online marketing 
communication has become an important tool in a company's promotional mix. Previously, 
online communication marketing was limited to corporate websites but the possibilities have 
become endless (Jensen, 2008). Information technologies has during the past 50 years, 
become increasingly more powerful. Improvements in user interfaces in social tools and the 
expansion of mobile wireless computing has created social networks that are immediate and 
largely uncontrolled (Power & Philips-Wren, 2011). The mobile devices use of Internet has 
increased rapidly and is now more used for Google searches than computers are (Garifova, 
2016). 
 
An exceptional growth in online marketing has been observed since the mid 90th. Number of 
websites has increased from 23,000 in 1995 (Sharma, 2011) to today’s number of over 1.1 
billion websites (Internetlivestats.com). This implies a remarkable increase of about 47 826 
087% which implies an average increase per year of about 2 173 913%. Despite this big 
increase, a survey made in 2017 shows that 44% of organizations in the survey still did not 
have a digital marketing strategy (Chaffey, 2017b). There is a big variation of how online 
marketing is perceived and how consumer acts in the online environment. Some consumers 
search for information of a product online but prefer to finish the buying purchase process in 
the actual store while some consumers are looking for better deals online after physical check 
in the store.  
 
The purpose of marketing in the past was to communicate a message to the big mass but 
today the marketing has a “consumer centric”-perspective, which makes it challenging to 
choose the best channel to reach the desired audience. The consumers are demanding new 
products and to meet this request, with offering all information the consumer need before 
purchasing the product, the Internet marketing will gain an immense importance (Sharma, 
2011).  
 
Not only the business-to-consumer marketing changed due to the digitalization, the business-
to-business marketing changed as well. Initially, the B2B sector was slow to understand the 
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potential of Internet but now they’ve realized the potential of the digitalization (Chaffey, 
Ellis-Chadwick, Mayer & Johnston, 2009). Dave Chaffey (2017, January) writes in an article 
published at Smartinsight.com that companies using digital marketing tactics as social media, 
landing page creation and email marketing in the B2B sector are getting successful results.  
 
1.2.2 Social media and online social networks 
Web-platforms of today makes it possible for users to share information between each other 
which makes for example social interaction and building relationships its main purpose 
(Praprotnik, 2016). A general definition of social media is:  
 

“A group of internet-based applications that build on the ideological and technological 
foundations of Web 2.0, which allows the creation and exchange of user-generated 

content”(Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010, p.61). 
 
Another definition of social media is; Internet-based applications that allow production and 
circulation of user-generated content and also: a comprising online communication tools that 
stimulate opinion-sharing and information exchange (Go & You, 2015). Social media has 
expand extremely during the past years and now, people all over the world are using social 
media platforms to broaden their horizons (Carlson & Lee, 2015). According to Forbes 
(2013), over 500 million humans are frequently interacting with a social media. In a social 
network site environment, customer participation requires a different kind of understanding 
than offline site of interaction (Chae & Ko, 2016). The social media provides the consumers 
many possibilities to interact with brands and other people without monetary, time or space 
boundaries. Consumers are not limited to a certain geographic area and can now obtain 
information from all around the world (Carlson & Lee, 2015). According to Go and You 
(2015), the reason why organization have adapted to social media so fast is because the media 
enables customers to communicate back-and-forth with the company in a much easier way 
than before (Chae & Ko, 2016). Information accessibility, availability, quality and 
comparability are clearly reinforced with the rise of the social media (Kontu & Vecchi, 
2013). But as a consequence, this gives the companies less control over the communication 
process and shifts the power from marketers to the consumers on the market (Yilmaz & 
Enginkaya, 2015).  
 
The development of the social media makes traditional tools less effective as the social media 
give companies the opportunity to have a better communication with customers than before. 
It doesn't matter if you are a large or small company, social media and the social network 
represent an imposing connection to customers (Petrov, Zubac, Milojevic, 2015). Petrov et al. 
(2015) claims that instead of traditional one-way communication the social media gives us a 
two-way communication. Go & You (2015) agrees with this but highlights the differences 
between various types of social media sites. Prior studies shows that different media tools 
vary in terms of two-way communication capabilities. Social networking sites as Facebook 
and Twitter are allowing a higher level of interaction than content-sharing sites, which could 
for example be Instagram or a blog (Go & You, 2015).   
  
Kusinitz (2014, 6th of June) claims in his blog on Hubspot.com that 92% of the companies in 
a survey agreed that social media is relevant to their business and 80% agreed that their 
investment in social media has generally increased their turnover.  
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According to DeMers (2014, 11th of August) there are 10 benefits of using social media 
marketing, for example increased brand recognition, improved brand loyalty and improved 
customer insights. For a brief presentation of all 10 benefits, see appendix 1. 
   
IBM (Institute for Business Value) made a report in 2011 named “From Social Media to 
Social CRM Study”. This report shows that users of social media make different activities 
related to consumption on the platforms: 39% of the respondents announced that they use 
Social Media to “access reviews”, 26% uses social media for “getting deals” and the rest for 
“interacting with brands” (Yilmaz & Enginkaya, 2015).  
 
Using social media as a marketing tool is no longer a “modern way” but instead absolutely 
essential for companies way of doing business (Petrov et al., 2015). Companies need to 
embrace the future and understand how they can improve their communication and marketing 
to the consumer with social media as a successful role. Social media give marketers the 
possibility to reveal deep drivers and customers connections and bring a better understanding 
about the target market and entail a better planning (Carlson & Lee, 2015). 

Instagram  
In 2006 new types of platforms emerged, focusing on image sharing. These platforms focus 
on a specific segment of consumers, such as woman, and on specific products, such as soft 
goods (like fashion and lifestyle). One example of this kind of picture-sharing platform is 
Instagram (Xiang, Zheng, Lee K.O & Zhao, 2016). Instagram is a form of communication 
where users can immediately share their current status by posting pictures with a different 
number of filters if desirable. Instagram has had a rapid growth, both in uploads and users, 
since it launched in late 2010 (Manikonda, Hu & Kambhampati, 2014) and has today over 95 
million photos shared per day (Instagram, 2016). The success of this social media network 
confirms the Pew report claiming that pictures and videos have become the key social 
currencies online (Manikonda et al., 2014).  
 
As Instagram has over 500 million active users, it is a powerful media to use for marketing. If 
your target is the younger audience, Instagram should be your next smart move since 59% of 
all 18-29 years olds use Instagram. Furthermore, 38% of all online women contra 26% of all 
online men use Instagram (York, 2017, 6th of March).  
 

 
Figure 1.1; Instagram usage 18-29 year olds.  
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Younger consumers spends more time on Instagram then any other social media platform and 
prefer to follow brands to keep up with the brands content, events and other happenings. The 
idea of sharing photos and images has made it easier for people to find others with the same 
interests (Ting, Cyril de Run & Liew, 2016). According to a research made by Phua, Jin and 
Kim (2017), Instagram is the most used social network site when it comes to following 
brands. The study also shows that people who use Instagram to follow brands also had a high 
score on demonstrating sociability, showing affection and following fashion. Consumers who 
follow brands are primarily using Instagram as an inspiration style guide source. The study 
also shows that people who follow brands the most on Instagram are most likely to be 
involved in brand communities. These individuals are therefore most likely to be active in 
brand happenings and other brand related activities. Brand loyalty is also higher for these 
individuals and not just through the campaign but for a longer time (Phua, Jin & Kim, 2017).  
 
Brand pages, on Instagram for example, allow customers with common brand interest to 
engage in activities. But it also works as a way for the consumers to define their personal and 
social identities by pressing like or by following a particular brand. Instagram is the most 
used SNS (Social Network Site) to follow brand pages and smartphones is the most used 
device. The study also shows that Instagram is the platform that is used the most to follow 
fashion brands, and to be used as a style guide, compared Facebook, Twitter and Snapchat. 
The results could be explained by the fact that Instagram, which is a Picture-based social 
network site, is primarily used to post pictures and in that way works as a virtual showcase 
for mainly fashion and style (Phua et al., 2017). 
 

GRATIFICATION SNS PLATFORM 
WITH HIGHEST 

SCORES 

MEAN (SD) 

Passing Time 
 

5.46 (.92) 

Showing Affection 

 

4.13 (1.09) 

Following Fashion 

 

4.43 (1.42) 

Sharing Problems 
 

4.20 (1.66) 

Demonstrating 
Sociability  

4.72 (1.53) 

Improving Social 
Knowledge  

5.96 (1.20) 

Figure 1.2: Gratifications of using SNS Platforms. Adapted from Phua et al., 2017, Figure 7 
 
Over five million companies use Instagram to share their content with both potential and 
existing customers. 80% of all Instagram users follow a brand and on a platform with over 
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400 million users every single day companies have great opportunities to reach out to a wide 
range of people. Instagram could work as a source to find new products or brands - 60% of 
all Instagram users find new products through the platform. Companies are well represented 
on Instagram: 1 third of “most viewed activities/post” are from companies (Business 
Instagram, 2017a; Business Instagram, 2017b).  
 
In the middle of 2016, Instagram launched a feature that enables companies to change their 
account into a “business profile”. This new tool gives companies the possibility to get 
insights about followers and posts. It also enables companies to promote posts to drive 
business objectives (Business Instagram, 2016).            

Fashion Brands on Social media and Instagram 
The emerge of mobile devices has made it possible for customers to access brands social 
network sites and spread of brand-related information (Chae & Ko, 2016). Kontu & Vecchi 
(2013) claims that the explosive growth of visual platforms as Pinterest, Instagram and Vine, 
shows how visual content is becoming more and more important in social media but 
especially in the fashion industry which is focused on aesthetics and visual representations. 
Many fashion brands have recently sought to build, and maintain relationships with 
customers through social media network sites (Chae & Ko, 2016). Previously, many fashion 
brands have been unable and unwilling to develop strategies to engage with this media in an 
effective and efficient way but lately social media has become an essential part of how 
fashion brands connect with consumers (Kontu & Vecchi, 2013). A study made by Erkan 
(2015) indicates that brands within the sector of Apparel are among the most popular brands 
on Instagram in terms of followers compared to seven other sectors (Luxury apparel, Sport 
apparel, Apparel, Sport Entertainment, Beverages, Electronics, Cars and Media). The reason 
to follow fashion brands on social media is discussed in the next chapter.   

Followership on social media  
When getting involved with this interpersonal communication that social media provides, a 
consumer can take on different roles (Cao, Meister & Klante, 2014). After joining a social 
network, users are requested to identify others in the same network with whom they have a 
relationship with. The relationship could take on different labels depending on which SNS is 
used, but for example “Friends”, “Contacts”, “Fans” or “Followers”. The two latter do not 
require a bidirectional confirmation of friendship (Boyd & Ellison, 2007). The relationship on 
Instagram is labeled as “Followers” which could be either bidirectional or a one-directional 
relationship. The brand-following behavior on social networks has had a remarkable increase 
the latest years (Redsicker, 2013).  
 
Consumers’ motivation and attitude of following different brands on social media is 
explained in the research made by Yilmaz and Enginkaya (2015). To understand the 
motivations of following brands in social media could be helpful for a company and give the 
companies guidelines how to create engagement in these domains. It also helps managers to 
improve the marketing communication when discovering different consumer segments in 
social media and different needs of interaction with brands. 
 
Yilmaz and Enginkayas (2015) revealed five more or less important motives of consumers 
for following brands on social media - Brand Affiliation, Conversation, Opportunity Seeking, 
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Entertainment and Investigation. (Since the influence of conversation and investigation on a 
consumer's attitude to follow a brand wasn´t significant, we will not discuss these motives in 
our paper) 
 
“Brand Affiliation” is, according to their study, the most important motive for consumers to 
follow a brand in social media. Consumers might be driven to associate themselves with a 
brand to influence their personal or social identity. This motive is prominent for brands 
whose intention is to create participation and brand engagement. With the development and 
increase of social media, social influences and symbolic values on brand preferences might 
increase. If a consumer cannot afford the brand/product they could seek self-enhancement 
through affiliating themselves with the brand in social media and social networks.  
According to this study, the second significant motive on attitudes towards following a brand 
on social media was “Opportunity Seeking”. Nowadays many brands are offering discounts 
and price promotions in the social media channels to enlarge their reach and engagement. 
This might create an opportunistic motive for some members. In prior studies, entertainment 
has been evidenced as a significant motive in general brand related social media usage. 
Lately, many brands have started to use entertaining contents in social media to increase 
consumer engagement. As a conclusion, Yilmaz & Enginkaya (2015) revealed that the main 
motive that affects the attitudes of following brands on social media is “Brand Affiliation”. 
The motive “opportunity seeking” plays a small role since it has a lower significance level 
but still has a small positive influence on the attitude.  
 
As we declared earlier in this chapter, consumers intentions about following brands in social 
media in manifold. Hence, brands that chase awareness, image building, community 
engagement and interaction with consumers through social media should have these different 
needs in mind when establishing a strategy for communication. It is more challenging for 
brands to maintain strong brand-follower relationships than increasing the number of 
followers. Using entertaining and opportunistic incentives might be useful to increase the 
number of social media interactions for brands while informational and communicational 
opportunities determine the engagement level of consumers (Yilmaz & Enginkaya, 2015).  
 
The digitalization, development on social media and brand-follower behavior brings us to the 
research problem in this paper. 
 
1.3 Problem 
Contemporary brands spend a lot of resources on social media to connect with customers in 
the right way. Although, there is limited understanding on how consumers really engage with 
brand in this medias. Nor is there much knowledge about how the buying decision process is 
influenced by social media (Saboo, Kumar & Ramani, 2016). According to an article written 
by Masroor Ahmed (2015), prior researches shows that the role of social media marketing is 
startling and therefore it is time for companies to start to value their social media strategy. 
Ahmed also claims that many businesses and organizations enter the social media world 
without any clear strategy and as a result, they end up disappointed. On the other hand, social 
media could be a fantastic cash cow if approached correctly. Companies could use these 
social media networks to increase brand awareness and influence the buying decisions of the 
consumers who are following the brand.  
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Instagram is a social media platform that has faced a rapid growth since its launch in 2010. 
Despite this, well-known companies are still not using this as a valuable tool (DeMers, 2014). 
Even though Instagram do not have the same interaction possibilities as other social medias, 
Facebook for example, it still interacts with consumers in case of followers, likes and 
comments. Previous studies has found that even if the community doesn´t support followers 
social interaction with each other, they still establish shared connections and a collective 
identity through the common interest in a specific brand. As Instagram users have the highest 
brand community engagement (Phua, Jin & Kim, 2017) this makes it a highly considerable 
platform for brands to seize. The question still remains why marketers aren’t equaled 
interested in Instagram as they are in Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter. DeMers claims in 
2016 that networks as Facebook has been around for so long time that they now convinced all 
skeptical marketers that Facebook is a good investment and another reason is that Facebook 
still has the biggest user base. Instagram frightens marketers since it is relatively untested if 
you compare to the “traditional” social media networks as Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter 
(DeMers, 2016).  
 
Social media has turned out to play an important role in the consumer buying decision 
process. The classic consumer behavior did not changed much in recent years but the online 
consumer on the other hand, has developed another type of behavior. They are now using 
online features like social media for information search and finding products online to reduce 
the risk that is involved with a purchase (Mir, 2014). As much as 71% of consumers see 
social media as a peer influencer when it comes to buying decisions (Ahmed, 2016). Another 
research made in 2016 shows that 78% of the respondents are influenced by social media 
posts from companies in the buying purchase process. With other words, social media plays a 
big part in a consumers first two stages in the buying process and could have major influence 
on the purchase intention. The intention to purchase is the result of the information seeking 
and evaluation stage and implies how convinced the consumer is to buy a certain product 
(Bamini KPD, Mohd & Wong, 2014). The main focus of this study lies in this part (purchase 
intention) of the decision-making process.  
 
According to Kontu & Vecchi (2013), the fast increase of visual platforms shows how 
important these types of platforms are in the social media landscape. This type of picture 
sharing platforms has become even more important to use for industries that are focused on 
the aesthetics and visual presentations. The fashion industry, which is an industry of this 
kind, has lately started to include Instagram as an essential part of their communications and 
is now, according to Kontu & Vecchi (2013), an essential part of how fashion brand are 
interacting with consumers.  
 
The development of social networks and the online consumer behavior has opened up for a 
new type of information spread. Already in the beginning of 1930, traditional word-of-mouth 
was identified as a significant factor, in terms of influencing a consumers’ buying decision. 
People tend to evaluate personal sources to a higher extent than commercial sources (Godey, 
Manthiou, Pederzoli, Rokka, Aiello, Donvito & Singh, 2016). The digitalization and the 
development of social media has enabled consumers to engage and communicate with other 
consumers to exchange opinions and information online - a phenomenon called electronic 
word of mouth.  
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Consumers can receive and/or produce information wherever and whenever, which makes 
eWOM a huge personal information source used by consumers when evaluating purchases 
and seeking for information.  
 
As consumers are evaluating personal sources higher than commercial sources, influencers 
are playing a big role in the social media environment. An influencer could be explained as a 
person with high online status and people tend to use those individuals as a source for 
information as their opinions are considered believable. This could be explained by the theory 
of source credibility, which refers to the popularity, attractiveness and trustworthiness of an 
information source. Source credibility is an important factor on how consumers are 
influenced by word-of-mouth in their purchase decision. On Instagram, it is possible to 
receive information about who is following a brand from the system-generated information 
that Instagram provides. A type of system-generated information is number of followers. An 
account with a high number of followers is considered more likable which could enhance the 
source credibility as mentioned above. Therefore we chose to write from a consumer 
perspective and how the followers influence the buying decision process when consumers 
seek for information and evaluate the alternatives before a purchase. We also chose the 
fashion industry as our focus since this is focused on visual and aesthetics. Another reason 
why we chose this industry is because consumers tend to search for inspiration on Instagram 
when it comes to fashion. 
 
There is currently no possibility for a follower to direct interact with another follower of the 
same brand on Instagram today. But as followers could be seen as influencers as well as 
personal sources of information, our motive with this research is to get an insight about how 
the followers influence each other without any direct interaction. We want to examine how 
system generated information (followers) influences the purchase intention of a consumer. 
We would like to reveal if there is a greater influence on purchase intention if a brand has a 
higher number of followers than if the brand has few followers. We also would like to know 
if the purchase intention is influenced to a higher extent if influencers follow the brand.  
    
This research examines if Instagram has an impact on the consumer behavior in the 
information-seeking and alternative evaluation stage of the purchase process and if followers 
could influence a consumer's buying purchase intention. This study helps to address the 
existing research gap in the area of Instagram and how brands could use the followership-
phenomenon from a strategic marketing perspective.     
 
1.4 Research Question 
Do followers of fashion on Instagram influence consumers’purchase intention? 
 
1.5 Purpose  
The purpose of this research is to gain knowledge about followers of fashion brand pages on 
Instagram and if they affect consumers in their purchase process. Our goal is to get an 
understanding of how the quantity of followers, as well the quality of followers in terms of 
influencers, have an impact on the consumer behavior with focus on the purchase intention. 
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1.6 Delimitations 
- The definition of fashion in our research question refers to fashion brands that have an 

active account on the social media platform Instagram.  
- We delimited our study to Instagram users in Sweden.  
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2. Theoretical frame of reference 
In the following chapter, the theoretical frame of reference used in this paper is presented. Consumer buying decision 
process, online consumer behavior, eWOM, influencers and social influence are the main theories used.  

 
 
2.1 Consumers buying decision process  
A consumers buyers’ decision is a process consisting of five different stages. These stages are 
illustrated in figure 2.1. As you can see, the process starts long before the actual transaction 
and it also continues after that. As a marketer you need to focus on the whole process, from 
need recognition to post purchase behavior. Since the fourth stage could actually result in a 
decision NOT to buy the product/service it is of highest importance that a marketer focus on 
the stages before that. It is good to keep in mind that when a consumer makes a routine 
purchase, such as buying milk, stages as information search and evaluation are often 
excluded (Kotler, Armstrong, Harris & Piercy, 2013).  
 
 

 
Figure 2.1: Consumer buying process 
 
2.1.1 Recognition of wants and needs 
This is the first step of the process. In this stage a consumer recognize a problem or a need. 
The needs could be triggered by internal stimuli (thirst, hunger) or by external needs such as 
advertisement or a discussion with a friend (Kotler et al., 2013; Mossberg & Sundström, 
2011). An example of a need could be “I need to buy a new car” or “I need food”. Marketers 
could also create wants and needs when for example a company launches a new product on 
the market (Mossberg & Sundström, 2011).  
 
2.1.2 Information search/Pre-purchase search 
When a consumer has defined wants or needs they start to search information about the 
product. If a consumer's drive is strong and the wanted product is nearby, he or she is likely 
to simply go and buy it. But a car is for example a more complex purchase and therefore a 
consumer wants more information about the product before the purchase decision (Kotler et 
al., 2013). How much information a consumer tends to search for also depends on gender, 
age, education and how much expertise the consumer has in the wanted product (Mossberg & 
Sundström, 2010). There are four sources of information: Personal, commercial, public and 
experiential. The one that affects people the most is personal source, for example when you 
get advice and recommendation from family and friends. But the most information is coming 
from commercial sources as advertisements. After seeking information, the customer knows 
which brands that exists and also which to sort out and which one to choose from (Kotler et 
al., 2013).  
 



!

 
Johan Friberg Spetz & Amanda Nilsson Angelstedt !

!

20 

The desire to make a quality purchase decision is a consumer's main desire for seeking 
information on different media before buying a product. Internet is one media to be used for 
this cause. Pre-purchase search is information seeking and processing activities where the 
consumer wants to simplify the purchase decision. By gathering information before a buying 
decision helps the consumer to reduce the perceived risk involved in a purchase but it also 
helps them to choose brand, which is a sensible choice. Customers use social networks sites 
to help them to make the decision with the lowest risk. Consumers desire other people's 
recommendations and comments in order to make a better decision (Mir, 2014). Other 
peoples’ recommendations and reviews could be seen as a personal information source, 
which is the source that has the biggest affect on a decision, as we declared above.  
 
As a result of the digitalization, the consumers of today face another problem: which media 
source to use for information search. The increasing volume of information spread, in both 
physical and online environments, the consumer must choose not only what to purchase but 
also which source to use when searching for information. The information era has an 
information overload and a consumer couldn´t possibly absorb all information about one 
product (Broilo, Espartel & Basso, 2016).  
 
A study made in 2014 shows that most social-media platforms is used as information sources. 
Even platforms that mainly has a networking-purpose, like media-sharing sites as Instagram, 
is used for this purpose. This study also shows that there are differences in which platform 
consumers are using for information seeking purpose but it also depends on demographics 
and personalities (Kim, Sin & Tsai-I, 2014).     
 
2.1.3 Evaluations of alternatives 
Alternative evaluation is how a consumer process information to arrive at brand choices. This 
process is tricky as it depends on the individual consumer and the specific buying situation. 
In some cases consumer only rely on their intuition and in some cases they use careful 
considerations and in other cases they are using friends and online reviews. A consumer's 
choice is not easy to predict. One thing is clear and that is what marketers want to affect and 
get more knowledge about. It is the attributes the product shall have for the customer even to 
consider it as a brand of choice. If marketers know these attributes, the marketers of a brand 
can influence the customer earlier in the buying process. It is in this stage the consumer forms 
purchase intentions by ranking different brands (Kotler et al., 2013; Solomon et al., 2010).  

Purchase intention 
Purchase intention is a psychological factor (Wang & Yu, 2017) which is referred to the 
judgment the consumer do after the evaluation to buy the product or service which could be 
explained as the degree of perceptual conviction to buy the product/brand/service (Bamini, 
Mohd & Wong, 2014). In this stage, the consumer organizes and compares the information 
collected (Wang & Yu, 2017).     
 
2.1.4 Purchase 
In most cases, a consumer's purchase decision will be to follow the purchase intention and 
buy the brand that the customer prefers the most (Kotler et al., 2013; Solomon et al., 2010). 
But the purchase decision can be affected by two things: attitudes of others and unexpected 
situational factors. The first of these is simply if someone close to you thinks that you should 
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buy an expensive product, the chance that you buy a cheap product is reduced. The other 
factor can be an unexpected income or that the economy in general goes down or if example 
a competitor drops their prices. In other words, something that could affect the customer's 
choice of product but it can also affect them to not purchase at all (Kotler et al., 2013; 
Solomon et al., 2010).   
 
2.1.5 Post purchase evaluation  
The process is not ending at the actual purchase, it continues further than that. In this process, 
the purchase is complete and the consumer is filled with emotions as a consequence of the 
purchase (Mossberg & Sundström, 2010). After purchasing a product a consumer will be 
satisfied or not and will engage in what is defines as “post purchase behavior”. If a consumer 
is satisfied or dissatisfied comes from the relationship between the consumer’s expectations 
and the product’s perceived performance. If the product meet the consumer’s expectations, 
the consumer will be satisfied and the other way around. Almost every purchase gives the 
consumer a discomfort caused by the post-purchase conflict. This discomfort is called 
“cognitive dissonance”(Kotler et al., 2013).  
 
2.2. Online consumer behavior and online consumer buying decision process 
The rise of Internet has made commerce into an electronic age which has changed the 
consumer in almost every aspect of daily life - how consumer communicates, find product 
offers and how they buy products (Darley, Blankson & Luethge, 2010). Consumers have 
changed their behavior in order to fit the Internet market and as they are now available both 
online and offline, companies can reach them easier (Darley et al., 2010). The study of online 
consumer behavior has been a big agenda for research in marketing science with the rapidly 
growing e-business. It is a complicated phenomenon that includes many independent factors 
that together shape the new consumer behavior (Lee & Chen, 2010).  
 
Hanekom and Baker (2016) is proposing a new definition of online consumer behavior:   
 
“Online consumer behavior comprises a complete web-based communication experience that 

manifests in web-based communication exposure and internal psychological behavioral 
processes leading to cognitive information-processing and response, information decision-

making and output processes, determined by internal, external and online factors”(Hanekom 
& Baker, 2016, p.79). 

 
This new definition is proposed to indicate the movement away from the consumer behavior 
as a purchasing behavior and instead consider the behavior as searching and consumption of 
communication experiences (Hanekom & Baker, 2016). The understanding of how 
consumers act in the context of social commerce has become critical for contemporary 
companies who aim to better influence consumers (Zhang & Benyoucef, 2016).  
 
To explain the online consumer behavior and how it is connected to influencers in social 
media we used the Engel-Kollat-Blackwell model. This model is an extended version of the 
five-stage process discussed in previous chapter, see figure 2.2 below (Darley et al., 2010). 
Customers are, as explained in the chapter  “consumer buying decision process”, decision 
makers whose attempt is to fulfill their needs. This problem solving process is as important in 
online buying decision as in offline buying decisions, which makes this model relevant for 
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our research (Wen, Prybutok, Blankson & Fang, 2014). This extended model identifies the 
role of the five stages but also the moderators, interactions and consequences of the decision 
making process (Darley et al., 2010). We will focus on one of the external factors of the 
EKB-model, which is  “social influences” as it has a connection to the phenomenon of 
followers and influencers. 

 
Figure 2.2: (Darley et al., 2010, Figure 1, A modified model of online consumer behavior 
and decision making, pp. 96) 
 
Consumers save time and money by purchasing products and services online. An increasing 
number of individuals all over the world are using both online and physical stores. People can 
easily compare prices, features, and almost anything else, through Internet, which makes 
people change their behavior. There are many things that affect the purchase decision but the 
most important is the information and how good it is. It has to be relevant and accurate 
because then the customers will get a positive intention to purchase (Mazaheri, Richard & 
Laroche, 2011).   
 
Another change is that the personalized buying behavior grows. According to a study made 
by Google, every one of the 3000 shoppers studied had an individual purchasing path. As a 
marketer it is important to understand the value of individualization and personalized 
messages throughout the decision process (Lockard, 2015). Generations of today purchase 
differently than generations before them. They are not influenced to the same extent by 
traditional advertisements as the generations before. Word-of-mouth marketing and search 
engines are now the most important sources to influence purchasing decisions and habits 
(Erwin, 2016).  
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2.2.1 Social media's impact on decision making 
The way social media are coming through into everyday life are increasing as a consequence 
of digitalization and the rise of online social networks. Evidence shows that social media’s 
impact on consumers’ decision making could be huge but it also could depend on which 
media application is used (Power & Philips-Wren, 2011).  
       
Social media is a place where the consumer can both share and receive information to make 
informed decisions when it comes to the purchase process as we declared above. Despite that, 
social media helps the consumer to keep up with trends, learn about brands and products, 
provide feedback, join communities and take advantage of promotions (DeMers, 2016). 
Ahmed claims in his article from 2016 that 71% of consumers are likely to purchase a 
product based on social media referrals. Hence, social media is a peer influencer when it 
comes to make buying decisions.  
 
Forbes has made a research to figure out how consumers engage with different organizations 
and business through social media networks. The result shows that 78% of the respondents 
said that social media posts by companies influence their buying decisions (Ahmed, 2016). 
According to another study regarding how social media influences apparel purchase behavior, 
results show that social media plays a bigger role in the pre-purchase stage than in the post-
purchase stage. In the pre-purchase stage need recognition, information seeking and 
alternative evaluation are included. The study also shows that when consumers are seeking 
for information the brands website is the primary information source followed by social 
network pages of bloggers and celebrities and the brands social network pages (Cao, Meister 
& Klante, 2014).   
 
A report made by Deloitte declares that 47 percent of Millennials are influenced in their 
purchases by social media. This is a high number compared to all other age group that had a 
result of 19 percent. The effect of social media is not something companies and brands can 
ignore as the same report claims that consumer using social media during their buying 
process are four times more likely to spend more on purchases compared to them who don’t 
(Roesler, 2015). The consumer behavior of today is with other words “search dominated” as 
search is the core of the buying behavior (Lockard, 2015).  
 
2.3 Electronic Word-Of-Mouth (eWOM) 
The development of internet-based media, such as the social media, has enabled consumers to 
engage and communicate with other consumers by exchanging information and opinions 
about products and brands, a phenomenon called electronic word-of-mouth (Chu & Kim, 
2011; DeBruyn & Lilien, 2008). Social media serves as a platform for consumers to publicize 
their reviews of purchased products and can therefore impact the company-consumer 
relationship in terms of brand image and brand awareness (Jin & Phua, 2014). The difference 
between this phenomenon from other marketing tools is that it has a natural structure formed 
by real reviews (Erkan & Evans, 2014). Electronic word-of-mouth, has become even bigger 
and more important than traditional word of mouth. eWOM is non-commercial messages 
between one consumer and others and is related to online information sharing as advice and 
recommendation. This phenomenon is useful for consumers in their product evaluation and 
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purchase decision making as they could seek for information wherever and whenever and 
minimize the risk that is involved in a purchase, as discussed in previous chapters (Suki, 
Suki, Mokhtar & Ahmad, 2016; Erkan & Evans, 2014). eWOM has been defined as below;  
 
“Any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about a 
product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via 

internet”  (Hennig-Thura, Gwinner, Walsh & Gremler, 2004, p.39). 
 

Prior studies show that eWOM has a higher credibility, empathy and relevance for consumers 
than information that comes from marketer-created sources (Godey, Manthiou, Pederzoli, 
Rokka, Aiello, Donvito & Singh, 2016). Online social networks that interact with people who 
have the same opinions are always at higher level of trust in word of mouth. Nielsen’s is 
claiming in “Global Survey of Trust in Advertising” (2012) that 92% of all consumers trusts 
WOM and eWOM, which emphasize the importance of this type of marketing.  
        
eWOM is both created and searched by consumers and consumers’ produce these messages 
in consumer networks to help each other (Moore, 2010). The phenomenon eWOM started by 
the entrance of Internet as anyone with basic computer skills and Internet connection can 
access and find eWOM about a brand or a product. The information can be found in blogs, 
social media, websites, electronic newspapers etc. (Hung & Li, 2007). Word-of-mouth has 
always been an important part of consumers’ way to behave. There are a lot of information, 
opinions and product reviews online and that is why word-of-mouth has become increasingly 
more important due to the digitalization. eWOM is now one of the most important things in 
decision making of today (Lee & Youn, 2009). A research made by Wang and Yu (2017) 
shows that positive valence WOM has a strong effect on a consumer’s intentions to purchase 
but also that the WOM content positively influences the purchase intention. By content both 
quality and quantity is included.  
 
2.3.1. eWOM on social media and its impact on consumer behavior 
Social media, in terms of eWOM, provides two main benefits for marketers which is that 
marketers can interfere in conversations among consumers (to prevent negative dialogues for 
example) and secondly, marketers could lead consumers to start positive dialogues by 
providing accurate content (Erkan, 2015). Recommendations and information communicated 
from a personal source influences consumer’s behavior (Alghamdi, 2012). The traditional 
word-of-mouth and its influence on consumers decision-making process has been identified 
in several marketing and advertising literature in the past (Chu & Kim, 2011). Sociological 
studies as early as in the beginning of 1900 century shows that information that comes from 
non-commercial or personal sources is particularly influential in consumer decision making 
and that communication between a person to another is more effective than impersonal media 
sources. Personal sources play a particularly influential role in affecting choice of product as 
well as in the diffusion of information regarding new products (Gilly, Graham, Wolfinbarger 
& Yale, 1998; Alghamdi, 2012). Consumer often believes that the personal source is the most 
important source, especially if the information seeker perceives a high risk with the purchase 
(Gilly et al., 1998). According to prior research, online reviews in social media are an 
important source of information that helps consumers in their decision-making (Zhang & 
Beyoucef, 2016). On the other hand, DeBruyn & Lilien (2008) claims that close relationship 
only has an influence in some parts of the buying process but not in the final decision part.  
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The social networks is an ideal tool for electronic word-of-mouth since consumers can create 
and spread brand-related information in their network consisted by friends, classmates and 
other kind of friendships (Chu & Kim, 2011). Previous researches made, indicates that the 
greater the expertise of the personal source the more the source is influencing the purchase 
decision. It also shows that sources that are seen as opinion leaders will have a bigger 
influence on the decision than sources that isn’t. The same study also shows with great 
support that if a consumer possess high expertise in the field he is seeking information, the 
less likely he, or she, will have a preference for WOM influence in general (Gilly et al., 
1998). From the theory about eWOM and we created our first hypothesis:    
 
H1: Number of followers of a fashion brand’s Instagram acts as eWOM 
and therefore influences a consumer's purchase intention 
         
2.4 System generated information as information sources 
Previous studies have identified three sources of information that a social network profile 
contains: self, other and system. By applying these sources to our study of followers of 
Instagram accounts: the self source, (self generated information-source) will be the picture 
posted by the brand, the other source (other-generated information source) will be comments 
and likes by the brand’s followers and the system-source (system generated information 
source) will be the number of followers, number of photos posted (Jin & Phua, 2014).  
 
System-generated information is with other words information pieces that are system 
rendered. When a consumer looks at an Instagram-page, they are exposed to information 
about the account’s network such as number of followers. This information can be used to 
make judgments about the source’s credibility, popularity and attractiveness (Westerman, 
Spence & Van der Heide, 2012). Another type of system-generated information that a 
consumer could find on an Instagram-page is for example information about who follows a 
particular brand. A study made about Twitter and the followership-phenomenon explains that 
the more followers an account has, the greater perceived social influence the account has 
which leads us to the next chapter about social influence (Jin & Phua, 2014).  
 
2.5 Social influence     
According to Ajzen (2002), actions of a human are guided by three considerations, which is 
behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs. In this study we are going to focus 
on the normative belief, also referred to as social influences. Social influences are the belief 
about the normative expectations of others and the motivations to fulfill these expectations 
(Suki, Suki, Mokhtar & Ahmad, 2016). Social influence means, with other words, when 
people cannot immediately make decisions they will be affected by the surrounding social 
group environments to help individuals to make purchase decisions (Hsu, Wen-Hai & Liou, 
2016). This term includes for example the choice to execute the thinking and behavior of 
other when making a purchase decision of a product or brand (Suki et al., 2016). It is the 
process through which an individual's beliefs and behavior are influenced and affected by 
others (Mulawa, Yamanis, Hill, Balvanz, Kajula & Maman, 2016).  
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Previous findings show that a consumer’s individual decision, to perform or not to perform a 
specific behavior, is influenced by other people such as family and friends and has a direct 
impact on the purchase decision (Suki et al., 2016).  
 
2.5.1. Online popularity/likeability 
Experiments shows that Instagram influencers with a higher number of followers are 
considered more likeable and popular. The number of followers reflects network size and 
therefore serves as an indication for popularity (Phua, et al., 2017). This is aligned with 
another study from 2016, showing that a higher number of followers on Instagram increase 
likeability, mostly through higher popularity-perceptions (De Veirman, Cauberghe & 
Hudders, 2016). The quantity of a profiles contacts on social media influences popularity 
ratings and has been one of the most frequently used indicators to gauge online popularity 
and subsequent social influence in social networks. It has been empirically demonstrated that 
users with a high number friends in social media networks are assessed to be more popular 
and socially attractive than those with less friends. Online popularity is a significant variable 
of social media users’ source credibility.  
 
2.5.2 Source credibility 
Source credibility means “a communicator's positive characteristics that affect the receiver's 
acceptance of a message” and is the extent to which the target audience views the source in 
order to get experience and knowledge in their understanding of the product (Jin & Phua, 
2014; Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017). When applying this on our study, number of followers 
of an Instagram account can be seen as a type of source used by consumers to measure the 
account’s trustworthiness and credibility (Jin & Phua, 2014).With support from the theory 
about eWOM, social media’s influence on purchase intention and social influences we 
created the next hypothesis for our research:  
 
H2: There is a positive relationship between number of followers on 
Instagram and purchase intention  
 
2.6 Influencers 
Consumers are used to seek information from people with a high online status in an online 
social network. These people are formally referred to as influencers (Liu, Jiang, Zhangxi, 
Ding, Duan & Xu, 2015). As early as 1962, traditional communication theory stated that 
influencers are a minority that distinguishes in convincing others (Cha, Haddadi, Benevenuto 
& Gummadi, 2010). The site WhatIs, runned by the marketing and online commerce IT 
company TechTarget, defines a social influencer as:  
 

“An influencer is an individual whose actions and opinions carry more weight with their 
colleagues, social network and the general public than is the case with most other 

individuals”(WhatIs, June 2016). 
 
WhatIs also categorizes journalists, celebrities, subject experts and individuals with big 
follower groups as social influencers. According to WhatIs, these individuals shall also have 
an established follower group over different social media platforms and/or blogs (WhatIs, 
June 2016). 
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Advertisement from an influencer, written as an opinion or as a part of their life, is very 
strong and believable. This is one main reason why several international brands and web 
stores has started to use influencers in their marketing (Kulmala, Mesiranta & Tuominen, 
2013). When Instagram was introduced, many social influencers focused on their ability to 
deliver adverts of a good quality. Companies are able to send messages through Instagram 
posts that seem to an opinion from the Influencer. This creates a more credible type of 
advertising (Abidin, 2016). The foundation of companies using influencers comes from the 
fact that eWOM and social networks are the strongest type of marketing and people trust this. 
Influencers are perceived as trustworthier than companies. Companies have started using 
them to come around eWOM and to increasing their social media marketing. They reach 
more number of people in a more effective way using influencers (Shixi Liu, Jiang, Lin, Ding 
& Duan, 2015).  
         
2.6.1. Influencers impact on consumers purchase decisions 
Nowadays, consumers are use to seek useful information from people with high online status, 
as influencers, in online social network (Liu et al., 2015). Prior studies prove that influencers 
and celebrities affect a consumer's purchase decisions. A study made by Djafarova & 
Rushworth (2017) claims that younger women are the majority of Instagram users and also 
are those who are affected the most. A prior study shows that 92% of consumers says they 
trust WOM recommendations from their trusted influential peers more than any other form of 
marketing (Liu et al., 2015). This is a high percentage compared to the other results in the 
same study showing that only about 50% of the respondents trust TV-advertising, magazines 
and ads in magazines (Nielsen, 4th of October 2012). Contrariwise, some researchers have 
discussed that the new generation make choices based on peers and friends to a higher extent 
that influential (Cha et al., 2010). Celebrities have an influence on the decision process but 
not as much as non-traditional celebrities, such as bloggers, “Instagrammers” and 
“Youtubers”. In a prior research about credibility of online celebrities made in 2017, 
respondents claimed they considered people with more than 30.000 followers as celebrities, 
regardless what they did for a living (Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017).  
 
Trust in influencers is the main reason if they can affect the buying behavior or not. Prior 
studies show that women are more retentive than men and tend to follow recommendations 
from influencers to a higher extent. They also tend to follow more people that they think have 
a good or cool lifestyle (Wilcox & Stephen, 2013). People are copying many things 
celebrities does as choice of fashion, social media posts, restaurants and even travel 
destinations to only mention a few. Although most people are aware of the fact influencers 
and celebrities are approached by brands to maintain a good and positive atmosphere around 
the brand. They usually don’t post anything that wouldn’t be positive to maintain their own 
reputation as a public person (Jin & Phua, 2014). With support from the theory above 
regarding social media influencers’ impact on consumers’ purchase decision we create the 
following hypothesis, applied to our context:  
 
H3: “A fashion brand followed by influencers has a stronger impact on 
consumers’ purchase intention than a brand without.” 
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2.7 Development of research model 
With our three developed hypotheses, we propose the following model. By using the theories 
discussed, purchase intention and electronic word-of-mouth, the model’s purpose is to 
explain our hypotheses created in this paper. System-generated content in our study refers to 
either number of followers and followers in terms of Influencers. System-generated 
information in terms of “Number of followers” continues out in hypothesis 1 and 2. 
Hypothesis 1 proposes that number of followers of a fashion brand acts as eWOM. Our next 
assumption is that system-generated information could influence a consumer’s purchase 
intention, which is illustrated by H2 and H3 in the model below. Hypothesis 2 proposes that 
number of followers could influence the purchase intention. Hypothesis 3 proposes that 
depending on if influencers follows a brand or not, the influence on a consumer’s purchase 
intention will be different.  
 
The relationship between system generated information, in terms of Influencers, and eWOM 
is not investigated further in this paper as we chose to focus on number of followers in this 
case. Additionally, prior studies already confirmed the relationship between influencers and 
eWOM as discussed in the frame of references. The research model is created to highlight the 
hypotheses created for this particular research problem and therefore delimited to the three 
assumptions made.  
 

 

 
Figure 2.3: Research model 
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3. Methodology 
 

This chapter will describe and justify the method, which is the basis for the essay structure. Scientific method and theory are 
selected and justified. Method- and source criticism is observed. 

 
3.1 Research purpose 
Even though all studies aims to develop and increase knowledge, different purposes exist. 
Jacobsen (2002) claims that the two main types of purposes are descriptive and explanatory 
(i.e. causal). As some variables already are known about the subject within our research 
problem, we chose to make a descriptive research. A descriptive research should be used 
when variables of interest already is known and when you want to understand the variables 
better in a certain situation (Jacobsen, 2002; Olsson & Sörensen, 2007). As we wanted to get 
a comprehensive knowledge about how the already known variables behaves in terms of 
Instagram and the follower-phenomenon which makes the descriptive purpose the most 
appropriate alternative in our case.  
 
3.2 Scientific methods 
There are two different ways of collecting the data needed for a research, qualitative and 
quantitative (Jacobsen, 2012). We made a survey, which is one example of a quantitative 
method. A survey is in general based on a sample of individuals or another type of unit. The 
sample is exposed to some kind of observation, questioning or another type of “measuring”.  
By measuring the sample, the researcher’s desire is to make conclusions or make statements. 
These measurements can be done in different ways with different type of questions 
(Wärneryd, 1990). The reason why we chose this method, and not a qualitative research 
method, is that we wanted to know how consumers in general act in terms of their buying 
decision process in the social media. We made a sample survey, which has an extensive 
structure. The positive aspect of this kind of structure is that individual nuances and 
differences disappear and the possibilities to generalize are increasing. We were aware of the 
possible bias of not getting all relevant data but we decided that the extensive structure was 
the best structure in our case since we want to generalize the result (Jacobsen, 2012). Another 
positive aspect of our choice to do a quantitative research is the possibility to standardize and 
analyze the collected data. The quantitative data collecting method ends in numerical 
observations (Backman, 2016), which makes it possible to standardize and analyze the 
collected data. A quantitative research also has a high external validity, which is discussed in 
next chapter about validity and reliability. We were aware of that a quantitative method 
would not give us the same possibility to get a deep knowledge and to see all differences 
between the individuals. Even so, we believed that a quantitative research would give us 
enough answers on our research question.          
 
3.3 Validity and reliability 
To make sure that the research valid and reliable, we carefully examined the internal as well 
as the external validity and the reliability in our study. The internal validity refers to that the 
research is measuring what the study actually wants to measure and the external validity is to 
what extent you can generalize the result (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007; Jacobsen, 2002; Bell, 
2006). Reliability implies that the research should be trustable and conducted in a credible 
way (Jacobsen, 2002) and could be explained as the degree of consistency between 
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measurements with the same measuring instrument (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007). Bell explains 
reliability as a measurement of to which extent a procedure gives the same result at different 
times but under the same circumstances (2005).  
 
To establish our research’s validity we created our items by using the construct made in prior 
peer review studies. This made us certain that we asked for what we desired to ask for and to 
increase the internal validity. We tried to increase the reliability in terms of preventing 
misunderstandings, by adding a detailed but easily understandable definition of “influencers” 
in the survey, which is supported by Eliasson (2006) who is saying that a well-prepared 
research increases the reliability. The reason why we included a definition was to make sure 
all respondents had the same understanding of this term when answering the items that 
related to this theory.   
 
Before sending out the survey to our population, we made two pilot studies. It is a 
preparatory study that is made to test the measurement instrument (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007; 
Eliasson, 2006). Measurement instrument refers to the survey in this study. After these tests, 
the survey was corrected according the feedback we got before we decided to launch the final 
survey on Facebook and LinkedIn.  
 
A possible bias in our research could be that the respondents have taken other variables into 
consideration that the survey did not intend to measure. As fashion choices are affected by 
multiple variables, as taste, trends and price for example, a bias that may have occurred is 
that respondents failed to exclude other considerations/variables than the follower-aspect. To 
minimize this bias as much as we could, we explained in the survey-description that we are 
well aware that selection of fashion is influenced by many other variables than followers but 
that it is this variable we have chosen to measure. Even though we included this clarification, 
we cannot be sure that the respondents exclude all other influential factors.  
 
Another bias could be that people didn’t choose truthful answers. As the survey asks if other 
people influence a person’s choice of fashion, this could be a sensible question to answer. To 
reduce this bias as much as we could, the respondents were anonymous. A possible way to 
get a more fair result could be to do an observation. 
 
3.4 Scientific approach 
We chose to take on a deductive approach in our research. Jacobsen (2002) explains the 
deductive method could be explained as an approach that goes from “theory to empiricism” 
and implies that the researcher has certain expectations about reality before collecting data, 
which was the case in our study. A deductive approach starts from a generic rule and claims 
that this rule explains a unique case of interest (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2008). As we choose 
to do a quantitative research we took on a closed approach as the survey had both 
predetermined questions and limited possible answers, which we created from theory we 
considered relevant for the chosen problem.  
 
We carefully considered the negative aspects of our choice to make a deductive study. One 
drawback with deductive approach is that the researcher tend to only look for the information 
that is relevant to the expectations and could miss out on other important information. 
Another drawback of this approach is that manifold and complex interpretations is made in 
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many stages and this could case a bias in terms of that we get answers of how the respondents 
perceives the researchers’ interpretation of reality instead of their own interpretation of reality 
(Jacobsen, 2002).  To prevent these biases we included an open question in the questionnaire 
to give the respondents a chance to add additional comments and information that could be 
relevant for the study and we also made sure that the theory is relevant for the problem. 
 
The opposite of deductive approach is inductive approach and it is explained as “empiricism 
to theory”. With this approach, the researcher collects data from reality without almost any 
expectations and then analyses it to create theories (Jacobsen, 2012). As we already had 
expectation of which variables that were relevant from existing theories, this approach did not 
fit our research.  
 
3.5 Choice of perspective 
We chose to make the research from a consumer perspective. The reason why we chose this 
perspective is because the findings in this paper are more applicable on the behalf of 
companies turning to consumers, a B2C perspective if you will. We believed it would be 
interesting to see this problem from consumers’ point of view and hopefully give companies 
guidelines in how to use Instagram in the most efficient way.  
 
3.6 Research strategy 
According to Jacobsen (2002) there are different strategies to follow when collecting 
primary data for a research: interviews, conducting surveys and observations. We chose to 
make surveys as we needed a high number of respondents and as several variables already 
was determined we could create items that fitted well for a survey research. The negative 
aspects of our choice is that it is hard to control the response resources (if someone is 
helping the responder to answer the questionnaire) and that you can not explain the 
questions/items to the respondent if there is any doubts, which could be causing a bias. To 
minimize this bias we are creating items with an easy comprehensibility and we are doing 
the questionnaire in Swedish, as our desired population is Swedish users of Instagram.  
 
3.7 Extent of researcher interference 
We did a survey where the respondents were anonymous, which is the most neutral way of 
doing a research (Wärneryd, 1990). The answers weren’t exposed to anyone since the survey 
was made online. The interference from the researcher was therefore minimal in our case, 
which is one of the positive aspects of this method (Wärneryd, 1990). The validity of a 
research with minimal interference is higher than researches with moderate or excessive 
interference as it is more likely that respondents have answered truthfully. 
 
3.8 Measurements 
We created 10 Likert scale items, which we operationalized from the literature review and the 
chosen theories. Operationalizing is the process where the researchers are making the desired 
concept measurable (Jacobsen, 2012). We also created two generic multiple-choice questions 
to find out the respondents’ demographics and one multiple-choice question to establish 
Instagram-usage. The Likert-scale items were made with five grades where 1 was “strongly 
disagree” and 5 “strongly agree”. The reason why we chose to make a Likert-scale is because 
the Likert scale is exhaustive which means that all possible answer is included in the 
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alternatives. This is one elementary requirement of a survey. Another requirement is that the 
questionnaire has to be mutually exclusive which we have applied by only asking for one 
thing per item (Wärneryd, 1990).  
 
The reason why we chose a five degree scale is because the respondents has the possibility to 
choose a neutral answer, which was grade number three in our case. We also believed that 
five steps are enough to be able to answer the questions truthfully. A negative aspect of this 
could be that people choose the neutral choice only because they do not want to take a stand 
(Wärneryd, 1990). In our case, the respondents could actually have had a neutral thought 
about the item and that is the reason we chose to have an unequal scale. The Likert scale is 
classified as ordinal scale data, which is a scale without equidistance. This implies that the 
distance between for example strongly agree and agree could differ from one respondent to 
another (Sundell, 22nd February 2013). Another positive aspect of using this type of 
questionnaire is the ability for analysis.  
 
The Likert scale-items (10) were divided into six questions measuring eWOM and four items 
measuring purchase intention. The four items measuring purchase intention were repeated 
four times after the respondents were presented for four different situations. The only change 
in the situations was number of followers and influencers, all other things equal. All 
questions and statements were translated into Swedish in the survey. See appendix 2 for the 
original survey in Swedish.  
 
3.8.1 Development of questions, constructs and items 
The first section of the research instrument consisted of three multiple-choice questions that 
asked respondents generic questions as age, gender and Instagram usage. The questions were 
constructed as below (translated to Swedish): 
     
1. “Do you use Instagram?”  
We think it is mandatory to have a comprehension of the social media the research is about. 
The respondents had to choose from the alternatives “Yes” or “No”. Additionally we wrote in 
the post, when the survey was launched, that our desired population was Instagram-users, 
which resulted in that 100% of the answers received came from Instagram-users.  
 
2. “I am in the age between…” 
According to our literature review, Millennials are influenced to a higher extent than older 
people (Roesler, 2015). Because of that, it was interesting to compare differences between 
different age-ranges in our study. The respondents had to choose in what age-range they 
belonged as “Under 16 years old”, “Between 16-25”, “Between 26-35” and so on.  
 
3. “Gender” 
The reason why we asked the respondents for their gender was to be able to compare the 
differences between women and men, as previous studies shows that women are influenced 
by influencers to a higher extent than men. 
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The second part of the survey started with constructs to answer our first hypothesis: 
 “Number of followers of a fashion brand’s Instagram acts as eWOM and therefore 
influences a consumer's purchase intention” 
 
The first hypothesis was created from the theory about eWOM. By using this hypothesis, we 
would like to examine if number of followers of a fashion brand's Instagram account 
influences the consumer as electronic word-of-mouth. To develop our constructs we used 
prior studies measuring eWOM and adapted them to our context (Abubakar, Ilkan & Sahin, 
2016). We created six items to measure eWOM and for this measures, response range from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
 
1. I often consider a fashion brand's’ number of Instagram followers to know which brand 
that makes a good impression on others 
2. To make sure I buy the right brand, I often consider the number of Instagram-followers of 
the brand. 
3. I often consider a fashion brand's’ number of Instagram-followers to help choose the right 
brand. 
4. I frequently gather information about a brand's’ number of Instagram-followers before I 
buy the certain brand. 
5. If I don’t consider number of Instagram-followers of the fashion brand, I worry about my 
decision 
6. When I buy a a product from a fashion brand, the number of Instagram followers makes 
me confident in purchasing the brand 
 
To answer our second hypothesis “There is a positive relationship between number of 
followers and purchase intention” we used a four item scale. This hypothesis was created 
from the theory about purchase intentions and how social media influences this. We did not 
find a prior study that tests this from a “followers”-perspective in terms of quantity of 
followers but since prior studies shows that social media influence the purchase decision we 
consider this as a relevant theory to use. The scale was used to measure purchase intention 
and was adapted from Erkans and Evans study from 2016. The scale was employed to 
measure the construct purchase intention by using a five-point Likert scale that ranged from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
 
The reason why we chose 30 000 followers as an indicator for a brand with “many followers” 
is because used theory used claims that a personal account with over 30 000 followers are 
perceived as a celebrity and we adapted this to our context about brands.  
 
Construct 1 about purchase intention: Brand with high number of followers 
“You find a piece of apparel you like from a fashion brand you don’t recognize. You decide 
to seek information about the brand on Instagram. The brand has 30,000 followers on 
Instagram.” 
 
1.1; It is very likely that I will buy a product from the fashion brand   
1.2; I will purchase a product from the fashion brand next time I need a product. 
1.3;  I will definitely try the fashion brand 
1.4;  I will recommend the fashion brand to my friends 
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Construct 2 about purchase intention: Brand with low number of followers 
“You find a piece of apparel you like from a fashion brand you don’t recognize. You decide 
to seek information about the brand on Instagram. The brand has 1,500 followers on 
Instagram.” 
 
1.5: It is very likely that I will buy a product from the fashion brand   
1.6: I will purchase a product from the fashion brand next time I need a product. 
1.7: I will definitely try the fashion brand 
1.8: I will recommend the fashion brand to my friends   
 
The fourth part of the survey brings up the third hypothesis “A fashion brand followed by 
influencers has a stronger impact on a consumer's purchase intention than a brand without.” 
We created this hypothesis from the theory of influencers on social media and their impact on 
consumer’s purchase intention. We wanted to test if Instagram-accounts followed by 
Influencers gives a higher influence on consumer’s buying decision than brands without this 
type of follower.   
 
The two questions included a definition of “influencers” to ensure the respondents have the 
same definition as the study contains.  The definition we used, also written in the theory, is 
“An influencer is an individual whose actions and opinions carry more weight with their 
colleagues, social network and the general public than is the case with most other 
individuals” and translated into Swedish as “Inflytelserika personer betyder i denna studie en 
person vars handlingar/åsikter inom mode spelar större roll hos allmänheten/sociala nätverk 
än de flesta individer.” 
 
Construct 1 about purchase intention:  Brand account with “influencers” as followers. 
“You find a fashion brand on Instagram followed by fashion influencers*, please take a stand 
to the following statements” *In this study, an influencer refers to an individual whose 
actions and opinions carry more weight with their colleagues, social network and the general 
public than is the case with most other individuals” 
 
3.1: It is very likely that I will buy a product from the fashion brand   
3.2: I will purchase a product from the fashion brand next time I need a product. 
3.3: I will definitely try the fashion brand 
3.4: I will recommend the fashion brand to my friends 
 
Construct 2 about purchase intention: Brand account without “influencers” as followers 
“You find a fashion brand on Instagram followed not followed by any fashion influencers*, 
please take a stand to the following statements” *In this study, an influencer refers to an 
individual whose actions and opinions carry more weight with their colleagues, social 
network and the general public than is the case with most other individuals” 
 
3.5: It is very likely that I will buy a product from the fashion brand   
3.6: I will purchase a product from the fashion brand next time I need a product. 
3.7: I will definitely try the fashion brand 
3.8: I will recommend the fashion brand to my friends  
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3.9 Data collecting method 
To reach our target audience which was Instagram users in Sweden, we chose social media 
networks as our main channel for distributing the survey. We believed that Instagram-users 
probably also use Facebook or LinkedIn and therefore made it to an appropriate and suitable 
channel to use. We shared the survey in different pages to reach more respondents. We 
shared the survey in Swedish to exclude eventual confusions about to whom the survey was 
targeted to and to exclude respondents from other countries. As a consequence of the fact 
that the majority of the respondents reached through Facebook have a personal connection to 
us, could have created a smaller bias. Since the personal network knows us more or less, this 
might affected the respondent’s will to answer the survey and as well how they answer. 
Despite this, we believed that the personal network could answer these questions in a valid 
way.  
 
3.10 Time horizon 
We made a cross-sectional study. This type of research studies a certain population at a 
certain point of time (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007; Jacobsen, 2012). This is a structure that is 
adequate when you want to either describe a situation at a certain point of time or found out 
which phenomenon that co-varies at a certain point of time (Jacobsen, 2012). As we did not 
have an interest to study the chosen problem over time, we believed this type of study suited 
our study the best.     
   
3.11 Sampling design and unit of analyzation 
We made a “simple random sample” which is a sample that is randomly selected within the 
desired population (Jacobsen, 2012). Our desired unit to analyze was individuals who are 
users of Instagram. As we made a demographic delimitation to Sweden, Instagram users in 
Sweden were the desired population we wanted. We chose to not delimitate to a certain age.  

 
About 95 percent of Sweden's population is using Internet 
according to statistics from 2016 (Davidsson, November 
2016). About 44% of those are users of Instagram, which was 
our population (Davidsson, 13 October 2016). This will be 
around 4 million users, see calculation below. To get a 
representative sample with a confidence level of 95% and a 
confidence interval of 5%, the sample size should be 384 
individuals (Surveysystem.com). The calculation of this is 
presented below. 
0,95 x 9 593 000 = 9 113 350  
0,44 x 9 113 350= 4 009 874 ← Population (P) 
 
We received 212 valid answers, which is below the 
calculated sample size above. Despite the fact that we 
shared our survey on different points of time and on 
different days to reach as many as we was able to reach, 
the reach of our combined social media networks were 
saturated. To reach more people we asked a number of 
people to share the survey through email among the 
employees in the companies they work. As the number of 
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answer did not increase in a couple of days, we chose to continue the study with the 212 
answers we received. We were aware of the fact that the external validity will be lower, 
and that the generalizability of our result decreases, but we chose to continue the research 
process but to take it into consideration when analyzing and discussing the result. We will 
now have an interval of 6,73 with confidence level 95%.  
 
A way we could have reached a bigger network and in that way maybe receive a larger 
number of answers could have been to share the survey in other platforms in addition to 
social media as well as distribute the survey physically in different public environment. 
But as we believed that the social media networks would be enough we decided to delimit 
the distribution thereafter.  
 
3.12 Selection of theory 
We collected secondary sources to create the relevant theory we needed for this research. 
We used mainly scientific articles but also popular articles, blogs, websites and books, as we 
couldn’t find all theory necessary only from scientific sources. We were not able to find 
other researches that studied the follower-phenomenon, which makes this study a good 
contribute to the consumer behavior field as well as the fashion industry, which is further 
discussed in “contribution and value” in the conclusion chapter.   
 
Secondary sources imply that the researchers are using information that isn’t written by 
themselves. The information already exists in databases, articles, books and other documents 
(Eriksson & Widersheim-Paul, 2008). In this case, the researcher bases his theory on 
information that is collected by someone else, often for another research problem. The main 
problem with collecting secondary sources is to which extent the source is trustable. The 
issue lies within how much of the necessary information that has been eliminated during the 
process and that is a problem that you cannot control as a researcher (Jacobsen, 2012). To 
minimize this bias we used peer-reviewed sources to a very high extent and tried to 
delimitate our usage of popular articles and resources as much as we could. We also tried to 
find independent sources that aligned to create a higher quality of our literature review. 
 
Even though we delimited the usage of non-scientific resources, the small number used was 
critically reviewed. For example when we chose to use blogs, the credibility and knowledge 
of the writer were considered. The subjectivity of statistics of Instagram collected from 
Instagram’s own webpage was also reviewed but we decided to consider it as a valid source 
of statistical information.  
 
3.13 Process of analysis  
We collected both nominal and ordinal scale data. The generic questions as Instagram usage, 
age and gender is classified as nominal data and are more a classification than a measurement 
(Löfgren & Näverskog, 1999). The items constructed to measure eWOM and purchase 
intention is classified as ordinal data as we cannot tell anything about the differences between 
one point and another on the Likert-scale (Löfgren & Näverskog, 1999). To be able to 
analyze our collected quantitative data, we used both “univariat” and “bivariat” processing. 
Univariat processing is when you analyze every variable separately and bivariat processing is 
when you process variables in pair (Olsson & Sörensen, 2007). Firstly, we decided to 
compare and analyze the descriptive statistics of the empirical findings. We compared the 
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percent as well as the means and standard deviation to be able to see differences in the 
results. Furthermore, as the descriptive statistic showed a difference between genders we 
continued with statistical test in forms of Fisher’s exact test to establish the significance of 
this difference. The reason we did Fisher’s exact test, instead of Chi Square, was because the 
expected count were below 5 in a few cases. Fisher’s exact test corrects the small sample bias 
and gives a more truthful answer. If the p-value is below 5%, the difference is significant and 
the null-hypothesis could be rejected. If the p-value is above 5%, the difference is a result of 
the margin of error and the null-hypothesis is confirmed (Wahlgren, 2012).  
 
Throughout the analysis, the chosen theories were discussed in order to support the outcome 
and result. Furthermore, the research model were continuously discussed and revised during 
the process.  
 
We chose to establish that the items we used had an internal consistence we used Cronbach’s 
Alpha test, using SPSS. The result showed that the items correlated with each other to a high 
extent which made us confident that the four items created to measure purchase intention 
measured the same thing, as well as the six items created to measure eWOM measured the 
same thing.  
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4. Empirical findings 
 

In this chapter, the quantitative data is presented. The data presented is a summary of the data collected from the survey.  
The generic questions (3) in part 1 were answered by multiple-choice questions. All items in part 2-5 were responded on a 
five point Likert-scale labeled as follows: 1=Strongly disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither agree or disagree 4=Agree 5= 
Strongly agree 

 
4.1 Part 1: Background questions  
The first part consisted of three generic background questions to establish our desired 
population as well as determine the demographics of our respondents. The results of the first 
three questions are presented below. As 100% of the respondents confirmed Instagram-usage, 
see methodology, we will not present that result further in this chapter. 
 
4.1.1 Age  
The biggest share of respondents belongs to third age range, 21-25 years old. This age range 
represents about half of the respondents (51,4%) and dominates the survey. The fourth age 
range, 26-30 years old, represent 23,6%, which in this survey will be 50 respondents. Age 
range, 16-20 years old represents almost 10% of all respondents.  
 

 
Chart 1.1 - Age       
 
 
4.1.2 Gender 
Our sample is distributed among 66% women and 
34% men. This gives us a number of 140 female 
respondents and 72 male respondents.  
 
 

C
 Chart 1.2- Gender 
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4.2 Hypothesis 1 - Number of followers as eWOM 
 

Item 1-6 in the chapter below refers to the six items measuring e-WOM:  
1: I often consider number of followers of a fashion brand on Instagram to know what brands make a good impression on 
others.  
2: To make sure I buy the right brand, I often consider the number of Instagram-followers of the brand.  
3: I often consider a fashion brand's number of Instagram-followers to help choose the right brand.  
4: I frequently gather information about a brand’s number of Instagram-followers before I buy the certain brand. 
5: If I don’t consider number of Instagram-followers of the fashion brand, I worry about my decision  
6:When I buy a product from a fashion brand, the number of Instagram followers makes me confident in purchasing the 
brand 

 
The second part of the survey consisted of six items whose objective was to explore number 
of followers influence as eWOM. The collected data is presented below, in text as well as in 
graph. Gender-specified result is discussed when it is relevant in text and/or presented 
visually in appendix 2 with crosstabs.  
 

 
Chart 2.1: eWOM - Distribution of answers  
 
The first item was answered by all 212 respondents presented in chart 2.1. A big share, 58%, 
strongly disagreed with this statement and almost 18,9% disagreed. This gives us a total of 
163 respondents (76,8%) who chose not to agree with the first statement. 30 respondents 
(14,2%) were neutral and the remaining 19 (9%) agreed or strongly agreed. No notable 
difference between the genders was shown in this statement (appendix 3), and therefore we 
will not discuss it further. The empirical result does not show any big differences in terms of 
age in this item, see appendix 4.  
 
In the second item, aligned with item 1, the majority of respondents chose to disagree 
towards the statement. 170 respondents, 80,2%, answered strongly disagree/disagree. 13,2% 
(28 respondents) was neutral. Only 14 respondents, 6,6%, agreed with this statement. Aligned 
with the first item, no notable difference between the genders was shown and we will 
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therefore only present it in appendix 3. The empirical result does not show any big 
differences in terms of age in this item, see appendix 4.  
 
The third item in the first part, 162 strongly disagreed/disagreed which gives a percentage of 
76,4%. 15,5% was neutral towards the statement and only 8% agreed/strongly agreed to it.  
No notable gender difference (see appendix 3) or differences in terms of age in this item 
(appendix 4).  
 
The fourth item was responded by 212 respondents presented in chart 2.1. 84,4% strongly 
disagreed/agreed. Only 9% were neutral and as low as 6,6% (14 respondents) agreed with the 
statement. Aligned with previous items, no notable gender difference was shown and will 
therefore not be discussed (appendix 3). The empirical result does not show any big 
differences in terms of age in this item (appendix 4).  
  
In the penultimate item (5) respondents were very consistent since as many as 189 
respondents disagreed with the statement, which makes a percentage of 89,2%. 9% choose a 
neutral point and the rest (1,8%) agreed. Aligned with previous items in this chapter, no 
notable gender or age difference was shown (appendix 3 and 4).  
 
The result in the last item showed a greater spread than the first five. 47,2% (100) strongly 
disagreed, 18,9% (40) disagreed. 17,9% (38) was neutral, 13,7% (29) agreed and 2,4% (5) 
strongly agreed. The result showed a slight difference between genders, see appendix 3. 
62,5% of the men, but only 39,3% of women, strongly disagreed. 17,1% of women agreed 
but only 6,9% of the male respondents agreed. Here there is a notable age difference, 
respondents between 26-30 have a strongly disagree rate of 62,0% and the age group 16-20 
had only 28,6% (see appendix 4). 
 
eWOM Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 

Mean 1,76 1,70 1,80 1,58 1,42 2,05 

N 212 212 212 212 212 212 

Std. 
Deviation 

1,059 0,994 1,006 0,968 0,790 1,189 

Table 2.1: eWOM - Means & Standard deviation 
 
The table above (table 2.1) shows descriptive statistics as mean and standard deviation of the 
result. All means are negative as they are below 3 (the neutral point). Item 6 have the highest 
mean, 2,05, and item 5 the lowest with 1,42. Item 5 has also the lowest standard deviation, 
0,790 and 1,189 is the highest standard deviation, which belongs to the sixth item.   
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4.3. Hypothesis 2 - Number of followers influence on purchase intention 
 

Item 1-4 in the chapter below refers to the four items measuring purchase intention:  
1: It is very likely that I will buy a product from the brand  
2: I will purchase a product from the brand next time I need a product. 
3: I will definitely try the fashion brand 
4: I will recommend the brand to my friends 

 
 
The third part of the survey consisted 8 items (4 items/situation) whose objective 
was to explore number of followers influence on purchase intention. The collected 
data is presented below. Total non-gender specific result is presented in the graph 
while gender specific results are discussed when it is relevant. All gender specific 
crosstabs are found in appendix 3 and age specific crosstabs are available in 
appendix 4. 
 
4.3.1 High number of followers 
The first situation was answered by 4 items, presented below.  
 

 
Chart 2.2: Purchase intention (High Number of Followers) - Distribution of answers 
 
In Item 1, 40,1% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. 70 
respondents neither agreed nor disagreed, which gives a percentage of 33%. 26,8% disagreed 
or strongly disagreed. The result shows a difference between the genders, 20,8 % of the male 
respondents strongly disagree compared to 5,7% of the females. 43,6% of the females agrees 
compared to 15,3% of the males (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences 
regarding age in this item (appendix 4). 
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Item 2 shows that 90 respondents (42,5%) chose a neutral answer to this statement. 68 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed which gives a percentage of 32,1% and 25,4% 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. The biggest difference in gender is that 22,3% of the male 
respondents but only 7,1% of the female respondents, “strongly disagrees” with the statement 
(appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences regarding age in this item 
(appendix 4). 
 
The result in item 3 shows that 45,8% (97) agrees or strongly agrees to the statement, 31,6% 
(67) of the respondents is neutral and 22,6% (48) disagrees or strongly disagrees. No notable 
gender or age difference could be found in the results (appendix 3 & 4).   
 
The next item to measure purchase intention is item 4 where 67 respondents (31,6%) chose a 
neutral answer. 71 respondents (33,5%) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 
compared to 74 respondents (34,9%) who disagreed or strongly disagreed. The biggest 
difference between the genders was found in the negative attitude towards the statement. 51,4 
percent of the male respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed compared to 26,5% of the 
females (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences regarding age in this item 
(appendix 4). 
 
PurInt High Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Mean 3,08 2,99 3,21 2,90 

N 212 212 212 212 

Std. Deviation 1,085 1,044 1,120 1,154 

Table 2.2: Purchase intention (High Number of Followers) - Means & Standard deviation 
 
In table 2.2, mean and standard deviation are presented. There are two means above 3, which 
indicate on a positive attitude toward those items (1&3). Item 2 shows a mean of 2,99, which 
is almost as close you can get to a neutral point. The highest standard deviation in found in 
item 4 and the lowest in item 2.   
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4.3.2 Low number of followers  
The second situation was answered by 4 items and are presented in chart 2.3. 
 

 
Chart 2.3: Purchase Intention (Low number of followers) - Distribution of answers 
 
In item 1, the biggest share chose to stand neutral to this statement with a result of 80 
respondents (37,7%). 58 respondents (27,4%) disagreed and 38 respondents (17,9%) strongly 
disagreed. 36 respondents agreed or strongly agreed which implies a percentage of 17,0%. No 
notable difference between the genders or age was shown (appendix 3 & 4).  
 
The second item shows 91 respondents chose to stand neutral in this statement, which gives a 
percentage of 42,9%. 92 respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed, which gives a 
percentage of 43,4%. The remaining 29 respondents (13,7%) agreed or strongly agreed. No 
notable difference between the genders was shown (appendix 3). The result does not show 
any big differences regarding age in this item (appendix 4). 
 
The third item isn’t aligned with previous items in this chapter, since the majority chose to 
disagree or strongly disagree (41,6%). 81 respondents (38,2%) stands neutral compared to 43 
respondents (20,3%) who agreed or strongly agreed. 50% of the male respondents disagreed 
or strongly disagreed compared to 37,2% of the females which is the biggest difference 
between the genders in this item (appendix 3). Different ages have different point of views 
when it comes to the strongly disagree and disagree, 16-20 years olds have a percent of 
56,2% in these to combined, compared to 21-25 who had 35,8% and 46% for 26-30 
(appendix 4). 
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The fourth and last item shows that 74 respondents (34,9%) chose to stand neutral. 110 
respondents (51,8%) disagreed or strongly disagreed compared to 28 respondents (13,2%) 
who agreed or strongly agreed. A bigger share of male respondents strongly disagreed or 
disagreed to this statement. 33,3% of men disagreed/strongly disagreed compared to 17.1% 
of females. 15,7% of the women agreed or strongly agreed compared to 8,4% of the male 
respondents  (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences regarding age in this 
item (appendix 4). 
 
PurInt Low Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Mean 2,58 2,56 2,68 2,42 

N 212 212 212 212 

Std. Deviation 1,065 1,045 1,115 1,057 

Table 2.3: Purchase Intention (Low number of followers) - Means & Standard Deviation 
 
In table 2.3 we present means and standard deviation. Item 3 have the highest mean 
with 2,68 but is still under the neutral point, 3. Item 3 have also the biggest standard 
deviation and the other ones are close to the same standard deviation.   
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4.4 Hypothesis 3: Influencers-followers influence on purchase intention 
 

Item 1-4 in the chapter below refers to the four items measuring purchase intention:  
1: It is very likely that I will buy a product from the brand  
2: I will purchase a product from the brand next time I need a product. 
3: I will definitely try the fashion brand 
4: I will recommend the brand to my friends 

 
The fourth part of the survey consisted of 8 items (4 item/situation) whose objective 
was to explore influencers-followers influence on purchase intention. The collected 
data is presented below. Total non-gender specific results are shown in the graph 
while gender specific results are discussed when it is relevant. All gender specific 
crosstabs is found in appendix 3 and age specific crosstabs are available in appendix 
4. 
 
4.4.1 Influencers as followers 
The first situation* about influencers was answered by 4 items, presented below. 
 

 
Chart 2.4: Purchase Intention (with Influencers as followers) - Distribution of Answers 
 
Of all 212 respondents, 63 (29,7%) either disagree or strongly disagree to the first item. 73 
(34,4%) are neutral and 76 (35,8%) either agree or strongly agree. Notable is the fact that a 
much larger group chose to agree (29,7%) than strongly agree (6,1%). Women tend to be 
more neutral (choosing neutral point 3 on Likert-scale) than men with 38,6% compared to 
26,4% for men. Men have chosen to strongly disagree instead of agree to a higher extent than 
women, otherwise there are not so big of difference between the genders (appendix 3). The 
result does not show any big differences regarding age in this item (appendix 4). 
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In the second item many respondents have been neutral, a total of 96 (45,3%), 50 (23,6%) 
were positive and 66 (31,2%) were negative. Once again, more women than men are neutral 
(52,1% compare to 31,9%). Men were also more negative than women with 47,2% who 
strongly disagreed or disagreed compare to women where 22,9% strongly disagreed or 
disagreed (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences regarding age in this 
item (appendix 4). 
 
The third item shows 78 (36,8%) respondents saying that they are neutral in the statement, 56 
(26,4%) either strongly disagreed or disagreed and 78 (36,7%) either agreed or strongly 
agreed. Notable here is that a higher number of respondents agreed than disagreed. A higher 
percent of men strongly disagreed, 22,2%, compared to 6,4% for women. Women were more 
neutral, 42,1%, compared to men, 36,4%. The other alternatives are similar between the 
genders (appendix 3). The result does not show any big difference regarding age in this item 
(appendix 4). 
 
The result of the fourth and last item shows 69 respondents agreed and 16 respondents 
strongly agreed which makes a total of 84 respondents and 39,6%. 62 respondents (29,2%) 
chose a neutral point and 66 respondents (31,2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed. No notable 
gender difference was shown in the results of this statement (appendix 3). 16-20 year olds 
have 52,4% strongly agree and agree combined, while 26-30 only have 32,0% in the same 
combined categories. When combining strongly disagree and disagree, 16-20 year olds have 
23,8% compared to 36% for the age range 26-30 year (appendix 4). 
 
PurInt Inf. Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Mean 3,00 2,83 3,06 2,99 

N 212 212 212 212 

Std. Deviation 1,095 1,038 1,102 1,198 

Table 2.4: Purchase Intention (with Influencers as followers) - Means & Standard Deviation 
 
Table 2.4 shows the means and standard deviation of the four items measuring purchase 
intention in the situation where influencers follow a fashion brand account. All four items has 
a result around “3” which refers to that the respondents “neither agree or disagree” to the 
statement. One notable thing is that item 3 goes over the neutral point.   
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4.4.2 No influencers as followers 
The second situation about influencers was answered by four items, presented below. 
 

 
Chart 2.5: Purchase Intention (with no influencers as followers) - Distribution of Answers 
 
In the first item, a big share of 42%, are neutral with this statement, 19,3% strongly disagreed 
and 27,8% disagrees. This gives us a total of 100 respondents who chose not to agree with the 
first statement and 89 who are neutral. 23 respondents (10,9%) agreed or strongly agreed. A 
bigger share of men strongly disagrees compared to women. 14,3% of women strongly 
disagreed and 29.2% of men. The result does not show any big differences regarding age or 
gender in this item (appendix 3 & 4). 
 
44,3% is neutral to the second item, 19,3% strongly disagreed and 27,4% disagreed, which 
gives us a total of 99 respondents who chose not to agree with the first statement and 94 who 
are neutral. A small share of 19 respondents (9%) agreed or strongly agreed. 62,5% of all 
men have chosen either “strongly disagree” or “disagree” compared to women who have a 
total percent of 28,6 in these alternatives. 53,6% of the women chose “neither agree or 
disagree” compared to men who took a stand more than women as only 26,4% of the male 
respondents chose “neither agree or disagree”. Again, men have a higher percent in the agree 
column and women have a higher percent in the strongly agree column (appendix 3). The 
result does not show any big differences regarding age in this item (appendix 4). 
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In the third item, a total of 95 persons (44,8%) disagreed, 92 (43,4%) are neutral and 25 
(11,8%) agreed. Men have a higher percent in “strongly disagree” than women (26,4% 
compare to 11,4%). Notable here is the fact that women have chose “disagree” more often 
than men (30,7% compare to 23,6%). 11,8% of both men and women have agreed or strongly 
agreed here which implies that not many respondents are willing to definitely try the brand in 
this situation (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences regarding age in this 
item (appendix 4). 
 
In the last item there are more respondents who both strongly disagree (42) and disagree (79), 
giving us a total of 47,1% of all 212 respondents. Fewer people chose to be neutral in this 
item, only 33,5% neither disagree nor agree. A bigger share of the male respondents chose to 
strongly disagree compared to women, 33,3% contra 12,9%. Men also have a bigger 
tendency to choose side than women, 23,6% of men neither disagree or agree while 38,6% of 
all women chose the same option (appendix 3). The result does not show any big differences 
regarding age in this item (appendix 4). 
 
PurInt No Inf. Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 

Mean 2,46 2,45 2,53 2,34 

N 212 212 212 212 

Std. Deviation 0,966 0,955 0,956 0,944 

Table 2.5: Purchase Intention (with no influencers as followers) - Means & Standard 
Deviation 
 
In table 2.5 all standard deviation is under 1 and nearly all means is under 2,5 except for item 
3 were the mean is 2,53.  
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5. Analysis 
In this chapter, we will compare the theoretical framework with the empirical studies to outline differences and similarities 
with previous research.  

 
 
5.1 Number of followers as eWOM 
The first part of the analysis will discuss the result from the empirical findings chapter 4.2 
(Hypothesis 1). This hypothesis was formulated based on what Zhang & Bayoucef (2016) 
claims about reviews in social media and that they are an important source of information in a 
consumer's’ decision making. It could also be supported by what Alhamdi (2012) claims 
about information and recommendations from a personal source and its influence the 
consumer behavior. Additionally, Jin & Phua (2014) claims that system generated 
information, as Instagram-followers, are one of three information sources in a social 
platform. Our hypothesis therefore proposed that number of followers acts as electronic 
word-of-mouth.   
 
The empirical result does not support our proposed hypothesis. When analyzing the collected 
data, the majority of the respondents chose to disagree or strongly disagree to the six 
statements measuring number of followers as eWOM, which is contrary to what we assumed. 
As the result shows a clear disagreement towards the statements, we reject this hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 1 (H1) is rejected without any statistical calculations because the result speaks for 
itself since 66,2% is the lowest share of respondents who disagreed with one of the six items. 
The highest share of disagreement is found in item 5 where 89,2 % chose point 1 or 2 on the 
Likert-scale. Additionally, there is the neutral part between 17.5%-24.1%, which makes the 
number of respondents who chose to agree with the statements very low. The highest 
percentage of agreement is 18,4% and the lowest is as small as 1,8%. The item which most of 
the surveyed people agreed to was; “When I buy a product from a fashion brand, the number 
of Instagram followers makes me confident in purchasing the brand”. In that statement there 
is a small indication of what Jin & Phua (2014) says could be a system generated 
information. That indication is the only thing in the survey, which can support H1, which 
make the H1 very week and will therefore be rejected.  
 
We believe that one reason for this outcome could be, even if number of followers could 
works as an indicator of popularity, that this information does not have the same 
recommendation level as other e-WOM. By only considering number of followers, a 
consumer cannot for example find any information about quality or fabrics. Therefore we do 
have a certain understanding for the answers and believe that consumers need more 
information than the number of followers to see it as e-WOM.  
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The rejection of the hypothesis results in a change in our research model. We remove the 
relationship between the number of followers and e-WOM to be aligned with the results from 
the empirical findings.  
 

 
Figure 5.1: Revised research model 1 

 
 
5.2 Number of followers influence on purchase intention.  
The following chapter will analyze the empirical findings about number of followers 
influence on purchase intention.  
 
5.2.1 Differences between number of followers 
The second part of the analysis will compare the empirical findings in chapter 4.3.1 (High 
number of followers) and 4.3.2 (Low number of followers). To be able to do this, mean and 
standard deviation was calculated with SPSS and presented in table 2.2 and table 2.3 in 
empirical findings. These two findings are compared in the table (2.6) below. 
 
PurInt  High 

1 
Low  

1 
High  

2 
Low  

2 
High 

3 
Low  

3 
High  

4 
Low  

4 

Mean 3,08 2,58 2,99 2,56 3,21 2,68 2,90 2,42 

N 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 

Std. 
Deviatio
n 

1,085 1,065 1,044 1,045 1,120 1,115 1,154 1,057 

Table 2.6: Comparison number of followers - Means & Standard Deviation  
      
When comparing the means, the situation with a higher number of followers scores a higher 
mean than the result from the situation with low number of followers. This could, by only 
comparing the means from the table, be interpreted that number of followers has an influence 
when it comes to purchase intentions. 
 
In two of the four statements in the situation with high number of followers, the mean rate is 
over 3.0. When the number of followers is low, the mean always scored under 3.0. This 
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indicates that people agrees more with the statements in the situation where the number of 
followers are high but also that people do not get the same influence in their purchase 
decision when the number of followers are low. After the digitalization, social media affects 
people and their decisions in purchase situations. This is aligned with what Power & Philips-
Wren (2011), DeMers (2016), Ahmed (2016) and Cao, Meister & Klante (2014) claims in 
their researches about purchase intentions and social media. As discussed in the theoretical 
framework, system-generated information could be used to judge the source’s popularity and 
attractiveness (Westerman, Spence & Van der Heide, 2012). This could therefore support and 
explain the received result that a higher number of followers influence purchase intention 
positively. One way we see this, is that number of followers makes people more interested in 
the brand and their products because other people find them interesting by following the 
brand. We believe that high number of followers is one variable that can affect the consumers 
in a positive direction towards a purchase, but we also do understand that it will not play the 
biggest part in the decision. Even though the influence is small in this study, there is still an 
advantage with having many followers in terms of purchase intention. We believe that every 
small thing that influence a consumer positively will lead to increased sales which is why it is 
worth trying to gain followers.   
 
When comparing the gathered data, items with high (30.000) respectively low (1.500) 
number of followers; you are able to see a difference between the outcomes without other 
statistical analyses than observing the responses in percentage. In the first item “It is very 
likely that I will buy a product from the brand”, 40,1% are positive when the number of 
followers are high compared to 17% when the followers are low (see chart 2.2 and 2.3). In 
the next item (2), also presented in chart 2.2 and 2.3, there are more respondents (32,1%) who 
claim they will considerate buying a product from the brand next time they need a product, 
when the brand has many followers. If the brand has low number of followers there is only 
13,7% that claims they are willing to try the brand.  
 
Further on, the third item “I will definitely try the fashion brand”, a high percent (45,8%) are 
willing to try the brand when the number of followers are over 30.000 and when the 
followers are under 1.500 the percent only 20,3%. A high number of followers give in this 
case a 25,5 percentage higher result compared to low numbers. We reckon this as an indicator 
that brands shall try to increase their number of followers in order to make consumers try the 
brand. After all we think that when a consumer have tried the brand it's easier to get them to 
buy again.  
 
The age makes a difference as well, 56,2% of all 16-20 year olds chose to disagree or 
strongly disagree in the situation with low number of followers (appendix 4). We believe 
younger people are more affected by the number of followers and therefore have a higher 
score on disagree when the number of followers are low. This is supported by what Roesler 
(2015) claims about the younger generation, saying that social media influences Millennials 
as often as in 47% of their decisions.   
 
In the item regarding recommendation to friends, 13,2% answered they who would do it with 
a low followership and 33,5% with a high (chart 3.4 and 4.4). As number of followers could 
be used by consumers to determine the online popularity (De Veirman et al, 2016; Phua et al. 
2017) of an Instagram page and in that way evaluate the source’s credibility, we believe this 
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might have been one reason behind the outcome of this item. We believe that a page with a 
high number of followers is more trustable and the consumer reduces the risk of 
recommending a brand that could give cognitive dissonance in the post purchase stage.  
      
5.2.2 Gender differences on purchase intention 
Referring to the empirical findings, differences between the genders are noted in the result of 
the responds to the situation with a high number of followers. All four items in this part of the 
survey showed a higher mean score for the female respondents compared to men. The 
standard deviation is also smaller than men, which implies that the individual answers from 
women are not so scattered around the mean. This result implies that women in this study are 
affected to a higher extent than men by the high number of followers of a fashion brand.   
 
Gender High 

1 
Low 

1 
High 

2 
Low 

2 
High  

3 
Low 

3 
High  

4 
Low 

4 

Women Mean 3,29 2,66 3,14 2,69 3,33 2,79 3,10 2,54 

N 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 

Std. 
Dev. 

1,000 1,022 ,961 1,031 1,028 1,096 1,041 1,027 

Men Mean 2,68 2,43 2,71 2,31 2,97 2,46 2,51 2,19 

N 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 

 1,136 1,136 1,144 1,030 1,256 1,125 1,267 1,083 

Table 2.7: Comparison Gender & number of followers - Means and Standard Deviation 
 
The theory about social influence says that people who can't make an instant decision are 
affected of sources around them to make purchase decisions. An example of using social 
influence is to observe how other behaves (Suki et al., 2016; Hsu et al., 2016). In this survey, 
women tend to be more affected by the number of followers while making purchase 
decisions. We believe this indicates that women look for how other consumers behave, to get 
social influence, to a higher extent than men, in order to reduce the risk in their purchase. 
When the statements referred to an account with a high number of followers, all means for 
women are above 3, which makes them positive about the statements. Men on the other hand 
is not positive about the statements since all their means are under 3 on the Likert-scale. 
When the number of followers is low, both gender scores below 3 on the Likert-scale.  
 
We believe that the higher number of followers, the more positive a consumer gets to 
purchase the brand, especially women which is supported by Fischer’s exact tests below. 
What is notable in the result is that when the number of followers is decreasing from high to 
low, the mean score for men drops from closer to 3 to closer to 2. Aligned with the result for 
the men, the mean score for women decreases from above 3 to below 3. This indicates that 
number of followers have an impact on both genders. Another way to see it is women are 
more positive about shopping in general, which could have made them more positive from 
the beginning because they want to get information and inspiration from brands. 
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Chi square - Fisher’s exact test 
To test the significance of the outcome between gender and purchase intention we made a 
Chi Square test. By creating the null-hypothesis, ”Purchase intention are independent of 
gender ” we were able to reject or confirm that gender has an influence on purchase intention 
in terms of number of followers. We did a Chi-square test but added Fisher’s exact test as it is 
corrected for the smaller sample sizes where the expected counts are below 5. If the test 
shows a result below 5%, the null hypothesis could be rejected which means that gender does 
have an effect on purchase intention in that particular item. The result of the fisher’s test is 
presented in the table below. The full output from SPSS is found in appendix 5.  
  

Item High/Low number of 
followers 

Fisher’s exact test 
Exact Sig. (2-sided) 

Reject/Confirm 
null-hypothesis 

PurInt1  High ,000052 Reject 

PurInt2  High ,035 Reject 

PurInt3 High ,052 Confirm 

PurInt4  High ,001 Reject 

PurInt1 Low ,131 Confirm 

PurInt2 Low ,056 Confirm 

PurInt3 Low ,275 Confirm 

PurInt4 Low ,052 Confirm 
Table 2.8: Fisher’s exact test. Number of followers & Gender 
 
The above result shows that the gender-difference is significant in 3 of 4 items measuring 
purchase intention when an account has a high number of followers. The fourth item is just 
above 5% (5,2%) and the critical point to reject or confirm the null hypothesis is 5%. The 
Fisher test shows that no gender difference is significant (result under 0,05) in the items 
measuring purchase intention when the account had a low number of followers. But it is 
noticeable that two of the four items are just above 5%, which is just above the critical point.  
 
  



!

 
Johan Friberg Spetz & Amanda Nilsson Angelstedt !

!

54 

As the gender difference is significant in items with high number of followers we propose to 
add gender as a variable affecting the influence of system-generated information on purchase 
intention (see extended model below in figure 5.2). Even though the result of the gender 
differences is relatively small in this paper, and in some items not statistically significant, it is 
still noticeable which makes it a variable to consider in this context.  
 
 

 
Figure 5.2: Revised research model 2 

 
 
5.3 Influencer-followers of fashion brands influence on purchase intention.   
The following chapter will analyze the empirical findings about how influencer-followers of 
fashion brands influence purchase intention.  
 
5.3.1 Differences between with or without influencers 
Our hypothesis proposes that fashion brands on Instagram followed by influencers will 
positively influence consumers purchase intention. When comparing the means of the two 
situations measured (influencers compared to no influencers) a slight difference is shown. 
See table 2.9, which is a comparison between table 2.4 and 2.5 in the empirical findings.  
 
Purchase 
Intention 

Infl. 
1 

No infl. 
1 

Infl. 
2 

No infl. 
2 

Infl. 
3 

No infl. 
3 

Infl. 
4 

No infl. 
4 

Mean 3,00 2,46 2,83 2,45 3,06 2,53 2,99 2,34 

N 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 212 

Std. 
Deviation 

1,095 0,966 1,038 0,955 1,102 0,956 1,198 0,944 

Table 2.9: Comparison Influencers Purchase Intention - Mean & Standard Deviation 
 
The result shows that the attitude to purchase the brand is more positive when influencers 
follow the brand, as the means are higher in all those items. This result is consistent in all 
four items measuring purchase intention.  
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This is most obvious in item 3 where the mean is above 3, which indicate that respondents are 
more positive to the statement “I will definitely try the fashion brand”. We believe that 
Influencers can by that encourage people to try a brand, not only by posting inspiring 
pictures, but also by follow their favorite brands. This can maybe be a new type of influence 
marketing in the future, especially towards women (see table 2.10 about gender differences).  
 
Looking at the standard deviation in both situations, there is a difference. The result of the 
items without influencers has a lower standard deviation than the statements with influencers 
as followers. This implies that the survey respondents are more united when it comes to the 
situation without any Influencers as followers. The result above is aligned with the theory 
about Influencers impact on purchase decision what Liu et al (2015) claims about the trust 
consumers have in influencers when making purchases. When an influencer writes an 
advertisement they write it as an opinion, which is very believable (Kulmala et al., 2013). In 
the result the mean goes up closer to 3 and some above 3 when influencers are followers, 
which can applies to the theory since the influencer appears more believable than the 
company.  
 
Looking at chart 2.4 and 2.5, there are some differences. When a fashion brand is followed 
influencers by Influencers on Instagram, respondents who are positive to the statement 
increase significantly. In item 4 the quantity who agrees (agree or strongly agree) goes from 
9,4% without influencers as followers to 39,6% with influencers, in item 3 it goes from 
11,8% to 36,7% and item 1 goes from 10,9% to 35,8%. The only one that does not increase 
as much as the others is item 2, “I will purchase a product from the brand next time I need a 
product”, which only goes from 9,0% to 23,6%. There is no obvious reason for why just this 
item is different. One interesting thing to observe here is the fact that the number of 
respondents who are positive to the statements increases with 25-30 percentages, except item 
2. We believe that the difference is a great indicator that influencers can affect people in their 
purchase intentions. Even if the mean does not exceed neutral point 3, the percent increases 
in the agree category to a level that we think is worth talking about. As Instagram has the 
possibility to show the data about who is following whom through system-generated 
information, the influencers could indirect influence a consumer in this way as well.  
 
To just compare the means does not give the best picture but comparing the percentages 
reveals a difference of 25-30 percentages. When influencers follow the brand, consumers 
seem to have greater purchase intentions. These results could have an explanation, supported 
by the theory discussed by Wilcox & Stephen 2013, that the consumers trust influencers on 
Instagram and therefore get affected in their purchase intention. Jin & Phua (2014) claims 
that Influencers affect consumers even though they are aware of that the Influencer gets paid 
but we believe that if consumers see, by using the system-generated information, that an 
Influencer follows a brand this could be an even more trustable source than Influencers 
actively promoting the brands on their own pages. Influencers are following brands due to 
own interest and not to earn money (what we know), which could be seen as a more credible 
way to find peer reviews. As mention above, we believe “Influencers as followers” could be a 
new type of effective Influencer Marketing as the result supports that the respondents seems 
to be positive towards buying the brand when the brand is followed by Influencers. 
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In item 4: ”I will recommend the brand to my friends”, with influencers as followers, there is 
an interesting difference in the age dimension. Younger people want to recommend the brand 
to their friends to a notable higher extent. 52,4% of the 16-20 years old is positive to the 
statement and 23,8% is negative. The next range in age, 26-30 years old, do not show the 
same eager to recommend the brand further to their friends since only 32,0% are positive 
contrariwise to 36,0% that are negative. We believe that this difference could be a result of 
the digitalization and the increasing use of social media. People who grew up with social 
media networks have a larger need for social feedback and affirmation. They are also used to 
seek for information on these types of network rather than physically look for information in 
stores. We believe this could be a reason that they will recommend the brand to their friends 
after evaluating which people or influencers who follows the brand.   
 
Another theory supporting the outfall could be Yilmaz & Enginkaya (2015) study, which 
claims that Brand Affiliation is the main reason for people to follow brands on social media. 
A consumer who finds a brand followed by fashion influencer might want to associate 
themselves with the same brand as those with expertise in fashion by purchasing the brand.  
 
5.3.2 Gender Differences 
The table below (table 2.10) shows a comparison of the result between women and men in 
the items measuring purchase intention of brands with and without Influencers-followers. 
This descriptive statistics is based on the empirical result presented in appendix 3. Generally, 
the female respondents has a higher mean than men in both situations which could be 
explained by the discussed theory in this paper which claims that women are affected the 
most by Influencers and peer reviews on social media (Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017).  
 
Gender Infl.  

1 
No Inf. 
1 

Infl.  
2 

No Inf. 
2 

Infl. 
3 

No Inf 
3 

Infl 
4 

No Inf 
4 

Women Mean 3,13 2,53 2,99 2,59 3,17 2,61 3,14 2,46 

N 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 140 

Std. 
Deviat
ion 

1,017 ,917 ,944 ,881 1,003 ,910 1,103 ,868 

Men Mean 2,76 2,33 2,54 2,18 2,85 2,36 2,68 2,13 

N 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 

Std. 
Deviat
ion 

1,204 1,048 1,150 1,039 1,252 1,025 1,320 1,047 

Table 2.10: Comparison of purchase intention - Influencers: Gender  
 
Women have as mentioned previously a higher mean in both situation but when analyzing 
what the number actually says, women are positive to most of the statements when the brand 
is followed by influencers. In item 1,3 and 4 the mean is above 3, which indicates women are 
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more positive towards influencers and more affected by them than men. Influencers can 
according to these results and the theory from Liu et al (2015) be seen as an indirect e-WOM.  
All through the chapter of influencers, men tend to choose strongly disagree or disagree more 
than women, while women are more neutral (see appendix 3). In the statements without 
influencers as followers this is much stronger, men tend to have a more negative approach 
compared to women who did not choose the negative points to the same extent in any of the 
items.  
 
Women in this paper seems to be more positively affected by influencers than men which 
makes Wilcox & Stephens (2013) findings fit in very well saying that women are more 
retentive to follow decisions from influencers and they also follow more influencers than men 
do. To test whether this difference is significant or not we made a Chi square test in SPSS. 
But to correct for the small samples we chose to make Fisher’s exact test, the same as we did 
in the previous chapter.  

Chi square - Fisher’s exact test 
We created the null-hypothesis “There is no significant difference between gender and 
purchase intention” to be rejected or confirmed due to the result of the test. All results above 
5% will confirm the null-hypothesis. Contrariwise, all items with a result below 5% (0,05) 
will reject the null-hypothesis.  
 

Item Influencers/No Influencers 
as followers 

Fisher’s exact test 
Exact Sig. (2-sided) 

Reject/Confirm 
null-hypothesis 

PurInt1  Influencers ,040 REJECT 

PurInt2  Influencers ,005 REJECT 

PurInt3 Influencers ,009 REJECT 

PurInt4  Influencers ,021 REJECT 

PurInt1 No Influencers ,095 CONFIRM 

PurInt2 No Influencers 0,000425 REJECT 

PurInt3 No Influencers ,090 CONFIRM 

PurInt4 No Influencers ,006 REJECT 
Table 2.11: Fisher’s exact test. Influencers & Gender 
 
The result shows that the gender difference in all four items in the situation where the account 
has influencers as followers, are significant as they have a result lower than 5%. Therefore 
we can reject the null-hypothesis and establish that the difference shown between the genders 
in the empirical findings isn’t a result by chance. In the situation where the fashion brand did 
not have any influencers as followers, the result was not as clear. Two items were significant 
(2 & 4) and two items wasn’t (1 & 3).  
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Even though the difference between the genders in this paper isn’t very remarkable, it is still 
is something that influenced the result. Additionally, prior studies (Djafarova & Rushworth, 
2017; Wilcox & Stephens, 2013) support that women tend to be more influenced by 
influencers. With support from the Fisher’s test, mean comparison and prior theory we add 
the gender-dimension to our model.  
 

  
Figure 5.3: Revised research model 3 

 
 
5.4 Cronbach’s Alpha  
We are using Cronbach’s Alpha test to measure the internal consistency between the items 
used. We would like to know that the four items measuring purchase intention correlates with 
each other as well as that the six items measuring e-WOM correlates with each other. The 
higher the result of the Cronbach’s alpha test (between 0-1) the higher consistency. The result 
is presented below. 
 

Measurement Nr of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

e-WOM 6 0,895 

Purchase Intention - High nr of followers 4 0,914 

Purchase Intention - Low nr of followers 4 0,928 

Purchase Intention - Influencers 4 0,948 

Purchase Intention - No Influencers 4 0,935 

Table 2.12 Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
As all test results in a value above 0,7, which is the “critical value”, we establish that the 
items in the scale correlates and therefore measure the same thing.  
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5.5 Modification of research model 
The proposed research model has been discussed and revised in the analysis above. As 
hypothesis 1 did not have any support from the empirical findings we chose to reject the 
assumption that number of followers acts as eWOM and therefore influence a consumer’s 
purchase intention. Considering this, we are moving e-WOM out from proposed location in 
the model. Although, as numerous prior studies has established eWOM influence on a 
consumer’s purchase intention, we propose a new location for eWOM, which will be on the 
other side of “purchase intention”. This implies that eWOM do influence purchase intention 
but not through system-generated information in terms of number of followers as we 
assumed. In the analysis we also added gender as a dimension that affects how influenced a 
consumer gets by system-generated information. Considering this changes, we present the 
final revised research model below (figure 5.4).  
 
 

 
Figure 5.4: Final revised research model. 

 
 
  



!

 
Johan Friberg Spetz & Amanda Nilsson Angelstedt !

!

60 

6. Conclusion 
This chapter's aim is to conclude the research question as well as discuss the achieved result. We will also present our final 
research model. Furthermore, we will also propose our suggestions for further research and the contributions of this 
research. 

 
 
6.1 Discussion 
This study has examined if system-generated information on Instagram, in terms of number 
of followers and Influencers as followers, influence consumers’ purchase intention when it 
comes to buying fashion. It also examined if number of followers acts as eWOM in a 
consumers’ information seeking and alternative evaluation stage before a purchase.   
 
6.1.1 Hypothesis 1  
“Number of followers of a fashion brand’s Instagram acts as eWOM and therefore influences 
a consumer's purchase intention” 
 
We rejected our first hypothesis in this study, as the result didn’t support what we anticipated. 
Even though social media is commonly used as a platform for eWOM, this study does not 
show any indication of that system-generated information has the same characteristics as 
other type of eWOM as reviews for example.   
 
6.1.2 Hypothesis 2 
“There is a positive relationship between number of followers on Instagram and purchase 
intention” 
 
Findings show that number of followers of a fashion brand on Instagram has an influence on 
consumers’ purchase intention but not as much as we predicted. In the context of fashion 
brands, which this study explores, only a slight difference was shown. Furthermore, we added 
a gender dimension as the outcome showed a difference between men and women. According 
to the limitations of this study, the result cannot be generalized. A confidence level of 95% 
and 6.73 confidence interval is used and this needs to be taken into consideration.  
 
6.1.3 Hypothesis 3 
“A fashion brand followed by influencers has a stronger impact on a consumer's purchase 
intention than a brand without.” 
 
Influencers seem to have a positive influence on peoples’ purchase intention, especially on 
women. Although, men’s attitude are changing a bit more towards “positive” when 
influencers are following the fashion brand on Instagram. In this study, the result from men 
do not reach above neutral point on the Likert scale, which makes it inconvenient to make an 
assumption based on this information. To answers the hypothesis; “A fashion brand followed 
by influencers has a stronger impact on a consumer's purchase intention than a brand 
without” is supported by this study, mostly for women. We do see a difference even though 
we expected clearer and more notable results above the neutral point. We can also imply that 
influencers are affecting consumers in some scenarios more that others. As discussed in 
conclusion of hypothesis 2, the result cannot be generalized due to the limitations and 
confidence-level and interval of this paper. As analyzed, a new type of “Influencer 
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marketing” could be to get Influencers to follow your brand, paid or unpaid, as this seems to 
affect consumers’ intention to purchase.  
 
6.1.4 Research Question 
“Do followers of fashion on Instagram influence consumer’s purchase intention?” 
 
By returning to the research question asked initially at the beginning of the study it is now 
possible to conclude, based on our limited study, that system-generated information on 
Instagram has an impact on a consumer's purchase intention. This research showed that 
women tend to be slightly more influenced by this type of information than men. However, 
this study do not support that number of followers acts as eWOM in the information seeking 
and evaluation part of the purchase process.  
 
6.1.5 Final model 
As a way to complete this paper we present the final model (figure 5.5), based on prior theory 
as well as the empirical findings and analyzes in this paper. In this final revised model, the 
predicted relationship between eWOM and number of followers are removed in line with the 
findings. eWOM are added on the other side of purchase intention, as discussed in 5.5, since 
eWOM cannot be caught through the system-generated information “number of followers”, it 
still affects the intention to purchase according to numerous prior studies. The model is also 
enhanced with another dimension, gender, as the empirical findings supports a relationship 
between number of followers, influencers, gender and purchase intention.  
 

 
 

 
Figure 5.5: Final research model 
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At last, a number of limitations are considered. The first is that we delimited our survey to 
Sweden and a certain industry. Another delimitation is the number of responds, which gives 
this study a margin of error of 6,73%. Furthermore, of the 212 respondents, only 72 were men 
compared to 140 females, which could have resulted in a less accurate result when analyzing 
the gender differences. This limitation implies that caution needs to be taken when 
generalizing the results.  
 
6.2 Suggestions for further research 
By this study we only cover a small part on the market - the fashion industry, which opens up 
for further investigation in other type of industries. We chose this industry because existing 
theory supported that consumers gets influenced by many external factors in their choice of 
fashion. As we were able to find very limited existing studies and theories about the system-
generated information on Instagram and its influence on consumer behavior, many research 
gaps still remains about this type of information. As Instagram is accessible whenever and 
wherever due to the digitalization, the media could reach consumers in every step of the 
purchase decision process. This opens up for further investigation of how system-generated 
information influences consumers’ in other steps of the process.  
 
A way to complement and to support the result of this study would be to make an 
experimental study. In this paper, the respondents were aware of the objective of the research, 
which might have affected the answers. Without telling the respondents what variable to be 
analyzed may enhance the validity of the result.  
 
A new “hidden market” is developing where an Instagram profile can buy followers to get a 
bigger follower amount. We believe this could be an interesting phenomenon to study as it 
could affect a Influencers or a brands credibility. 
    
 
6.3 Contribution/Value 
We believe that this research will give companies within the fashion industry the most value. 
This research could be used as a helping hand when brands develop their online marketing 
strategy and particular the strategy for Instagram and similar content sharing sites. They 
could also have this research as guideline of how to handle their followers and which people 
they should try to attract to influence their potential clients in the right way and in the most 
effective and efficient way.  
 
We believe that the development of Instagram “business profile” is another reason this study 
will be even more valuable to companies from now on. Instagram now provides companies 
with better insights and therefore could works as an even more valuable tool to use in the 
strategic marketing.  
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Appendix 1: “10 benefits of social media” 
 
1. Increase Brand Recognition 
Every opportunity to make your brand be seen is valuable. With social media you can be 
accessible easier and it is also a new channel to communicate your brand through. People that 
frequently uses social media can discover your brand by just be online. For example a friend 
may have liked the brand that will make your brand show or a ad appears from your company 
in the feed (DeMers, 2014). Hudson, Huang, Roth, Madden. (2016) have found that 
consumers have a stronger relationship with a brand if they engage with the brand using 
social media compared to those who don't engage through social media.  
  
2. Improved brand loyalty 
People that follow brands on social media is often loyal to that brand. According to prior 
reports, 53% of people who follow brands are loyal to them (DeMers, 2014). Customers also 
get more loyal because of the close engagement they can have with the brand through social 
media (DeMers, 2014). This is supported by another study, claiming that brand communities 
in social media increase brand trust and that brand trust positively influence brand loyalty 
(Laroche, Habibi & Richard, 2013).  
 
3. More opportunities to convert 
All posts on social media is a possibility to make customers to interact. If they are a common 
customer or just someone passing by, having the possibility to become a customer, everyone 
have a chance to interact. This could lead to either a conversion or to an engagement that can 
give new consumers. As long as the engagement is positive there is a chance for a conversion 
in the future (DeMers, 2014).  
 
4. Higher conversion rates 
The brand can be more humanization on social media than in any other channel. In social 
media brands can interact with peoples like a human, and not like a brand. This makes people 
act, since consumers rather make business with people than companies (DeMers, 2014). 
 
5. Higher Brand Authority 
People that want to brag or show some they just bought they do it through social media. As 
soon as someone is talking about you on social media there will be new audience for the 
brand. When more people are talking about the brand the more valuable the brand will seem 
for people that are not familiar with it (DeMers, 2014). There are many brand communities 
which will help the brand to be mentioned on social media and also get a higher brand 
authority because of the positive word of mouth and through these communities brand 
satisfaction becomes more positive (Zhang, M. Lou, N. 2016)  
 

6. Increased Inbound Traffic 
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The more social media platforms you are using the more possibilities you have to get people 
into your website, you have many possibilities for customers to reach you. Instead of just 
using keywords and people that already are familiar with the brand. Inbound traffic will 
increase when you provide quality content on your social media, which in the end will 
generate more conversions (DeMers, 2014).  
 
7. Decreased Marketing Costs 
The time spend on making content on social media is low compare to the time and effort you 
have put in many other projects. Hubspot (2014) means that 84% of all markers spend six 
hours a week to plan and making content on social media which means that it is a cheap 
investment to be on social media. Most social media sites are free or have a minimal cost to 
use. The biggest cost will therefore be the time which the markers put into creating posts, 
status messages, responding to comments (Kirtiş & Karahan, 2011)    
    
8. Better Search Engine Rankings 
Search engine optimize (SEO) makes you capture relevant traffic into your site. Google is 
always changing the requirement but they also look at social media and how active you are, 
which lead the search engine to find you trustworthy and credible. If your brand is mentioned 
in more places, your rank in your keywords will go up (DeMers, 2014). Lindstedt and 
Pettersson (2006) supports this by saying that the best way to SEO is to have many different 
places where you are mentioned, which give you a better rank in the search engine.   

   
9. Richer Customer Experiences 
The customer interaction on social media is like a an email, but even better as there is so 
many possibilities that opens up. If the brand, for example, is mentioned in a complaint of a 
consumer social media post, the company can answer quickly and in that way give the 
consumer a better experience. Off course, it could also be a person that is really satisfied with 
their purchase of the brand and social media gives the company a possibility to offer them 
similar products. The service is shown in public and the customers gets a feeling that the 
brand is cares about the consumer (DeMers, 2014).  
 
10. Improved Customer Insights 
Social media creates a lot of data and this is a good way to improve the brand. The company 
could more easily find out if they are reaching out to right segment, new customer demand, 
the reach of your marketing and much more. This is just the tip of the iceberg of things you 
can find out from the big data created by these platforms (DeMers, 2014).  
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Appendix 2: Original survey 
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APPENDIX 3: CROSSTABS GENDER 
 To make sure I buy the right brand, I often consider the number of 

Instagram-followers of the brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 76 32 23 7 2 
% within 
Gender 

54,3% 22,9% 16,4% 5,0% 1,4% 

Man 
Count 48 14 5 3 2 
% within 
Gender 

66,7% 19,4% 6,9% 4,2% 2,8% 

Total 

Count 124 46 28 10 4 

% within 
Gender 

58,5% 21,7% 13,2% 4,7% 1,9% 

 
 I often consider a fashion brands number of Instagram-followers to 

help choose the right brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 68 34 26 11 1 
% within 
Gender 

48,6% 24,3% 18,6% 7,9% 0,7% 

Man 
Count 43 17 7 4 1 
% within 
Gender 

59,7% 23,6% 9,7% 5,6% 1,4% 

 I often consider a fashion brands number of Instagram followers to 
know which brand that makes a good impression on others 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 75 30 24 10 1 
% within 
Gender 

53,6% 21,4% 17,1% 7,1% 0,7% 

Man 
Count 48 10 6 5 3 
% within 
Gender 

66,7% 13,9% 8,3% 6,9% 4,2% 

Total 
Count 123 40 30 15 4 
% within 
Gender 

58,0% 18,9% 14,2% 7,1% 1,9% 



 

 81 

Total 
Count 111 51 33 15 2 
% within 
Gender 

52,4% 24,1% 15,6% 7,1% 0,9% 

 
 I frequently gather information about a brands number of 

Instagramfollowers before I buy the certain brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 90 26 15 7 2 
% within 
Gender 

64,3% 18,6% 10,7% 5,0% 1,4% 

Man 
Count 51 12 4 3 2 
% within 
Gender 

70,8% 16,7% 5,6% 4,2% 2,8% 

Total 
Count 141 38 19 10 4 
% within 
Gender 

66,5% 17,9% 9,0% 4,7% 1,9% 

 If I dont consider number of Instagram-followers of the fashion brand, 
I worry about my decision 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 102 24 13 0 1 
% within 
Gender 

72,9% 17,1% 9,3% 0,0% 0,7% 

Man 
Count 50 13 6 1 2 
% within 
Gender 

69,4% 18,1% 8,3% 1,4% 2,8% 

Total 
Count 152 37 19 1 3 
% within 
Gender 

71,7% 17,5% 9,0% 0,5% 1,4% 

 
 When I buy a a product from a fashion brand, the number of 

Instagram followers makes me confident in purchasing the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 
Kvinna 

Count 55 29 29 24 3 
% within 
Gender 

39,3% 20,7% 20,7% 17,1% 2,1% 

Man Count 45 11 9 5 2 



 

 82 

% within 
Gender 62,5% 15,3% 12,5% 6,9% 2,8% 

Total 
Count 100 40 38 29 5 
% within 
Gender 47,2% 18,9% 17,9% 13,7% 2,4% 

 High number of followers -It is very likely that I will buy a product from 
the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 8 22 40 61 9 
% within 
Gender 5,7% 15,7% 28,6% 43,6% 6,4% 

Man 
Count 15 12 30 11 4 
% within 
Gender 

20,8% 16,7% 41,7% 15,3% 5,6% 

Total 
Count 23 34 70 72 13 
% within 
Gender 10,8% 16,0% 33,0% 34,0% 6,1% 

 
 High number of followers - I will purchase a product from the brand 

next time I need a product. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 10 18 63 41 8 
% within 
Gender 

7,1% 12,9% 45,0% 29,3% 5,7% 

Man 
Count 16 10 27 17 2 
% within 
Gender 22,2% 13,9% 37,5% 23,6% 2,8% 

Total 
Count 26 28 90 58 10 
% within 
Gender 

12,3% 13,2% 42,5% 27,4% 4,7% 

 
 
 High number of followers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender Kvinna 
Count 10 14 50 52 14 140 
% within 
Gender 7,1% 10,0% 35,7% 37,1% 10,0% 100,0% 



 

 83 

Man 
Count 14 10 17 26 5 72 
% within 
Gender 19,4% 13,9% 23,6% 36,1% 6,9% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 24 24 67 78 19 212 
% within 
Gender 11,3% 11,3% 31,6% 36,8% 9,0% 100,0% 

 
 High number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 11 26 51 42 10 
% within 
Gender 7,9% 18,6% 36,4% 30,0% 7,1% 

Man 
Count 21 16 16 15 4 
% within 
Gender 

29,2% 22,2% 22,2% 20,8% 5,6% 

Total 
Count 32 42 67 57 14 
% within 
Gender 15,1% 19,8% 31,6% 26,9% 6,6% 

 
 
 Low number of followers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from 

the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 21 36 57 21 5 
% within 
Gender 15,0% 25,7% 40,7% 15,0% 3,6% 

Man 
Count 17 22 23 5 5 
% within 
Gender 23,6% 30,6% 31,9% 6,9% 6,9% 

Total 
Count 38 58 80 26 10 
% within 
Gender 17,9% 27,4% 37,7% 12,3% 4,7% 

 Low number of followers -I will purchase a product from the brand the 
next time I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender Kvinna Count 21 32 63 17 7 
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% within 
Gender 

15,0% 22,9% 45,0% 12,1% 5,0% 

Man 
Count 19 20 28 2 3 
% within 
Gender 

26,4% 27,8% 38,9% 2,8% 4,2% 

Total 
Count 40 52 91 19 10 
% within 
Gender 

18,9% 24,5% 42,9% 9,0% 4,7% 

 
 Low number of followers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 19 33 57 20 11 140 
% within 
Gender 

13,6% 23,6% 40,7% 14,3% 7,9% 100,0% 

Man 
Count 18 18 24 9 3 72 
% within 
Gender 

25,0% 25,0% 33,3% 12,5% 4,2% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 37 51 81 29 14 212 
% within 
Gender 

17,5% 24,1% 38,2% 13,7% 6,6% 100,0% 

 
 Low number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 24 43 51 17 5 
% within 
Gender 

17,1% 30,7% 36,4% 12,1% 3,6% 

Man 
Count 24 19 23 3 3 
% within 
Gender 

33,3% 26,4% 31,9% 4,2% 4,2% 

Total 
Count 48 62 74 20 8 
% within 
Gender 

22,6% 29,2% 34,9% 9,4% 3,8% 

 
 Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the brand 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender Kvinna Count 10 24 54 42 10 
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% within 
Gender 

7,1% 17,1% 38,6% 30,0% 7,1% 

Man 
Count 15 14 19 21 3 
% within 
Gender 

20,8% 19,4% 26,4% 29,2% 4,2% 

Total 
Count 25 38 73 63 13 
% within 
Gender 

11,8% 17,9% 34,4% 29,7% 6,1% 

 
 
 Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time I 

need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 12 20 73 28 7 
% within 
Gender 

8,6% 14,3% 52,1% 20,0% 5,0% 

Man 
Count 17 17 23 12 3 
% within 
Gender 

23,6% 23,6% 31,9% 16,7% 4,2% 

Total 
Count 29 37 96 40 10 
% within 
Gender 

13,7% 17,5% 45,3% 18,9% 4,7% 

 
 Influencers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 9 21 59 39 12 140 
% within 
Gender 

6,4% 15,0% 42,1% 27,9% 8,6% 100,0% 

Man 
Count 16 10 19 23 4 72 
% within 
Gender 

22,2% 13,9% 26,4% 31,9% 5,6% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 25 31 78 62 16 212 
% within 
Gender 

11,8% 14,6% 36,8% 29,2% 7,5% 100,0% 

 
 Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 
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Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 15 20 46 48 11 140 
% within 
Gender 

10,7% 14,3% 32,9% 34,3% 7,9% 100,0% 

Man 
Count 21 10 16 21 4 72 
% within 
Gender 

29,2% 13,9% 22,2% 29,2% 5,6% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 36 30 62 69 15 212 
% within 
Gender 

17,0% 14,2% 29,2% 32,5% 7,1% 100,0% 

 

 

 

 
 No Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the 

brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 20 44 61 12 3 
% within 
Gender 

14,3% 31,4% 43,6% 8,6% 2,1% 

Man 
Count 21 15 28 7 1 
% within 
Gender 

29,2% 20,8% 38,9% 9,7% 1,4% 

Total 
Count 41 59 89 19 4 
% within 
Gender 

19,3% 27,8% 42,0% 9,0% 1,9% 

 No Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time 
I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 18 36 75 7 4 
% within 
Gender 

12,9% 25,7% 53,6% 5,0% 2,9% 

Man 
Count 23 22 19 7 1 
% within 
Gender 

31,9% 30,6% 26,4% 9,7% 1,4% 

Total Count 41 58 94 14 5 
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% within 
Gender 

19,3% 27,4% 44,3% 6,6% 2,4% 

 
 No Influencers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 16 43 64 13 4 140 
% within 
Gender 

11,4% 30,7% 45,7% 9,3% 2,9% 100,0% 

Man 
Count 19 17 28 7 1 72 
% within 
Gender 

26,4% 23,6% 38,9% 9,7% 1,4% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 35 60 92 20 5 212 
% within 
Gender 

16,5% 28,3% 43,4% 9,4% 2,4% 100,0% 

 
 No Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 18 55 54 11 2 140 
% within 
Gender 

12,9% 39,3% 38,6% 7,9% 1,4% 100,0% 

Man 
Count 24 24 17 5 2 72 
% within 
Gender 

33,3% 33,3% 23,6% 6,9% 2,8% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 42 79 71 16 4 212 
% within 
Gender 

19,8% 37,3% 33,5% 7,5% 1,9% 100,0% 
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APPENDIX 4: CROSSTABS AGE

 I often consider a fashion brands number of Instagram followers to 
know which brand that makes a good impression on others 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 11 2 7 1 0 
% within 
Age 

52,4% 9,5% 33,3% 4,8% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 58 26 14 9 2 
% within 
Age 

53,2% 23,9% 12,8% 8,3% 1,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 31 7 6 4 2 
% within 
Age 

62,0% 14,0% 12,0% 8,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 9 2 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

81,8% 18,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 5 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 1 3 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 123 40 30 15 4 
% within 
Age 

58,0% 18,9% 14,2% 7,1% 1,9% 
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 To make sure I buy the right brand, I often consider the number of 

Instagram-followers of the brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 12 6 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

57,1% 28,6% 9,5% 4,8% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 56 26 19 5 3 
% within 
Age 

51,4% 23,9% 17,4% 4,6% 2,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 32 8 6 3 1 
% within 
Age 

64,0% 16,0% 12,0% 6,0% 2,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 9 2 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

81,8% 18,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 5 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 1 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 2 3 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 124 46 28 10 4 
% within 
Age 

58,5% 21,7% 13,2% 4,7% 1,9% 
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 I often consider a fashion brands number of Instagram-followers to 

help choose the right brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 10 4 5 2 0 
% within 
Age 

47,6% 19,0% 23,8% 9,5% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 52 27 20 9 1 
% within 
Age 

47,7% 24,8% 18,3% 8,3% 0,9% 

26-30 år 
Count 30 11 4 4 1 
% within 
Age 

60,0% 22,0% 8,0% 8,0% 2,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 9 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

81,8% 9,1% 9,1% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 3 2 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

60,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 2 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 4 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 80,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 111 51 33 15 2 
% within 
Age 

52,4% 24,1% 15,6% 7,1% 0,9% 
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 I frequently gather information about a brands number of 

Instagramfollowers before I buy the certain brand. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 16 2 1 2 0 
% within 
Age 

76,2% 9,5% 4,8% 9,5% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 70 22 10 4 3 
% within 
Age 

64,2% 20,2% 9,2% 3,7% 2,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 33 9 4 3 1 
% within 
Age 

66,0% 18,0% 8,0% 6,0% 2,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 9 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

81,8% 9,1% 9,1% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 4 1 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

80,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 1 3 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 141 38 19 10 4 
% within 
Age 

66,5% 17,9% 9,0% 4,7% 1,9% 
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 If I dont consider number of Instagram-followers of the fashion brand, 

I worry about my decision 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 14 6 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 28,6% 4,8% 0,0% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 79 21 9 0 0 
% within 
Age 

72,5% 19,3% 8,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 35 6 6 1 2 
% within 
Age 

70,0% 12,0% 12,0% 2,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 9 2 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

81,8% 18,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 5 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 3 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 3 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 20,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 152 37 19 1 3 
% within 
Age 

71,7% 17,5% 9,0% 0,5% 1,4% 
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 When I buy a a product from a fashion brand, the number of 

Instagram followers makes me confident in purchasing the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 6 6 6 3 0 
% within 
Age 

28,6% 28,6% 28,6% 14,3% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 45 19 22 20 3 
% within 
Age 

41,3% 17,4% 20,2% 18,3% 2,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 31 6 6 6 1 
% within 
Age 

62,0% 12,0% 12,0% 12,0% 2,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 8 3 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

72,7% 27,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 4 1 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

80,0% 20,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 1 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 3 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 60,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 100 40 38 29 5 
% within 
Age 

47,2% 18,9% 17,9% 13,7% 2,4% 
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 High number of followers -It is very likely that I will buy a product from 

the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 0 0 2 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 2 9 7 0 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 9,5% 42,9% 33,3% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 8 18 30 43 10 
% within 
Age 7,3% 16,5% 27,5% 39,4% 9,2% 

26-30 år 
Count 6 11 17 14 2 
% within 
Age 12,0% 22,0% 34,0% 28,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 0 5 1 1 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 0,0% 45,5% 9,1% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 2 0 
% within 
Age 20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 1 2 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 3 1 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 23 34 70 72 13 
% within 
Age 10,8% 16,0% 33,0% 34,0% 6,1% 
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 High number of followers - I will purchase a product from the brand 

next time I need a product. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 1 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 2 14 3 0 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 9,5% 66,7% 14,3% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 12 13 42 35 7 
% within 
Age 11,0% 11,9% 38,5% 32,1% 6,4% 

26-30 år 
Count 6 9 18 16 1 
% within 
Age 12,0% 18,0% 36,0% 32,0% 2,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 3 1 5 1 1 
% within 
Age 

27,3% 9,1% 45,5% 9,1% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 2 0 
% within 
Age 20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 66,7% 33,3% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 26 28 90 58 10 
% within 
Age 12,3% 13,2% 42,5% 27,4% 4,7% 
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 High number of followers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 0 0 1 1 2 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 3 8 5 2 21 
% within 
Age 14,3% 14,3% 38,1% 23,8% 9,5% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 9 10 37 43 10 109 
% within 
Age 

8,3% 9,2% 33,9% 39,4% 9,2% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 7 9 10 21 3 50 
% within 
Age 14,0% 18,0% 20,0% 42,0% 6,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 3 0 3 3 2 11 
% within 
Age 27,3% 0,0% 27,3% 27,3% 18,2% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 1 1 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 0 1 1 0 3 
% within 
Age 33,3% 0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 0 3 0 3 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 5 
% within 
Age 0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 24 24 67 78 19 212 
% within 
Age 11,3% 11,3% 31,6% 36,8% 9,0% 100,0% 
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 High number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 3 9 4 3 
% within 
Age 9,5% 14,3% 42,9% 19,0% 14,3% 

21-25 år 
Count 13 24 32 33 7 
% within 
Age 

11,9% 22,0% 29,4% 30,3% 6,4% 

26-30 år 
Count 10 10 10 17 3 
% within 
Age 20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 34,0% 6,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 5 2 2 1 1 
% within 
Age 45,5% 18,2% 18,2% 9,1% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 33,3% 0,0% 66,7% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 2 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 0 5 0 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 32 42 67 57 14 
% within 
Age 15,1% 19,8% 31,6% 26,9% 6,6% 
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 Low number of followers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from 
the brand 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 6 10 2 0 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 28,6% 47,6% 9,5% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 19 29 40 15 6 
% within 
Age 

17,4% 26,6% 36,7% 13,8% 5,5% 

26-30 år 
Count 13 11 17 6 3 
% within 
Age 

26,0% 22,0% 34,0% 12,0% 6,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 1 5 3 1 1 
% within 
Age 

9,1% 45,5% 27,3% 9,1% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 0 2 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 66,7% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 1 1 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 2 3 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 38 58 80 26 10 
% within 
Age 

17,9% 27,4% 37,7% 12,3% 4,7% 
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 Low number of followers -I will purchase a product from the brand the 

next time I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 7 10 2 0 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 33,3% 47,6% 9,5% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 17 26 50 9 7 
% within 
Age 

15,6% 23,9% 45,9% 8,3% 6,4% 

26-30 år 
Count 13 11 17 7 2 
% within 
Age 

26,0% 22,0% 34,0% 14,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 3 4 3 0 1 
% within 
Age 

27,3% 36,4% 27,3% 0,0% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 2 3 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 40 52 91 19 10 
% within 
Age 

18,9% 24,5% 42,9% 9,0% 4,7% 
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 Low number of followers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 1 1 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 9 7 1 1 21 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 42,9% 33,3% 4,8% 4,8% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 18 21 45 18 7 109 
% within 
Age 

16,5% 19,3% 41,3% 16,5% 6,4% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 12 11 16 7 4 50 
% within 
Age 

24,0% 22,0% 32,0% 14,0% 8,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 1 4 4 1 1 11 
% within 
Age 

9,1% 36,4% 36,4% 9,1% 9,1% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 2 0 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 1 1 0 0 1 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 33,3% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 2 3 0 0 5 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 37 51 81 29 14 212 
% within 
Age 

17,5% 24,1% 38,2% 13,7% 6,6% 100,0% 
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 Low number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 6 8 4 1 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 28,6% 38,1% 19,0% 4,8% 

21-25 år 
Count 21 36 39 9 4 
% within 
Age 

19,3% 33,0% 35,8% 8,3% 3,7% 

26-30 år 
Count 15 11 15 6 3 
% within 
Age 

30,0% 22,0% 30,0% 12,0% 6,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 5 5 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

45,5% 45,5% 9,1% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 2 1 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 0 0 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 48 62 74 20 8 
% within 
Age 

22,6% 29,2% 34,9% 9,4% 3,8% 

 

 
 



 102 

 Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 4 6 7 2 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 19,0% 28,6% 33,3% 9,5% 

21-25 år 
Count 7 21 41 35 5 
% within 
Age 

6,4% 19,3% 37,6% 32,1% 4,6% 

26-30 år 
Count 8 9 16 13 4 
% within 
Age 

16,0% 18,0% 32,0% 26,0% 8,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 2 1 3 1 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 18,2% 9,1% 27,3% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 0 1 1 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 1 2 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 1 0 4 0 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 0,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 25 38 73 63 13 
% within 
Age 

11,8% 17,9% 34,4% 29,7% 6,1% 
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 Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time I 

need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 4 9 5 0 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 19,0% 42,9% 23,8% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 9 16 58 21 5 
% within 
Age 

8,3% 14,7% 53,2% 19,3% 4,6% 

26-30 år 
Count 8 12 18 9 3 
% within 
Age 

16,0% 24,0% 36,0% 18,0% 6,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 1 4 1 1 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 9,1% 36,4% 9,1% 9,1% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 1 1 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 

56-60 år 
Count 1 2 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 40,0% 40,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 0 1 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 29 37 96 40 10 
% within 
Age 

13,7% 17,5% 45,3% 18,9% 4,7% 
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 Influencers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 0 1 0 0 1 2 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 6 4 7 2 21 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 28,6% 19,0% 33,3% 9,5% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 8 12 48 33 8 109 
% within 
Age 

7,3% 11,0% 44,0% 30,3% 7,3% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 8 8 16 14 4 50 
% within 
Age 

16,0% 16,0% 32,0% 28,0% 8,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 2 0 4 1 11 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 18,2% 0,0% 36,4% 9,1% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 2 0 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 0 1 1 0 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 0 2 1 0 3 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 66,7% 33,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 5 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 25 31 78 62 16 212 
% within 
Age 

11,8% 14,6% 36,8% 29,2% 7,5% 100,0% 
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 Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 1 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 50,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 3 5 8 3 21 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 14,3% 23,8% 38,1% 14,3% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 16 12 37 38 6 109 
% within 
Age 

14,7% 11,0% 33,9% 34,9% 5,5% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 10 8 16 12 4 50 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 16,0% 32,0% 24,0% 8,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 2 0 4 1 11 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 18,2% 0,0% 36,4% 9,1% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 1 2 0 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 0 1 1 0 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 0,0% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 1 0 2 0 3 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 66,7% 0,0% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 3 1 1 0 5 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 60,0% 20,0% 20,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 0 1 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 36 30 62 69 15 212 
% within 
Age 

17,0% 14,2% 29,2% 32,5% 7,1% 100,0% 
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 No Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the 

brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 2 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 8 9 1 0 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 38,1% 42,9% 4,8% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 17 28 51 11 2 
% within 
Age 

15,6% 25,7% 46,8% 10,1% 1,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 11 15 17 5 2 
% within 
Age 

22,0% 30,0% 34,0% 10,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 4 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 36,4% 18,2% 9,1% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 3 0 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 60,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 1 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 3 1 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 41 59 89 19 4 
% within 
Age 

19,3% 27,8% 42,0% 9,0% 1,9% 
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 No Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time 

I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 2 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 3 8 8 2 0 
% within 
Age 

14,3% 38,1% 38,1% 9,5% 0,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 15 26 58 7 3 
% within 
Age 

13,8% 23,9% 53,2% 6,4% 2,8% 

26-30 år 
Count 11 19 14 4 2 
% within 
Age 

22,0% 38,0% 28,0% 8,0% 4,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 5 2 4 0 0 
% within 
Age 

45,5% 18,2% 36,4% 0,0% 0,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 1 2 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 0,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 1 0 0 0 0 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 

Total 
Count 41 58 94 14 5 
% within 
Age 

19,3% 27,4% 44,3% 6,6% 2,4% 
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 No Influencers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 år 
Count 1 1 0 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 7 9 3 0 21 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 33,3% 42,9% 14,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 15 30 51 10 3 109 
% within 
Age 

13,8% 27,5% 46,8% 9,2% 2,8% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 10 14 19 5 2 50 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 28,0% 38,0% 10,0% 4,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 4 4 2 1 0 11 
% within 
Age 

36,4% 36,4% 18,2% 9,1% 0,0% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 0 1 2 0 0 3 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 33,3% 66,7% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 4 0 0 5 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 80,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 35 60 92 20 5 212 
% within 
Age 

16,5% 28,3% 43,4% 9,4% 2,4% 100,0% 
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 No Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Age 

Under 16 
år 

Count 2 0 0 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

16-20 år 
Count 2 10 6 3 0 21 
% within 
Age 

9,5% 47,6% 28,6% 14,3% 0,0% 100,0% 

21-25 år 
Count 18 43 38 8 2 109 
% within 
Age 

16,5% 39,4% 34,9% 7,3% 1,8% 100,0% 

26-30 år 
Count 10 19 16 3 2 50 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 38,0% 32,0% 6,0% 4,0% 100,0% 

31-35 år 
Count 5 4 2 0 0 11 
% within 
Age 

45,5% 36,4% 18,2% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

36-40 år 
Count 1 1 2 1 0 5 
% within 
Age 

20,0% 20,0% 40,0% 20,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

41-45 år 
Count 2 0 1 0 0 3 
% within 
Age 

66,7% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

46-50 år 
Count 1 0 1 0 0 2 
% within 
Age 

50,0% 0,0% 50,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

51-55 år 
Count 1 1 1 0 0 3 
% within 
Age 

33,3% 33,3% 33,3% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

56-60 år 
Count 0 1 3 1 0 5 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 20,0% 60,0% 20,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

61-65 år 
Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% within 
Age 

0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

Total 
Count 42 79 71 16 4 212 
% within 
Age 

19,8% 37,3% 33,5% 7,5% 1,9% 100,0% 
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APPENDIX 5: CHI SQUARE: FISHER’S EXACT TEST GENDER 

 
 High number of followers -It is very likely that I will buy a product from 

the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 8 22 40 61 9 
Expected 
Count 

15,2 22,5 46,2 47,5 8,6 

% of Total 3,8% 10,4% 18,9% 28,8% 4,2% 

Man 

Count 15 12 30 11 4 
Expected 
Count 7,8 11,5 23,8 24,5 4,4 

% of Total 7,1% 5,7% 14,2% 5,2% 1,9% 

Total 

Count 23 34 70 72 13 
Expected 
Count 

23,0 34,0 70,0 72,0 13,0 

% of Total 10,8% 16,0% 33,0% 34,0% 6,1% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 23,781a 4 ,000 ,000   
Likelihood Ratio 24,609 4 ,000 ,000   
Fisher's Exact Test 24,234   0,000052   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 15,138b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 212      
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a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,42. 
 
 
 
b. The standardized statistic is -3,891. 
 
 
 High number of followers - I will purchase a product from the brand 

next time I need a product. 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 10 18 63 41 8 
Expected 
Count 

17,2 18,5 59,4 38,3 6,6 

% of Total 4,7% 8,5% 29,7% 19,3% 3,8% 

Man 

Count 16 10 27 17 2 
Expected 
Count 8,8 9,5 30,6 19,7 3,4 

% of Total 7,5% 4,7% 12,7% 8,0% 0,9% 

Total 

Count 26 28 90 58 10 
Expected 
Count 

26,0 28,0 90,0 58,0 10,0 

% of Total 12,3% 13,2% 42,5% 27,4% 4,7% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 10,913a 4 ,028 ,026   
Likelihood Ratio 10,415 4 ,034 ,042   
Fisher's Exact Test 10,152   ,035   
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Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

7,968b 1 ,005 ,005 ,003 ,001 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,40. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,823. 

 

 
 High number of followers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 10 14 50 52 14 140 
Expected 
Count 15,8 15,8 44,2 51,5 12,5 140,0 

% of Total 4,7% 6,6% 23,6% 24,5% 6,6% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 14 10 17 26 5 72 
Expected 
Count 

8,2 8,2 22,8 26,5 6,5 72,0 

% of Total 6,6% 4,7% 8,0% 12,3% 2,4% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 24 24 67 78 19 212 
Expected 
Count 24,0 24,0 67,0 78,0 19,0 212,0 

% of Total 11,3% 11,3% 31,6% 36,8% 9,0% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 9,704a 4 ,046 ,045   
Likelihood Ratio 9,396 4 ,052 ,057   
Fisher's Exact Test 9,328   ,052   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4,810b 1 ,028 ,032 ,017 ,005 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6,45. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,193. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 113 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 High number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 11 26 51 42 10 
Expected 
Count 

21,1 27,7 44,2 37,6 9,2 

% of Total 5,2% 12,3% 24,1% 19,8% 4,7% 

Man 

Count 21 16 16 15 4 
Expected 
Count 10,9 14,3 22,8 19,4 4,8 

% of Total 9,9% 7,5% 7,5% 7,1% 1,9% 

Total 

Count 32 42 67 57 14 
Expected 
Count 

32,0 42,0 67,0 57,0 14,0 

% of Total 15,1% 19,8% 31,6% 26,9% 6,6% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 19,328a 4 ,001 ,001   
Likelihood Ratio 18,576 4 ,001 ,001   
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Fisher's Exact Test 18,279   ,001   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 12,268b 1 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,75. 
b. The standardized statistic is -3,503. 

 

 
 Low number of followers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from 

the brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 21 36 57 21 5 
Expected 
Count 25,1 38,3 52,8 17,2 6,6 

% of Total 9,9% 17,0% 26,9% 9,9% 2,4% 

Man 

Count 17 22 23 5 5 
Expected 
Count 12,9 19,7 27,2 8,8 3,4 

% of Total 8,0% 10,4% 10,8% 2,4% 2,4% 

Total 

Count 38 58 80 26 10 
Expected 
Count 38,0 58,0 80,0 26,0 10,0 

% of Total 17,9% 27,4% 37,7% 12,3% 4,7% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 
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Pearson Chi-Square 7,006a 4 ,136 ,137   
Likelihood Ratio 7,140 4 ,129 ,140   
Fisher's Exact Test 7,049   ,131   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 2,289b 1 ,130 ,135 ,074 ,017 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,40. 
b. The standardized statistic is -1,513. 
 
 Low number of followers -I will purchase a product from the brand the 

next time I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 21 32 63 17 7 
Expected 
Count 

26,4 34,3 60,1 12,5 6,6 

% of Total 9,9% 15,1% 29,7% 8,0% 3,3% 

Man 

Count 19 20 28 2 3 
Expected 
Count 13,6 17,7 30,9 6,5 3,4 

% of Total 9,0% 9,4% 13,2% 0,9% 1,4% 

Total 

Count 40 52 91 19 10 
Expected 
Count 

40,0 52,0 91,0 19,0 10,0 

% of Total 18,9% 24,5% 42,9% 9,0% 4,7% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 
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 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 8,875a 4 ,064 ,062   
Likelihood Ratio 9,706 4 ,046 ,055   
Fisher's Exact Test 9,054   ,056   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

6,537b 1 ,011 ,012 ,006 ,002 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,40. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,557. 

 
 Low number of followers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 19 33 57 20 11 140 
Expected 
Count 

24,4 33,7 53,5 19,2 9,2 140,0 

% of Total 9,0% 15,6% 26,9% 9,4% 5,2% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 18 18 24 9 3 72 
Expected 
Count 12,6 17,3 27,5 9,8 4,8 72,0 

% of Total 8,5% 8,5% 11,3% 4,2% 1,4% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 37 51 81 29 14 212 
Expected 
Count 

37,0 51,0 81,0 29,0 14,0 212,0 

% of Total 17,5% 24,1% 38,2% 13,7% 6,6% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 5,368a 4 ,252 ,254   
Likelihood Ratio 5,285 4 ,259 ,270   
Fisher's Exact Test 5,114   ,275   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

4,282b 1 ,039 ,043 ,022 ,006 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,75. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,069. 
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 Low number of followers - I will recommend the brand to my friends 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 24 43 51 17 5 
Expected 
Count 31,7 40,9 48,9 13,2 5,3 

% of Total 11,3% 20,3% 24,1% 8,0% 2,4% 

Man 

Count 24 19 23 3 3 
Expected 
Count 

16,3 21,1 25,1 6,8 2,7 

% of Total 11,3% 9,0% 10,8% 1,4% 1,4% 

Total 

Count 48 62 74 20 8 
Expected 
Count 48,0 62,0 74,0 20,0 8,0 

% of Total 22,6% 29,2% 34,9% 9,4% 3,8% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. (2-

sided) 
Exact Sig. (1-

sided) 
Point 

Probability 
Pearson Chi-Square 9,334a 4 ,053 ,051   
Likelihood Ratio 9,522 4 ,049 ,060   
Fisher's Exact Test 9,160   ,052   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 5,165b 1 ,023 ,023 ,013 ,004 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2,72. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,273. 

 

 
 Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the brand 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 10 24 54 42 10 
Expected 
Count 

16,5 25,1 48,2 41,6 8,6 

% of Total 4,7% 11,3% 25,5% 19,8% 4,7% 

Man 

Count 15 14 19 21 3 
Expected 
Count 8,5 12,9 24,8 21,4 4,4 

% of Total 7,1% 6,6% 9,0% 9,9% 1,4% 

Total 

Count 25 38 73 63 13 
Expected 
Count 

25,0 38,0 73,0 63,0 13,0 

% of Total 11,8% 17,9% 34,4% 29,7% 6,1% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 10,445a 4 ,034 ,032   
Likelihood Ratio 10,072 4 ,039 ,044   
Fisher's Exact Test 9,891   ,040   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

5,274b 1 ,022 ,024 ,013 ,004 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,42. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,296. 

 

 
 Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time I 

need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 12 20 73 28 7 
Expected 
Count 

19,2 24,4 63,4 26,4 6,6 

% of Total 5,7% 9,4% 34,4% 13,2% 3,3% 

Man 

Count 17 17 23 12 3 
Expected 
Count 9,8 12,6 32,6 13,6 3,4 

% of Total 8,0% 8,0% 10,8% 5,7% 1,4% 

Total 

Count 29 37 96 40 10 
Expected 
Count 

29,0 37,0 96,0 40,0 10,0 

% of Total 13,7% 17,5% 45,3% 18,9% 4,7% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
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% of Total 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 14,865a 4 ,005 ,004   
Likelihood Ratio 14,506 4 ,006 ,007   
Fisher's Exact Test 14,462   ,005   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 8,706b 1 ,003 ,003 ,002 ,001 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 1 cells (10,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3,40. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,951. 
 

 
 Influencers -  I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 9 21 59 39 12 140 
Expected 
Count 16,5 20,5 51,5 40,9 10,6 140,0 

% of Total 4,2% 9,9% 27,8% 18,4% 5,7% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 16 10 19 23 4 72 
Expected 
Count 8,5 10,5 26,5 21,1 5,4 72,0 

% of Total 7,5% 4,7% 9,0% 10,8% 1,9% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 25 31 78 62 16 212 
Expected 
Count 25,0 31,0 78,0 62,0 16,0 212,0 

% of Total 11,8% 14,6% 36,8% 29,2% 7,5% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 14,150a 4 ,007 ,006   
Likelihood Ratio 13,659 4 ,008 ,010   
Fisher's Exact Test 13,426   ,009   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4,116b 1 ,042 ,048 ,025 ,007 

N of Valid Cases 212      
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a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5,43. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,029. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 15 20 46 48 11 140 
Expected 
Count 23,8 19,8 40,9 45,6 9,9 140,0 

% of Total 7,1% 9,4% 21,7% 22,6% 5,2% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 21 10 16 21 4 72 
Expected 
Count 12,2 10,2 21,1 23,4 5,1 72,0 

% of Total 9,9% 4,7% 7,5% 9,9% 1,9% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 36 30 62 69 15 212 
Expected 
Count 36,0 30,0 62,0 69,0 15,0 212,0 

% of Total 17,0% 14,2% 29,2% 32,5% 7,1% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 12,117a 4 ,017 ,016   
Likelihood Ratio 11,594 4 ,021 ,023   
Fisher's Exact Test 11,410   ,021   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 7,077b 1 ,008 ,009 ,005 ,001 

N of Valid Cases 212      
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a. 0 cells (0,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5,09. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,660. 
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 No Influencers - It is very likely that I will buy a product from the 

brand 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 20 44 61 12 3 
Expected 
Count 

27,1 39,0 58,8 12,5 2,6 

% of Total 9,4% 20,8% 28,8% 5,7% 1,4% 

Man 

Count 21 15 28 7 1 
Expected 
Count 13,9 20,0 30,2 6,5 1,4 

% of Total 9,9% 7,1% 13,2% 3,3% 0,5% 

Total 

Count 41 59 89 19 4 
Expected 
Count 

41,0 59,0 89,0 19,0 4,0 

% of Total 19,3% 27,8% 42,0% 9,0% 1,9% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 7,824a 4 ,098 ,095   
Likelihood Ratio 7,626 4 ,106 ,124   
Fisher's Exact Test 7,617   ,095   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 1,944b 1 ,163 ,177 ,094 ,023 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,36. 



 124 

b. The standardized statistic is -1,394. 
 No Influencers - I will purchase a product from the brand the next time 

I need a product 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 18 36 75 7 4 
Expected 
Count 

27,1 38,3 62,1 9,2 3,3 

% of Total 8,5% 17,0% 35,4% 3,3% 1,9% 

Man 

Count 23 22 19 7 1 
Expected 
Count 13,9 19,7 31,9 4,8 1,7 

% of Total 10,8% 10,4% 9,0% 3,3% 0,5% 

Total 

Count 41 58 94 14 5 
Expected 
Count 

41,0 58,0 94,0 14,0 5,0 

% of Total 19,3% 27,4% 44,3% 6,6% 2,4% 
 

Crosstab 
 Total 

Gender 

Kvinna 
Count 140 
Expected Count 140,0 
% of Total 66,0% 

Man 
Count 72 
Expected Count 72,0 
% of Total 34,0% 

Total 
Count 212 
Expected Count 212,0 
% of Total 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 19,328a 4 ,001 ,000   
Likelihood Ratio 19,434 4 ,001 ,001   
Fisher's Exact Test 19,252   , 0,000425   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

8,858b 1 ,003 ,003 ,002 ,001 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 3 cells (30,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,70. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,976. 
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 No Influencers - I will definitely try the brand Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 16 43 64 13 4 140 
Expected 
Count 

23,1 39,6 60,8 13,2 3,3 140,0 

% of Total 7,5% 20,3% 30,2% 6,1% 1,9% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 19 17 28 7 1 72 
Expected 
Count 11,9 20,4 31,2 6,8 1,7 72,0 

% of Total 9,0% 8,0% 13,2% 3,3% 0,5% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 35 60 92 20 5 212 
Expected 
Count 

35,0 60,0 92,0 20,0 5,0 212,0 

% of Total 16,5% 28,3% 43,4% 9,4% 2,4% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 8,248a 4 ,083 ,080   
Likelihood Ratio 7,931 4 ,094 ,111   
Fisher's Exact Test 7,779   ,090   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

3,335b 1 ,068 ,069 ,040 ,011 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,70. 
b. The standardized statistic is -1,826. 
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 No Influencers -  I will recommend the brand to my friends Total 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Gender 

Kvinna 

Count 18 55 54 11 2 140 
Expected 
Count 

27,7 52,2 46,9 10,6 2,6 140,0 

% of Total 8,5% 25,9% 25,5% 5,2% 0,9% 66,0% 

Man 

Count 24 24 17 5 2 72 
Expected 
Count 14,3 26,8 24,1 5,4 1,4 72,0 

% of Total 11,3% 11,3% 8,0% 2,4% 0,9% 34,0% 

Total 

Count 42 79 71 16 4 212 
Expected 
Count 

42,0 79,0 71,0 16,0 4,0 212,0 

% of Total 19,8% 37,3% 33,5% 7,5% 1,9% 100,0% 

 

 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Point 
Probability 

Pearson Chi-Square 14,203a 4 ,007 ,005   
Likelihood Ratio 13,728 4 ,008 ,010   
Fisher's Exact Test 13,804   ,006   
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

5,891b 1 ,015 ,017 ,009 ,003 

N of Valid Cases 212      
 
a. 2 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,36. 
b. The standardized statistic is -2,427. 
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APPENDIX 6: CRONBACH’S ALPHA 
 

Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 
N of Items 

,895 6 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
I often consider a fashion 
brands number of 
Instagram followers to 
know which brand that 
makes a good impression 
on others 

8,55 16,628 ,722 ,876 

To make sure I buy the 
right brand, I often 
consider the number of 
Instagram-followers of the 
brand. 

8,61 16,362 ,825 ,860 

I often consider a fashion 
brands number of 
Instagram-followers to 
help choose the right 
brand. 

8,51 16,697 ,763 ,869 

I frequently gather 
information about a brands 
number of 
Instagramfollowers before 
I buy the certain brand. 

8,74 16,982 ,760 ,870 

If I dont consider number 
of Instagram-followers of 
the fashion brand, I worry 
about my decision 

8,89 19,096 ,618 ,892 

When I buy a a product 
from a fashion brand, the 
number of Instagram 
followers makes me 
confident in purchasing the 
brand 

8,26 16,288 ,655 ,890 

 
RELIABILITY 
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  /VARIABLES=Fr1PurIntNumberHigh Fr2PurIntNumberHigh 
Fr3PurIntNumberHigh Fr4PurIntNumberHigh 
  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 

 
Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,914 4 

 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
High number of followers -
It is very likely that I will 
buy a product from the 
brand 

9,10 8,876 ,830 ,879 

High number of followers - 
I will purchase a product 
from the brand next time I 
need a product. 

9,19 8,991 ,853 ,872 

High number of followers - 
I will definitely try the 
brand 

8,98 8,905 ,787 ,894 

High number of followers - 
I will recommend the 
brand to my friends 

9,28 8,924 ,749 ,908 

 
RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=Fr1PurIntNumberLow Fr2PurIntNumberLow Fr3PurIntNumberLow 
Fr4PurIntNumberLow 
  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL. 
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Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,928 4 

 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Low number of followers - 
It is very likely that I will 
buy a product from the 
brand 

7,67 8,546 ,865 ,894 

Low number of followers -I 
will purchase a product 
from the brand the next 
time I need a product 

7,69 8,623 ,873 ,892 

Low number of followers -  
I will definitely try the 
brand 

7,57 8,464 ,827 ,907 

Low number of followers - 
I will recommend the 
brand to my friends 

7,83 9,093 ,762 ,928 

 
RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=Fr1PurIntInfluencer Fr2PurIntInfluencer 
Fr3PurIntInfluencer Fr4PurIntInfluencer 
  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL. 
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Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,948 4 

 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Influencers - It is very 
likely that I will buy a 
product from the brand 

8,88 9,668 ,906 ,922 

Influencers - I will 
purchase a product from 
the brand the next time I 
need a product 

9,05 10,239 ,862 ,936 

Influencers -  I will 
definitely try the brand 8,83 9,766 ,880 ,930 

Influencers -  I will 
recommend the brand to 
my friends 

8,90 9,331 ,857 ,939 

 
RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=Fr1PurIntNOInfluencers Fr2PurIntNOInfluencers 
Fr3PurIntNOInfluencers Fr4PurIntNOInfluencers 
  /SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 
  /MODEL=ALPHA 
  /SUMMARY=TOTAL. 
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Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

N of Items 

,935 4 

 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-
Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
No Influencers - It is very 
likely that I will buy a 
product from the brand 

7,33 6,865 ,875 ,906 

No Influencers - I will 
purchase a product from 
the brand the next time I 
need a product 

7,33 7,011 ,850 ,914 

No Influencers - I will 
definitely try the brand 7,26 6,951 ,865 ,910 

No Influencers -  I will 
recommend the brand to 
my friends 

7,44 7,272 ,798 ,931 
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