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ABSTRACT

The present study applies the theory o f uses and gratifications to understand 
how and why individuals interact with restaurant brands on Facebook and 
Twitter. A survey was administered to social media users to compare and con
trast different motivations that users have when interacting with restaurants 
across the two platforms. Results indicate restaurant brands may receive 
more visibility on Facebook as compared to Twitter. Additionally, overlaps 
exist in individuals' motivations for interacting with restaurants on Face- 
book and Twitter. Communicating and interacting with others as well as en
tertainment drive restaurant interactions across both platforms, followed by 
information-seeking motives.
Keywords: Social media, restaurants, uses and gratifications, Facebook, 
Twitter

Introduction

Social media marketing is the most common marketing strategy 
employed by restaurants, with nearly 9 out of 10 restaurants reporting some 
social media outreach efforts (eMarketer, 2013). The two most common plat
forms include Facebook, used by 94% of restaurants on social media, fol
lowed by Twitter, where 77% are active. Since over 72% of adult Internet 
users in the U.S. use Facebook (with 70% logging in at least daily), and 23% 
of adult Internet users on Twitter, which jumps to 32% of those ages 18 -  
29 (Pew Research, 2015), these platforms clearly reach a large number of 
customers and potential customers. Restaurants seek to increase loyalty and 
business by offering search by location functions, ordering options, customer 
loyalty programs, menus and nutritional information, and restaurant specials 
and coupons (eMarket, 2013). But which of these are most valuable from a 
customer perspective? The current study takes a user-centered approach to 
exploring why individuals interact with restaurant brands online. The theory 
of uses and gratifications (Blumler & Katz, 1974) is applied to understanding 
what motivations are sought by individuals engaging with restaurant brands 
on Facebook and Twitter.

A uses and gratifications, U&G, theoretical approach focuses on 
audiences as conscious of their goals and as active participants in fulfilling 
those goals. U&G works well for social media analysis because of its em-
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phasis on an individual’s awareness of needs and participation in interact
ing with platforms and content to meet those needs (Blunder & Katz, 1974; 
Hicks et al., 2012), A variety of social and psychological factors as well as 
users’ motivations influence media behavior. Ruggiero (2000) defined four 
primary categories of needs motivating people to use technology including 
diversion, social utility, personal identity, and surveillance. Muntinga, Moor
man, & Smit (2011) utilized Ruggiero’s four categories as well as two new 
categories specific to social media technology: remuneration and empower
ment. According to the researchers, consumers engaged with brands on social 
media on three levels: consuming, contributing to, and creating brand-related 
content.

Previous research on consumer interaction with brands in general 
on Facebook found both information-seeking and social interaction mo
tives, including categories of gratifications sought such as emotional sup
port, entertainment, network extension, network maintenance, recognition, 
social connectivity, social information, socializing, social surveillance, and 
status seeking (Lee & Ma, 2012; Zhang, Tang & Leung, 2011; Quan-Haase 
& Young, 2011). The gratifications sought when interacting with brands via 
Twitter demonstrate the same motivations. The top reasons individuals report 
becoming a fan of a brand on Facebook include being a consumer of the 
company, seeking to receive discounts and promotions, showing their liking/ 
support of the brand, being the first to get information about the brand, and 
having access to exclusive content (Business Wire, 2012). Similarly focused 
research has found that while levels of following brands on Facebook remain 
low. the typical motivating factors in “liking” a brand online are related to 
identification with the brand, interaction, and a sense of belonging (Pereira, 
Salgueiro, & Mateus, 2014). Indeed, research has demonstrated a number of 
user-motivations concerning social media and restaurant brands, including 
wanting to identify with a brand, to demonstrate their support of a brand, to 
engage with novel content, to build or maintain relationships, to learn up-to 
date information about the restaurant, or to share their thoughts and opinions 
about the brand (Kang, Tang, & Fiore, 2014; Pereira, de Fatima Salgueiro, & 
Mateus, 2014; Business Wire, 2012; Lee, Hansen, & Lee, 2015).

Establishing the links between social media interactions and behav
ioral outcomes has also been explored. Dholakia and Durham (2010) sur
veyed 13,270 restaurant customers to determine the effect of liking a restau
rant’s Facebook Page on consumer behavior and found that Facebook fans 
of a restaurant visited the restaurant 20% more often, recommended it more 
often, and reported greater emotional attachment to it. Motivating customer 
engagement beyond simply liking or following a page can be a difficult task. 
“Only a small percentage (typically around 1% of Fans) actually engage with 
any given brand message” (ComScore, 2012, p. 8). Restaurants could in
crease their rates of fan engagement by following the advice of deVries et
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al. (2012). Their study of Facebook brand fan Pages found that brand mes
sages with questions, interesting images, and vivid contrasting color drove 
higher rates of engagement with fans more than informational or hyperlinked 
posts. However, Kwok and Yu (2013) found that informational, as compared 
to marketing-based Facebook posts by U.S. restaurants garnered more inter
action. According to Hennig-Thurau (2004), connecting with a brand online 
provides social benefits for customers as well; for example, a customer may 
feel that he or she identifies and affiliates with that brand through social me
dia interactions. Determining what motivates social media interaction from 
a user, or customer, perspective may shed important light the links between 
social media brand interactions and behaviors.

The Present Study

Studies of consumer interactions with brands on social media indi
cate that customers derive various gratifications when engaging with brands 
on social media. This study follows the tradition of Johnson and Yang (2009) 
and Huang et al. (2010) in exploring a number of gratifications sought online. 
Both informational motives (Chen, 2011; Jansen et al., 2009; Kwok & Yu. 
2013) and social motives (Pantelidis, 2010) have been implicated in users' 
choices to interact with restaurant brands on Facebook and Twitter, as have 
social identity, entertainment, and communication or interaction motivations.

This study investigated the following research questions;

RQ1: How active are individuals with restaurant brands on 
Facebook and Twitter?

RQ2: How do motivations to interact with restaurant 
brands on Facebook compare to motivations to interact 
with restaurant brands on Twitter?

Methods

Participants and Procedure

Participants were recruited from undergraduate courses at a large 
Southeastern university in the United States and received course extra credit 
for their participation. A link to the online survey, which included informed 
consent information, was shared with students. Students were informed dur
ing the recruitment process that they should have some experience with a 
personal Facebook or Twitter account in order to participate. Participants 
first responded to a filter question determining if they were members of the 
two social networks. This yielded N = 505 Facebook-using participants, N = 
291 Twitter-using participants, and N = 214  who used both. The participant
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sample was 64.5% female and 35% male, and the mean age was 20.14 (SD = 
3.05). Participants could identify as multiple races. 69.2% were White/Cau- 
casian, 18.7% were Hispanic/Latino, 10.9% were Black/African-American, 
and 7.2% were Asian/Asian-American.

Measures

Participants responded to two open-ended questions per platform 
about following/ interacting with restaurants: “How many restaurant pages 
do you like on Facebook/follow on Twitter?” and “How many times per week 
do you interact with a restaurant on Facebook (For example, ‘liking’ an im
age or post, posting on a restaurant’s well, commenting on a post, etc.)/ or 
Twitter (For example, favoriting a restaurant tweet, re-tweeting a restaurant’s 
tweet, mentioning a restaurant in your own tweet, etc.)?”

To measure motivations for interacting with restaurants on social 
media, participants were provided with a list of 17 reasons for using Face- 
book and Twitter and were asked to rate their level of agreement or disagree
ment with each reason on a 5-point scale. These scales were modified to 
reflect interactions with restaurants from the scale used in Johnson & Yang’s 
(2009) gratifications of Twitter study. A factor analysis grouped similar moti
vations, carrying different weights across the two platforms.

Results

Research question 1 asked how individuals interact with restaurants 
on Twitter and Facebook. Of those participants on Facebook, 80.55% “liked” 
at least one restaurant, and the average number of restaurants “liked” was just 
under four, M= 3.79, SD = 7.26. Of all Facebook users, 26.69% reported in
teracting with a restaurant on Facebook at least once per week, and the mean 
for all users was less than once per week, M= .87, SD = 2.88. Of participants 
on Twitter, 28.86% report following at least one restaurant (M=  1.02, SD = 
2.21), and 19.24% reported interacting with a restaurant brand on Twitter at 
least once per week. The average Twitter interactions per week were also less 
than once, M=  .64, SD = 2.08.

Two paired-sample t-tests reveal that among participants who were 
active on both Facebook and Twitter (N  = 276), The number of restaurants 
“liked” on Facebook, /(275) = 6.819, p<.0\, M = 4.34, SD = 8.08) was 
significantly greater than the number of restaurants followed on Twitter (M 
= 1.01, SD = 2.23). Further, the number of weekly interactions with restau
rant brands on Facebook (t(275) = 2.120, p  <.05, M =  1.07, SD = 3.60) was 
also greater than the number of weekly interactions with restaurant brands 
followed on Twitter (M = .65, SD = 2.13). These tests demonstrate that res
taurant brands are more popular on Facebook as compared to Twitter among 
users of both social media platforms.
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Research Question 2 asked how motivations to interact or follow 
restaurant brands differed across Facebook and Twitter. In order to test this, 
the 17 motivations (adapted from Johnson & Yang, 2009) to follow restau
rants on Facebook and on Twitter were subjected to two exploratory factor 
analyses, EFA. An EFA was conducted because while research demonstrates 
typical social media gratifications, there is no previously collected data in 
which to use to build a confirmatory case for the relative weights of social, 
informational, entertainment, etc. motives concerned with social media inter
action with restaurant brands. Following the recommendations of Morrison 
(2009), we employed principle axis factoring extraction and Promax rotation. 
Principal axis factoring looks at shared variance instead of individual item 
variances and does not assume multivariate normality, making it appropri
ate for the current data. An oblique rotation method was selected in place of 
orthogonal due to expected inter-correlations among factors (Fabrigar, We
gener, MacCullom, & Strahan, 1999). In both the EFAs for Facebook motiva
tions and Twitter motivations, multiple criteria were employed to detennine 
the factors and retain items. First, factors with eigen values over 1 were con
sidered for retention. Second, scree plots for both analyses for inspected for 
the point at which the inflection in the curve began to trend downward. This 
process led to three factors being retained for Facebook motivations and two 
factors being retained for Twitter motivations. The next step was determining 
which items loaded at a sufficient level on one and only one factor. A load
ing of near .6 without loading on a second factor above a .40 was employed 
(per a combination of criteria employed by McCroskey & Young, 1979 and 
Olufadi, 2016). Factor loadings, percentage variance explained, eigen values, 
means, and reliability coefficients for the Faceboook motivations are pre
sented in Table 1. For Twitter motivations, see Table 2.

The results yielded a 3-factor solution with 14 items explaining a 
combined 68.05% of the variance in motivations to engage with restaurant 
brands on Facebook. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, 2 (136) 
= 5918.94, /? <.01, indicating the appropriateness of the factor analyses given 
the data. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin coefficient was .94, which is above the .5 
threshold, indicating simplicity and distinctiveness of reliability of the 5-fac
tor solution and sampling adequacy (Field, 2009). The first factor, which ac
counted for 51.241% of the variance and included half of the items, is labeled 
Communicate/ Interact, as it encompasses a number of items related to a 
variety of communication and interaction motives. These items encapsulated 
motives related to being a part of a restaurant community, meeting new peo
ple, and communicating more easily with restaurant staff. The second factor, 
Entertainment, explained an additional 10.34% of the variance and contained 
items related to motives concerning fun, relaxation, and passing time. The 
third and final factor, Learn/ Support included three items which were clearly 
related to information-seeking, and somewhat surprisingly, to showing sup
port for the restaurant. This factor explained 6.92% of the variance. In all.
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the factors reveal that Communication/ Interaction is a significant motive for 
engaging with restaurants on Facebook, followed by Entertainment motives 
and Learning/ Supporting motives.

Interestingly, the 17 motivations to interact with restaurant brands 
on Twitter resulted in a factor solution with different conceptual overlaps 
and relative weights of the same motivations. It yielded a 2-factor solution 
with 13 (slightly different) items accounting for 70.99% of the variance. The 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, 2 (136) = 4737.02, p <.01, and 
the Kaiser-Meyer-OIkin coefficient was also above the .5 threshold indicating 
simplicity, at .94. The first factor, Entertainment/ Socialize motives, includ
ed 9 items which, in large part, constituted the Communicate/ Interact and 
Entertainment motives in the Facebook analysis. These nine items included 
agreement with statements such as “To express myself freely,” “to participate 
in discussions,” “to relax,” and “to meet new people.” It explained 62.81% of 
the variance. Here, there is an apparent split in some of the “communication” 
items. The ones more social in nature are included in the first, and larger, fac
tor, whereas the ones related to information and support appear in the second 
factor. This second factor. Learning/ Information-Sharing, includes five items 
concerned with gaining information, sharing information, and showing sup
port for the restaurant. This factor looks like the third factor in the Facebook 
EFA, with the addition of an item that didn’t load for Facebook: “To share 
restaurant information with others.” It explained an additional 8.19% of the 
variance.

Discussion

This study revealed several interesting findings related to the 
amount and nature of, as well as the motivations behind, customer interac
tions with social media on Facebook and Twitter. Results indicate that restau
rant patrons “like” more restaurants and interact with brands more often on 
Facebook as than on Twitter. Participants were more likely to be Facebook 
users as compared to Twitter users and likely spend more time on this so
cial media platform than on Twitter. Research Question 1 also revealed that 
while users follow more restaurants on Facebook than on Twitter -  by about 
3 times as many restaurants -  the difference in the frequency of interactions 
with restaurant brands was much less disperse across the two platforms. So, 
as a whole, restaurant brands may receive more visibility on Facebook as 
compared to Twitter, but fans are unlikely to interact with restaurant brands 
on either platform.

In response to RQ2, it seems that there are certainly overlaps in the 
motivations for interacting with restaurants on Facebook and Twitter. While 
the factor solutions differed, and some nuances are present, communicating 
and interacting with others as well as entertainment drive restaurant interac-
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tions across the platforms, followed by information-seeking motives. This 
finding demonstrates that individuals are utilizing the very tools and affor- 
dances that social media allow: Interaction and communication. While tra
ditional media affords some communication abilities, a restaurant website or 
TV commercial allows less interaction and expression than a Facebook page 
or post. Being a part of a community hangs on this ability for feedback and 
multiple voices. This should be encouraging to marketers interested in using 
the full capabilities of social media, rather than just duplicating static infor
mation from another source.

It is also interesting to note that communicating, interacting, and 
general entertainment motives explained larger percentages of variance than 
information-seeking and sharing motivations. Restaurants should be sure to 
use Facebook and Twitter to not only communicate directly with their pa
trons but also to encourage communication among patrons. Interaction via 
comments on Facebook or via a hashtag on Twitter increases communication 
with and about the brand. Restaurant owners can focus on communication 
and interaction across both platforms in a myriad of ways to build relation
ships with guests which may, in turn, motivate them to want to show support. 
In all, motivations to interact with restaurant brands on both platforms were 
largely centered on communication and interaction. While entertainment may 
have played a slightly larger role in motivations for interactions on Twitter, as 
compared to Facebook.

There are several limitations of the current study worth mentioning. 
This study utilized a sample of undergraduate college students, so results 
should not be generalized to all social media-using populations. A more di
verse sample would be ideal moving forward. The number of Twitter users 
reporting regular interactions with restaurants was low, so a larger sample of 
Twitter users would offer more comprehensive data. Duplicating the same 
study with a random sample of participants who’s Facebook and Twitter ac
tivities could actually be observed would be useful. This would allow for 
a comparison of their demonstrated “liking,” following, and commenting 
behavior with their reported motivations. Additionally, more complex mo
tivations could be explored. Given the import of the “showing support for 
the restaurant,” in the current study, more research should explore identity 
expression in particular.
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Table 1. Factor Loadings and Communalities: Facebook Motivations

Item Factors

1 2 3

C om m unicate/

To keeD in touch w ith  the restaurant s ta ff .689

Interact

FB5

FB6 To com m unicate  m ore easily  w ith the 
restaurant

.692

FB7 To com m unicate w ith  m any people  a t the 
sam e tim e

.613

FB I 1 To m eet new  people .719

FB12 To participate in discussions .771

FB16 To com m ent on restauran t activ ities/ updates .693

FBI 7 To be a part o f  a restauran t/ food com m unity 667

E ntertainm ent

To have fun .798FBI
FB2 1 To relax .837

FB3 To pass the time .790

Learn & SuDDort

To get inform ation .844

FB8

FB10 To learn in teresting things .587

F B I4 To show  m y support for the restaurant .710

Eigen value 8.71 1.76 1.77

%  Variance extracted 51.24 10.34 6.92

C ronbach ’s alpha .89 .88 .80
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M ean 2.09 2.18 3.10

Note. Factor loading under .58 are suppressed. Facebook Motives # 4, 13. 
and 15 are excluded due to cross-loading or failure to load at .55 or above 
on one factor. Means are based on a 5-point scale.

Table 2. Factor Loadings and Communalities: Twitter Motivations

Item Factors

1 2

E ntertain-
n ien t/ Social

FBI

To have fun .783
FB2 To relax .892

FB3 To pass the tim e .625

FB4 To express m y se lf  freely .886

FB5 To keep in touch w ith restaurant s ta ff .677

FB6 To com m unicate  m ore easily  w ith the restaurant .692

FB7 To com m unicate  w ith m any people at the sam e 
tim e

.922

FB I 1 To m eet new  people .941

FB12 To partic ipate  in discussions .668

L earn/
Inform ation-
Share

To get inform ation

FB8

.856

FB10 To learn in teresting  things .696
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FB I 3 To share restaurant inform ation w ith others .905

FB14 .969

Eigen value 10.67 1.395

%  Variance extracted 62.81 8.19

C ronbach ’s alpha .95 .91

M ean 2.12 2.57

Note. Factor loading under .58 are suppressed. Twitter Motives #9, 15, and 
17 are excluded due to cross-loading or failure to load a t . 55 or above on one 
factor. Means are based on a 5-point scale.
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