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Abstract 
Personalized Behavioral Recaps (PBR), where the most known being “Spotify Wrapped”, 

have become popular relationship marketing campaigns in recent years. Although it has been 

an expanding trend among companies, there is, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, 

currently no academic research about it. The study therefore aims to provide a conceptual 

framework on how the content of nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative information, 

personalization, and privacy sacrifice affects customer satisfaction in a PBR. A multi-method 

was used for the study which included qualitative interviews with PBR experts as well as a 

quantitative study on the Swedish market. The results showed that nostalgia, quantitative 

information, and personalization have a positive effect on satisfaction, while privacy sacrifice 

has a negative effect. As the three mentioned drivers for satisfaction increase it cumulatively, 

it practically implies that managers must include all to achieve maximum success. In 

particular, nostalgia should be included to create emotional connections with customers and 

deliver unexpected value. Managers should also incorporate quantitative information, to 

effectively convey the PBRs message, and personalization, as it can be seen as a requirement 

for a PBR. Lastly, companies must be aware of the risks that privacy sacrifice entails and the 

different attitudes their customers have toward it. 
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1 Introduction  
1.1 Background 
In 2016, Spotify launched its first marketing campaign “Spotify Wrapped” which is a 

personalized summary of listeners’ music year. The campaign has become immensely 

appreciated and each year it creates buzz as people enjoy sharing it with friends (Swant, 

2019). Spotify was the only company providing this type of personalized summary to its 

users for many years, however, in recent years the phenomenon has exploded, and multiple 

organizations have followed. To name a few, only in 2022, we have seen companies such as 

Strava, TripAdvisor, Duolingo, BeReal, Snapchat, Bolt, Klarna, Willys, ICA, Avanza, 

Fortum, and Tibber distributing similar versions of this type of summary. Practically, the 

marketing campaigns imply that companies create and provide personalized summaries of 

each customer’s behavior during a certain time period. Data about the customer’s behavior is 

collected, sorted, and presented to give value and insights to the customer.  

 

1.2 Identified Research Gap 
Even though this has been a huge upcoming trend among companies for many years, and still 

is, academic research has not followed. Currently, to the best of our knowledge, there is no 

literature about it and not even a common definition of the phenomenon. A research gap is 

therefore identified, both in terms of the company perspective and the customer perspective, 

thus companies do not know what features are appreciated by customers in this type of 

summary. As there is no theory about the phenomena, we had to define it for this study. We 

have chosen to name this phenomenon Personalized Behavioral Recap (PBR) as it captures 

all aspects of the marketing campaign. Firstly, the word personalized was selected because of 

its definition: “Used to describe an object that has someone’s name on it, or has been made 

for a particular person” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2023) implying that it aims to be tailored for 

each individual. Secondly, the word behavioral was included due to its definition: 

“Expressed in or involving behavior” (Cambridge Dictionary, 2023), which represents 

customer behavior during a specific period for a PBR. Thirdly, the word recap (short for 

recapitulation) was chosen as it is defined as “An act or instance of summarizing and 

restating the main points of something” (Oxford Dictionary, 2023), hence showing a 

retrospective viewpoint and summarizing past happenings. Together, these compose a 

complete description of the PBR phenomena and will therefore be used onwards in this study. 
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1.3 Contribution and Purpose 
Further, as no previous research has investigated the aspects of a PBR and what content is 

appreciated by customers, this study aims to create a conceptual framework that will serve as 

guidance for companies that currently distribute or want to create PBRs. It will be helpful for 

companies as the PBR can be designed in various ways, making it hard to know what aspects 

to include. As of today, companies do not have any effective guidance, instead they use other 

PBRs as inspiration, without knowing if it leads to customer satisfaction or not. However, 

this is ineffective and involves the risk of wasting resources. Thus, by developing a 

conceptual framework and answering the research question, organizations will have 

knowledge and empirical evidence about what to include in a PBR.  

 

Moreover, our research will contribute to the academic literature by providing a framework 

for achieving customer satisfaction in PBRs. Currently, there is only literature about different 

aspects of a PBR isolated from each other such as nostalgia (Ju et al. 2016; Ju et al. 2017), 

social comparison (Wood, 1989; Baldwin et al., 2018), quantification (Dahlén et al., 2021; 

Crawford et al., 2015) and privacy sacrifice (Zhu et al., 2022; Ameen et al., 2021), however, 

there is no comprehensive framework that originates from a PBR context and combines 

several aspects. Additionally, this study will catalyze a new focus area within customer 

relationship- and marketing literature, thus laying the foundation for future exploration. 

Further, as PBRs have not been examined theoretically before, it was essential to not solely 

rely on previous literature but also to incorporate practical perspectives. Therefore, in-depth 

interviews with companies that are currently creating PBRs were conducted, since it 

complements the framework with aspects not found in the literature, thus adding further 

knowledge to the framework. The approach of using real-life insights and utilizing interview 

findings to support theory and the conceptual framework is consistent with previous research 

in exploring new phenomena (Goor et al., 2020). To achieve results on which aspects drive 

customer satisfaction in a PBR, the framework was tested through a quantitative study which 

was the main foundation for our findings.  

 

In conclusion, the purpose of our study is to provide a clear framework on how the content of 

nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative information, personalization, and privacy sacrifice 

affects customer satisfaction in a PBR. Therefore, the following question will be answered: 

“What are the critical factors that drive customer satisfaction in a Personalized Behavioral 
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Recap?” By answering the question, our study aims to fill the research gap on PBRs and 

provide valuable guidance to organizations seeking to manage and undertake this complex 

phenomenon.  

 

1.4 Focus and delimitations 
There are delimitations of the study conducted in this thesis, especially since the topic of 

PBRs is not a well-researched topic and we therefore have had to narrow the scope. The 

research has been delimited to the Swedish market as many Swedish companies have 

developed PBRs recently and because it mitigated the risk of cultural moderators that might 

affect the outcome. We chose to present a fictional PBR in the study and this was done to 

prevent any bias that customers could have regarding existing retailers. Further, the presented 

example was associated with a fictional grocery retailer and we deemed the grocery industry 

advantageous as potential respondents can relate to it to a larger extent compared to e.g. the 

music industry. It entails that the results from the study will be applicable to the grocery 

industry and that there could be additional aspects affecting other sectors, although, we hope 

that the results can serve as a guideline for all PBRs to some extent. Lastly, the study only 

observes one dependent variable, satisfaction, and it has been delimited to the satisfaction of 

the PBR itself, hence not a satisfaction of the company nor customers’ own behavior. We 

chose to focus on satisfaction because it represents customers’ perceived value of the PBR 

and therefore were deemed suitable to investigate as the first aspect for this new 

phenomenon. However, it is possible that PBRs leads to other outcomes as well and therefore 

potential avenues for future research will be discussed at the end of the thesis.  

 

1.5 Disposition 
The thesis proceeds as follows: The following section reviews literature relevant to our study 

where we in detail discuss the fundamental theories of satisfaction, nostalgia, social 

comparison, quantitative information, personalization, and privacy sacrifice. Based on this we 

formulate our hypotheses and then conclude the section with a conceptual framework that 

illustrates the chosen constructs and their hypotheses. Thereafter, the method of the study 

research is described, and the results of the hypothesis testing are presented. Ultimately, we 

discuss the findings and practical implications of them, including limitations and suggestions 

for future research.  
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2 Theory 
In the following section, we develop arguments and hypotheses, regarding potential 

constructs that drive customer satisfaction in a PBR, to create a conceptual framework. These 

constructs, nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative information, personalization, and 

privacy sacrifice were preferred due to several reasons. First and foremost, after reviewing 

numerous companies’ already published PBRs (Strava; TripAdvisor; Duolingo; BeReal, 

Snapchat; Bolt; Klarna; Willys; ICA; Avanza; Fortum; and Tibber), some themes were 

apparent and therefore served as the foundation for what constructs we viewed as vital for 

evaluating PBRs and what drives its satisfaction. Secondly, the five mentioned constructs 

were also chosen as they have been established and used in previous literature concerning 

marketing campaigns: nostalgia (Yuan et al., 2008), social comparison (Richins, 1991), 

quantitative information (Lee et al, 2019), personalization (Öhberg et al., 2016) and privacy 

sacrifice (Bleier, 2020). Finally, the constructs were also selected as they were discussed and 

confirmed by PBR managers to play an essential role in current PBRs, which led us to 

believe that they should also play an essential role in our fictional PBR.  

 

2.1 Satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction is described as an aggregate outcome of perception, evaluation, and 

psychological reactions connected to the customer experience. It is also an overall 

measurement of how products or services are perceived in relation to expectations. 

Customers are value maximizers, implying that they establish an anticipation of value that is 

expected to be met or transcended, however, if the offer does not meet the expected value, 

satisfaction will be negatively affected. (Aka et al., 2016). Zhong et al. (2023) concur and 

explain that the higher the value and benefits customers receive, the better their satisfaction 

becomes with the company. Thus, an increase in perceived benefits leads directly to an 

improvement in overall customer satisfaction (Zhong et al., 2023). Satisfaction was selected 

as our dependent variable because of its prominent place in many marketing theories 

(Szymanski et al., 2001) and its frequent application in managerial practice (Babin et al., 

1998).  

 

Further, previous research (Zhong et al., 2023) has developed a conceptual model where 

constructs are categorized into perceived benefits and perceived costs which led to a net 
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perceived value and finally satisfaction. Perceived benefits involve functional-, social-, 

emotional-, cognitive-, or experience value. On the contrary, perceived costs are categorized 

as risks or monetary costs. (Zhong et al., 2023). In addition, as previous research (Zhong et 

al., 2023; Packard et al., 2021; Fernandes et al., 2022) have demonstrated that customer 

satisfaction can be influenced by various factors, such as benefits and costs, our conceptual 

framework includes several aspects that are relevant for a PBR and its satisfaction. The 

conceptual model by Zhong et al. (2023) has been an inspiration when developing our 

conceptual framework for PBRs, although, one minor change was done to remain within the 

scope of this thesis and to have a more parsimonious model. We chose to test the relationship 

between perceived benefits, perceived costs, and satisfaction directly instead of also 

including perceived value. This was deemed reasonable because it has been demonstrated, in 

several studies (Kusumawati et al, 2020; Jin et al, 2021; Lin et al., 2005; Wang et al., 2018; 

Deng et al., 2010; Zhong et al, 2023), that there is a significant positive relationship between 

satisfaction and perceived net value.  

 

2.2 Nostalgia  
Nostalgia is defined as a mix between both joy and sadness and therefore experienced as a 

bittersweet emotion. Most nostalgic memories include aspects of love, pride, and joy but 

sadness can also appear in the instances where the individual realizes they cannot experience 

it again. Due to the mix of feelings, nostalgia is different from pure happiness and pure 

sadness. (Huang et al., 2016). There are two different types of nostalgia: personal nostalgia 

and historical nostalgia. This study will focus on personal nostalgia, which represents 

emotions evoked when recalling periods and memories that one has experienced and lived 

through oneself. It only involves the individual’s own past and not the periods before its 

birth. Contrary, historical nostalgia corresponds to emotions that appear based on events that 

happened before the individual was born, thus the individual cannot recall it, making it less 

relevant for a PBR. (Ju et al., 2016; Ju et al., 2017; Stern, 1992).  

 

Self-continuity, a self-function that enables humans to connect selves coherently over lived 

time, can be linked to nostalgia. By remembering personal memories humans create a self-

identity and a perception of oneself over time which leads to self-continuity. On the one 

hand, one will experience negative well-being effects if their self is not congruent over time 

or if it is disrupted. On the other hand, the positive connection that self-continuity and 
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nostalgia have can help mitigate the negative effects on well-being. By putting together 

memories, balance is restored, and positive emotions are evoked which enables the individual 

to maintain a continuous self-identity and a better mental state (Ju et al., 2016; Ju et al., 

2017). Based on this, a PBR may have a great chance to contribute to a congruent self-

identity since it refers to combining and presenting memories in a retrospective perspective 

from a recent time. Nostalgia during a certain time period might decrease the risk of 

disrupting self-congruence which leads to a fulfilled self-identity and content emotions.  

 

An additional reason for including nostalgia is because according to Ju et al. (2017), 

advertising effectiveness, brand attitude, and behavioral intentions will depend greatly on 

consumers’ emotional responses and feelings. Hence, it is not sufficient to solely rely on 

cognitive responses to understand consumer responses towards a brand. The combination of 

emotional and cognitive responses must be evaluated to get a more holistic view of consumer 

behavior. Based on this, the authors demonstrate that emotional response is critical when 

predicting the effectiveness of nostalgic advertising. It is established that an ad that 

successfully encourages nostalgic feelings and memories is related to positive emotions and 

attitudes toward both the brand and the ad, especially when consumers’ life satisfaction is 

satisfactory. (Ju et al., 2017). Consequently, nostalgia has been chosen to be included in our 

framework as it is predicted to affect satisfaction positively.  

 

Theory about experiential marketing, where nostalgia is commonly used, further explains the 

different emotional responses customers can experience from nostalgia. Experiential 

marketing is an approach that highlights other aspects of marketing than solely product 

attributes and the main components are sense, feel, think, act, and relate where nostalgia 

targets both sense and feel. (Ju et al., 2016). In addition, research by Yuan et al. (2008) has 

demonstrated that by alluding to the component of feel in experiential marketing, customer 

satisfaction can be induced. The literature about experiential marketing and nostalgia is 

relevant for our study as the PBR does not focus solely on the product or service itself, but it 

is rather created to provide a unique experience for the customer. Thus, the construct 

nostalgia has been included in the framework to enhance emotional response through sense  

and feel, which affects customers’ attitudes positively, and because it has been proven to 

increase customer satisfaction. Additionally, nostalgia has been included in the framework as 

it further fulfills the PBR’s aim to look backward in time and recapitulate past behavior.   
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The theories state that nostalgia evokes content emotions through self-continuity, it also 

demonstrates that nostalgia affects advertising perceptions positively and induces satisfaction.  

Based on this, the following hypothesis is suggested:  

 

H1. Perceived nostalgia in a PBR has a positive effect on satisfaction.  

 

2.3 Social Comparison 
The social comparison theory was formulated in 1954 by Leon Festinger which proposes that 

humans are inherently driven to evaluate their opinions and abilities. This theory originates 

from the idea that comparisons with other people serve as an important source of knowledge 

about oneself. Further, Festinger stated that when objective standards are not available for 

self-evaluation, people use other people to compare. (Wood, 1989).  

 

Further, the comparison process has two other components, (1) the nature of the dimension 

under evaluation and (2) the dimensions that surround the dimension under evaluation. The 

first mentioned refers to the focal element on which one is making a comparison on, such as 

attributes like shyness, beauty, or productivity. The nature of the evaluated dimension varies 

in terms of familiarity and personal importance, which significantly impact the comparison 

process. The other mentioned component is the context in which the focal element is being 

compared in, such as effects caused by the surroundings which could be the amount of 

experience or professional status. Both the dimension under evaluation as well as the 

surrounding dimensions are important to consider when understanding the comparison 

process as they both have an impact on how individuals aim to fulfill their social comparison 

goals, as well as their responses to comparisons imposed by the environment. (Wood, 1989).  

This implies that there are several aspects to consider, it is not only the comparison in 

particular that matters and is assessed, but also situation and context influence. As PBRs are a 

relatively new activity, and as it involves several dimensions, it is important to consider the 

new complex context that occurs and that possibly influences the comparison process.  

 

In addition, literature by Baldwin et al. (2018) also highlight the importance of social 

comparison and that it is one of the most ever-present features of human social life. Also, it is 

a fundamental human urge to know how one compares to others since humans’ self-esteem is 

more influenced by their relative status than by their absolute characteristics or good fortune. 
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This indicates that social comparison is a relevant construct to include in our conceptual 

framework as well as in a PBR as it is a desired concept by humans. Additionally, Baldwin et 

al. (2018) state that while social comparison is common, it can differ between people and 

circumstances. People differ in their orientation toward social comparison, which is shown in 

how frequently and how highly they value learning about other people's accomplishments in 

particular areas. (Baldwin et al., 2018). It implies that social comparison may not be equally 

perceived and valued in a PBR by all customers which can be important to consider. In line 

with Wood (1989), Baldwin et al. (2018) present that situational variables influence how 

social comparisons are made, which supports the notion that information about others has the 

potential to fulfill basic human needs, such as certainty, affiliation, and esteem, making it 

more sought after when these needs are more pronounced. Based on the theories, it can be 

assumed that by fulfilling the basic human need of social comparison, one will presumably 

achieve satisfaction in a PBR.  

 

The findings by Baldwin et al. (2018) demonstrate that social comparison is associated with 

cultural practices such as social norms and the inclination to perceive oneself in relation to 

others. This is also in line with the real-life insights from managers as it was evident from the 

interviews that customers request social comparison. This is because interviewee A 

communicated that they did not have comparison as a component in their PBR during 2022, 

however, during the evaluation of the campaign, many customers asked for a comparison 

feature as they were given no context. The lack of comparison implied that customers could 

not know if their numbers were good or bad. It indicates that social comparison can help 

customers understand the value of the campaign.  

 

The above theory presents that social comparison is a fundamental concept that humans 

appreciate. Meanwhile, social comparison includes several aspects, making it less 

straightforward. However, as it is evident from the theory that humans have an inherent 

demand for social comparison, and as it also has been requested from users of PBRs, we 

propose the following hypothesis: 

 

H2: Perceived social comparison in a PBR has a positive effect on satisfaction. 
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2.4 Quantitative Information  
Human fascination with numbers and self-quantification is not a new phenomenon but has 

existed for several millennia and it is assumed to be rooted in our human nature. For example, 

the Pythagoreans, who lived over 2,600 years ago, were known for their self-quantification 

and use of numbers. Numbers have hence become an integral part of humans’ social 

existence and influence the way humans understand themselves and the world around them. 

This indicates that quantification is a fundamental part of our human nature and will 

presumably continue to play an important role in our existence going forward. Additionally, 

numbers tend to sail into the brain and anchor or slip into judgments that humans make every 

day. This entails that numbers influence how humans perceive and experience situations in 

life which thereby also makes numbers a central part of humans’ social comparison. When 

people compare themselves to other people, numbers are used as a benchmark to judge their 

own worth and performance. (Dahlén et al. 2021). It implies that quantitative information is 

important for humans’ experiences and perceptions as well as a prerequisite for accurate 

comparison.  

 

Numbers i.e. quantitative information can also be seen as an objective language which refers 

to a language that is not influenced by emotions, opinions, or personal feelings as it utilizes 

quantifiable and measurable material (Lee et al., 2019, Crawford et al., 2015). Previous 

studies in marketing and advertising present that the use of objective language can enhance 

the receiver’s confidence in the campaign by proving its credibility, reliability, and accuracy, 

especially via quantitative information. This, in turn, can influence customers' product 

attitudes by objectively presenting problem-relevant information. (Lee et al., 2019). It has 

also been stated in research by Lee et al. (2019) that the use of objective language, including 

quantitative data, may increase successful persuasion as it facilitates message understanding. 

By utilizing objective language, one may also prevent prejudice to develop and make sure the 

message is clear and convincing. Further, academic findings by Lee et al. (2019) about 

crowdfunding marketing campaigns can be applicable to a PBR campaign as well as it also 

includes marketing aspects. It has been shown that to increase campaigns’ success, project 

managers must include more specific issues and quantitative data in the story to reinforce 

their persuasive character. (Lee et al, 2019). Hence, to enlarge the PBR’s success as well as 

ease how the customer perceives the PBR, quantitative information is a relevant construct to 

include in our conceptual framework. 
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Furthermore, Dahlén et al. (2021) concur that numbers are used to reduce complex 

experiences and messages to something precise and comparable. By measuring different 

aspects of humans’ lives, the aspects become visible and thus easier to understand. (Dahlen et 

al., 2021). This is consistent with research about the tracking of oneself through wearable 

devices such as smartwatches. This type of technology has enabled the quantification of 

everyday exercise, rest, sleep, heart rate, etc. making it easier for users to understand their 

behavior and activity. Thus, wearable devices externalize and simplify behavioral data which 

implies that self-tracking leads to increased self-knowledge. A reason why people are using 

these devices is because they deliver highly detailed and often accurate information through 

their numbers. The value that users extract from smartwatches is the possibility to reflect on 

their daily patterns as well as a sense of power and pleasure. (Crawford et al., 2015). To 

conclude, numbers are used by humans to measure and compare, to increase their 

understanding of the world around them, and to simplify complexity. (Dahlén et al 2021).  

 

As quantification of e.g. behavior has been proven to result in pleasure, reduce complexity, 

and facilitate messages, we expect quantitative information to positively effect satisfaction 

and thus our third hypothesis proposes the following; 

 

H3. Perceived quantification in a PBR has a positive effect on satisfaction.  

 

2.5 Personalization 
Personalization is defined as the degree to which information is tailored to provide a solution 

for a specific customer (Ameen et al., 2021; Kaniewska-Sba et al., 2014). There are three 

types of personalization in digital settings: (1) the user interface, (2) content, and (3) 

interaction processes. This study will focus on the dimension of content which refers to how 

information is differentiated according to each individual’s profile. (Ameen et al., 2021). 

Further, perceived personalization is explained as the perception of how well the content 

corresponds to the user’s preferences (Zhu et al., 2022). 

 

Personalized marketing communication has been proven to be more pertinent and useful than 

non-personalized marketing communication. The consequences are that customers have more 

positive attitudes and behaviors towards the advertising. (Öhberg et al., 2016). Further, 

personalization creates benefits for the user in terms of reduced search time and increased 
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convenience, accurate information, increased satisfaction, and increased loyalty (Zhu et al., 

2022; Kaniewska-Sba et al., 2014). Although, for content to become personalized, companies 

must have sufficient information about the user which leads to the challenge of collecting the 

right information without negatively affecting the user’s privacy (Ameen et al., 2021). 

However, Zhu et al. (2022) and Ameen et al. (2021) argue that the user will be less concerned 

about privacy concerns if they experience that the personalization is valuable. Users will be 

less sensitive to what information they are sacrificing if they perceive the personalized 

experience to be amusing. Thus, personalization is an element that positively affects privacy 

exchange. (Zhu et al., 2022; Öhberg et al., 2016). It has been shown that perceived 

personalization has positive effects on perceived benefits and that the perceived sacrifice is 

mitigated when the provided product or service is personalized in terms of content (Zhu et al., 

2022; Ameen et al., 2021).  

 

As mentioned, we conducted interviews with two managers, and both stated that 

personalization had been a crucial aspect for the company’s PBRs. Interviewee A explained 

that personalization, and more specifically the customer’s name, was an important feature in 

the marketing campaign together with the individual’s shopping behaviors. Further, 

interviewee B expressed that personalization was a must-have in their PBR, it was important 

that the customer felt seen and that there was not only general information provided.  

 

The above theories present a clear argumentation that personalization can be used to create 

value and mitigate perceived costs, and in conjunction with the interviews, it is clear that 

personalization is an important element for PBRs. Therefore, the following hypothesis is 

proposed to examine the effects of personalization on the satisfaction of a PBR: 

 

H4. Perceived personalization in a PBR has a positive effect on satisfaction.  

 

2.6 Privacy Sacrifice 
As discussed in the Personalization section (2.3), the user can experience that it needs to give 

up or sacrifice certain criteria to acquire a product or service, and this is defined as perceived 

sacrifice. The sacrifices can be both monetary and non-monetary and an example of a non-

monetary cost is loss of privacy and control (Ameen et al., 2021) which fits in the context of 

PBRs.  
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One part of privacy is to have control, which refers to users’ rights to control and disclose 

their private information. When users perceive control, they will experience fewer risks and 

higher gains, thus lower loss of control. (Zhu et al., 2022). However, there is a risk of 

infringing on users’ privacy if exploiting too much personal information. If users experience 

that they are under surveillance and too distinguishable by the company, the personalized 

offering backfires. It is concluded that loss of privacy and control can result in negative 

perceptions of personalized marketing. (Kaniewska-Sba et al., 2014). In addition, Ameen et 

al. (2021) prove that perceived sacrifice has negative effect on the user experience.  

 

Perceived privacy sacrifice can further be explained by the theory on information privacy 

based on contextual integrity which states that a “right to privacy is neither a right to secrecy 

nor a right to control but a right to appropriate flow of personal information”. The theory 

implies that people do not need explicit control over their data as long as information flows 

remain appropriate. It is because if the personal information follows context-relative 

informational norms, which are norms that define what type of information is anticipated to 

flow within certain social context, the appropriateness, and thus also the contextual integrity, 

is intact. If the personal information does not follow these context-relative informational 

norms, the information transmission can result in a violation of privacy. (Bleier, 2020). 

Therefore, it is important to consider what type of information to include in a PBR as it can 

lead to negative attitudes and perceptions. 

 

Indeed, the interviews we conducted with managers showed similar concerns. Interviewee A 

stated that privacy concerns were one of the risks associated with developing a PBR. The 

company had to handle data carefully and they conducted several tests to ensure that the right 

PRB was delivered to the right person. Before launching the PBR, the company had to 

communicate new member agreements that customers were asked to accept as their data 

would be used for additional purposes compared to before. Interviewee B stated similar 

concerns where the company was afraid to use the information wrong or to expose too much 

customer information.  
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Based on the theories and the industry insights it is evident that perceived sacrifice is an 

important aspect of a PBR. Therefore, a fifth hypothesis is reached, assuming that users will 

experience loss of control and privacy as a cost in the context of a PBR, thus affecting 

satisfaction negatively: 

 

H5. Perceived sacrifice in a PBR has a negative effect on satisfaction. 

 

A conceptual framework has been created based on the theories previously presented 

and their respective hypotheses (see Fig. 1).  
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Fig. 1. The proposed framework 



 
 
 

18 

3 Method  
 
3.1 Study Design  
As there is no previous theory examining the concept of PBRs, an abductive approach was 

preferred. This approach enabled the exploration of themes and patterns of PBRs through a 

qualitative data collection, intending to apply these into a conceptual framework and test the 

developed hypotheses through a subsequent quantitative data collection. Mixing methods 

helped establish external validity, which refers to the degree to which findings can be 

generalized in a social context (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2019), and to ensure 

credibility of the study which allows for more complete knowledge. In addition, 

triangulation, i.e. using more than one source of data, thus a multi-method collection, was 

utilized to confirm the validity and credibility of the research data, analysis, and 

interpretation. (Saunders et al., 2019). The approach of using real-life insights and utilizing 

interview findings to support theory and the conceptual framework is consistent with 

previous research in exploring new phenomena (Goor et al., 2020). The method of both the 

qualitative- and quantitative data collection will be presented below.  

 

3.1.1 Interviews 
Firstly, to explore and gain initial insights about PBRs, two interviews were held with experts 

that have developed and conducted this concept in real-life. To obtain maximum value, the 

two selected experts interviewed are employed at two different companies, operating in two 

different industries but with the similarity that both have been responsible for leading the 

work with each company’s PBR. Firstly, by receiving insights from two different industries, 

it was possible to get a comprehensive perception of current PBRs, leading to a nuanced 

perspective. Secondly, additional value was added as both interviewees were responsible for 

their company’s PBR which led to an understanding about the entire process of distributing a 

PBR, from development, during launch and final evaluation. The aim of the interviews and 

the reason for selecting the interviewees, in particular, was because both had real-life 

experience and were assumed to provide valuable insights on the topic. This was proven to be 

true and many of their insights lay the foundation for our later-formed conceptual framework.  
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Interviewee A works at an established, leading retailer that has presence all over Sweden and 

operates in the grocery industry. In 2022, the company’s revenue amounted to SEK 97 

billion. Interviewee A led the work with its company’s first PBR but normally works as a 

Loyalty Developer. Moreover, interviewee B works at a company operating in the energy 

industry. It was founded in Sweden but has expanded to other countries in Europe as well and 

had a turnover of SEK 600 million in 2021. Interviewee B possesses the role of a Project 

Manager and was responsible for the development of the company’s first PBR this year.  

 

Before starting the interviews, interviewees were informed about their participation being 

completely anonymous. This implied that no confidential information about them was going 

to be shared, such as names, age, gender, or company, which increases the neutrality of the 

study. It was also done since we wanted interviewees to be comfortable and able to disclose 

information without worrying about their privacy, nor did we want to generate cognitive bias 

among readers. The only thing revealed about the interviewees was their title which was 

deemed relevant to let the reader better understand the context as well as enable assurance of 

the interviewees’ competencies. (Bell et al., 2019). Moreover, interviewees were also asked 

before starting the interview if a voice recording was consented. Voice recordings were 

deemed valuable as this enables the ability to correctly and constantly record the dialogue in 

real-time and for extended periods of time. It was also beneficial since it allowed us to 

capture the entire context while still taking notes and partaking in the social interaction of the 

interview. (Saunders, 2019).  

 

Based on the insights from the interviews, and previous literature on similar items, a 

conceptual framework with the identified constructs and corresponding hypotheses was 

formed and later tested in the quantitative study. 

 

3.1.2 Quantitative Survey 
Secondly, to test the hypotheses and examine which items of a PBR influence the dependent 

variable satisfaction, data was collected through a quantitative survey. This approach was 

selected because it would make the data collection more valid by covering a broader sample, 

as well as allowing the generalization of conclusions to a larger population. A quantitative  
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approach will also increase reliability as it can be replicated and is stable over time. (Bell et 

al., 2019; Saunders, 2019). The quantitative data collection was the main source for our 

study, therefore, the remaining method will focus on the survey. 

 

3.2 Survey Design 
The survey was constituted as a questionnaire including one initial part with treatments in the 

form of example pictures (see Appendix, Exhibit 1) to illustrate the PBR under evaluation, 

followed by questions where the respondent was to evaluate the previously shown PBR. The 

example pictures shown illustrated a constructed PBR including the identified items from the 

conceptual framework. Respondents were asked to imagine that they were customers and 

members of an imaginary grocery retailer and that they now received this PBR from that 

specific retailer. Before starting the survey, respondents were also to read about the purpose 

of the survey and consent to their participation. The questionnaire included 22 questions in 

total of which three questions regarded the dependent variable satisfaction, three regarded 

nostalgia, two regarded social comparison, three regarded quantification, three regarded 

personalization, three regarded privacy sacrifice, one ranking the items, three open answer 

questions1, one control question, and lastly two demographic questions. As demographic 

questions can be perceived as sensitive by respondents, they were positioned toward the end 

of the survey (Saunders et al., 2019).  

 

3.2.1 Measurement Scales 
In the questionnaire, all questions measuring the perception of a construct, i.e. satisfaction, 

nostalgia, social comparison, quantification, personalization, and privacy sacrifice, were 

designed according to the Likert scale and with a 1-7 point scale. The Likert scale was 

preferable since it is the most beneficial approach when conducting hypothesis testing (Bell 

et al., 2019). Further, all constructs except perceived social comparison and perceived 

quantification had measurement items adopted from previous studies (see Table 1). By using 

previous measurements, the validity of the study was increased as the measurements have 

been validated before and therefore capture the intended topic (Bell et al., 2019). Regarding 

social comparison and quantification, no previously used measures were found to be suitable 

for this research as many of the previous studies have focused on measuring respondents’ 

 
1 Will be discussed more in-depth in the discussion. 
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attitudes or feeling about the item. Since the aim was to measure the perceived amount of 

social comparison and quantification, new constructs were formed based on the relevant 

theory by Wood (1989) and Dahlén (2021). Also in accordance with the theory on survey 

research, such as using simple and clear language, avoiding negative set-ups as well as not 

combining several questions into one (Ruel, 2019). Further, internal reliability was ensured 

since the measures were combined into indices when analyzing the results, this could be 

achieved since the reliability analysis showed that all of them had a Cronbach’s Alpha value 

over the threshold of 0.7 (see Table 2; Bell et al, 2015). 

 
 

Table 1  

Constructs and measurement items 

  

Constructs Measurements Items Sources Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Perceived 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied are you with the summary? 

How well did the summary meet your expectations? 

Imagine the perfect summary, how far from that 

ideal do you think it is? 

Söderlund et al. 

2015 
0.914 

Perceived 

Nostalgia 

This summary reminds me of fond memories of the 

past. 

This summary brings the good memories of the past 

to the present. 

This summary possesses nostalgic (bittersweet) 

elements. 

 

 

Tang et al., 2023 

 

 

0.927 

Perceived 

Comparison 

The summary compared me with other people. 

The summary put my behavior in relation to other 

customers' behavior. 

Ruel, 2019 

Wood, 1989 
0.877 

Perceived 

Quantification 

Numbers are used in the summary to reinforce the 

message. 

Numbers are used throughout the summary to 

present facts. 

Numbers are used in the summary to reflect my past 

behavior. 

 

 

Ruel, 2019 

Dahlén et al., 

2021 

 

 

0.856 
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Perceived 

Personalization 

The summary provided me with personalized 

messages. 

The summary provided me with corresponding 

information according to my previous behavior. 

I perceived that the summary is personalized for my 

user experience. 

Ameen et al., 

2021 

Zhu et al., 2022 

0.861 

Perceived 

Privacy 

sacrifice 

The information and data in the summary are 

associated with a high risk of loss of my private 

information. 

The information and data in the summary involve 

inappropriate use of my data. 

When I looked at the summary, I found it disturbing, 

forced, intrusive, and invasive. 

Koester, 2022 0.874 

 

 

3.3 Survey Distribution  
The survey was distributed via the organization Norstat Sverige AB which is one of the 

largest and leading providers of market research data in Europe. Norstat has panels and 

collects answers for surveys from people, in exchange for monetary compensation. The 

survey was distributed from March 27th to April 4th across Sweden, covering diverse 

demographics to get a representation as similar to the population as possible. To secure 

quality and reliable data from surveys, Norstat applies high-quality procedures in its work 

regarding recruitment to its panel and its management, which is in accordance with its quality 

certifications ISO 9001 and ISO 20252:2019 (Norstat, 2023). Hence, whoever cannot be a 

panel respondent, instead Norstat recruits and invite people to its panel. To further increase 

the validation of the collected data an instructional manipulation (IMC) check was to be 

answered by respondents. The IMC aims to identify respondents that fail to follow 

instructions, thus increasing noise and decreasing the validity of data. By having an IMC 

question the reliability of the survey increases substantially. (Oppenheimer et al., 2009). 

Participants were asked to “Mark number seven” and were presented with the following 

alternatives: 2, 5, 7, and 10. The question was presented in the middle of the survey to track 

respondents’ attentiveness accurately. It was asked in conjunction with the demographical 

questions which were check-box questions and therefore the format of the IMC question was 
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adjusted to fit in. This is because the effectiveness of an IMC increases if it is similar to its 

adjacent questions. (Oppenheimer et al., 2009). The IMC question was used as an attention 

check and to remove participants who did not answer correctly. If not answering correctly, 

the respondent did not have a valid response, and through performing select cases in SPSS 

these invalid responses were removed from the final data set, before any analysis of the data 

started. The number of invalid responses amounted to 25 in total. 

 

3.4 Sampling 
The final data set included a total of 1035 valid respondents of which females amounted to 

54.7% (n=566), males to 45.2% (n=468), and others to 0.1% (n=1). The ages ranged from 

under 20 years to over 70 years where the people younger or equal to 20 years old amounted 

to 3.4% (n=35), 21-30 years to 18.1% (n=187), 31-40 years to 18.6% (n=193), 41-50 years to 

15.5% (n=160), 51-60 years to 17.4% (n=180), 61-70 years to 13.2% (n=137) and older than 

70 to 13.8% (n=143), which is illustrated in Fig. 2. By having 1035 respondents the study 

increases its validity and reliability as it represents the population to a greater extent and thus 

can be generalized (Bell et al., 2019; Saunders et al., 2019).  

 
Fig. 2 
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4 Result  
The collected data was analyzed by performing a regression analysis in SPSS. A regression 

analysis shows if there is a linear relationship, as well as the size of it, between variables. 

Additionally, it is possible to include more than two independent variables in a regression 

which allowed us to establish an unbiased relationship between two variables whilst 

controlling the effects of other variables. (Ruel, 2019). Thus, by using a regression analysis it 

is possible to determine which independent variables (nostalgia, social comparison, 

quantification, personalization, and privacy sacrifice) that are the greatest drivers for the 

dependent variable of satisfaction in the context of a PBR.  

 

4.1 Assessment of the Measurement Model 
The survey questions related to each independent variable were grouped and tested to assess 

if they were reliable or not. The reliability analysis showed that all of them had a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value over the threshold of 0.7 (Bell et al, 2015), indicating that they could be used to 

constitute indices (Table 2). Indices consolidate several questions into one final construct by 

utilizing mean values and are used to get a reliable and comprehensive view of the output 

(Bell et al., 2019). The five final indices were perceived nostalgia, perceived social 

comparison, perceived quantification, perceived personalization, and perceived privacy 

sacrifice.  

 

4.2 Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis Testing 
The conceptual framework was tested through linear regression analysis with satisfaction as 

the dependent variable and the indices of nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative 

information, personalization, and privacy sacrifice as independent variables. Further, the 

conceptual framework was evaluated based on significance level (p-value), standardized 

coefficient beta (ß-value), and adjusted R-square. The multicollinearity, autocorrelation, and 

heteroscedasticity of the regression were also considered and all of them showed acceptable 

estimates. Further, the ANOVA significance level of the regression analysis (p<0.001) 

showed that the model was statistically significant.  
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All independent variables except social comparison had a p-value<0.05 and were 

consequently acceptable (Table 2). As a result, the construct social comparison could not be 

evaluated and was removed from the analysis, hence H2 cannot be proven. Furthermore, the 

p-values of nostalgia, quantification, personalization, and privacy sacrifice validate that the 

following ß-values have significant support. The ß-values explain the strength of the 

relationship between the dependent- and independent variable and it demonstrated that 

nostalgia was the greatest driver for perceived satisfaction (ß-value = 0.335) followed by 

quantification (ß-value = 0.248) and personalization (ß-value = 0.210). Thus, nostalgia, 

quantification, and personalization are interpreted as benefits and affect perceived satisfaction 

positively. Further, perceived sacrifice had a negative coefficient (ß-value = -0.226), 

indicating that it is seen as a cost and had a negative effect on satisfaction. As shown in Fig. 

2. the conducted regression analysis demonstrated that H1, H3, H4, and H5 are supported. 

Additionally, the results prove that the proposed model has an adjusted R-square of 0.488. It 

confirms that the model has a predicting power of, and explains, 48.8% of the PBR 

experience.  

 

 
Table 2       

Results of regression analysis     

 Mean 

(1-7) 

Std. 

deviation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

P-value ß-value Supported? 

Satisfaction 4.90 1.31 0.914    

Nostalgia 3.41 1.55 0.927 <0.001 0.335 Yes 

Comparison 4.47 1.58 0.877   0.782 -0.007 No 

Quantification 5.26 1.26 0.856 <0.001 0.248 Yes 

Personalization 5.13 1.34 0.861 <0.001 0.210 Yes 

Privacy sacrifice 3.37 1.63 0.874 <0.001 -0.226 Yes 
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5 Discussion 
In the following section, the previously stated results will be discussed. Findings for each 

construct will be presented in conjunction with potential explanations and finally, practical 

implications will be given.  

 

5.1 Nostalgia 
The conducted study showed that perceived nostalgia in a PBR does lead to satisfaction. It 

implies that H1 was proven to be significant. The results are unsurprising as it is congruent 

with previous research by Ju et al. (2017) which has proven that marketing that provokes 

nostalgic feelings will lead to positive emotions towards the advertising. An additional reason 

for the positive outcome is the theory about evoked self-continuity. The PBR aims to 

*** p<0.001 

H1 

H2 
 

Perceived benefits 
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H3 
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0.335*** 

0.248*** 

0.210*** 

-0.226*** 

-0.007 

Fig. 3. Conceptual framework 
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accurately reflect customers’ behavior and therefore it has the ability to connect multiple 

selves over time. As the PBR only involves a limited time period, in this case a year, there is 

a small risk of it not being congruent with self-identity. Thus, the risk of negative well-being 

and dissatisfaction becomes small as well. A possible assumption is that the PBR enhances 

self-continuity, resulting in content emotions and contributing to perceived satisfaction (Ju et 

al., 2016; Ju et al.,2017), which can be explored in future studies.  

 

This study contributes to the first research on nostalgia in a PBR context. No academic 

literature has shown that nostalgia is the largest driver for satisfaction within this type of 

relationship marketing. A reason for the high ß-value can be that nostalgia alludes to the 

emotions sense and feel (Ju et al., 2016) which can be hard to evoke in marketing compared 

to other constructs. Consequently, it is presumably the reason why it was proven to be the 

biggest driver for satisfaction within this study. It is feasible to assume that users are not 

extraordinarily surprised if presented with non-emotional aspects, however, if feelings do 

arise, they will become more pleased. Thus, nostalgia has the ability to affect peoples’ 

emotions which results in a unique value.  

 

Practically, it implies that loyalty- and marketing managers can use nostalgia as a tool to 

create emotional connections with customers. Companies have the opportunity to deliver 

additional value to their customers by including nostalgia in marketing since it is a powerful 

emotion that influences customer perceptions. In particular, managers must consider the 

aspect of nostalgia in a PBR as it is proven to lead to higher satisfaction. As presented in the 

introduction, many companies have started to distribute PBRs the recent year, however 

nostalgia has not yet been a common aspect. By drawing from this study’s results, managers 

are provided an understanding of the power of nostalgia and its significant practical 

implications for PBRs. Thereby, managers can aim to incorporate nostalgia into future PBRs 

as it will create emotional connections with customers, bring value for customers and 

enhance the customer experience. 

 

5.2 Social Comparison 
From the results, it was evident that the construct social comparison was not significant. 

Hence, the hypothesis cannot be supported, and no certain conclusions can therefore be 

drawn from it. Potential reasons for the unsupported hypothesis are various. First and 
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foremost, it might be due to the measurements that were used in the survey, as these were not 

previously established measurements. Although research was made on both the construct of 

social comparison as well as on how to design new survey questions (Ruel, 2019), it is 

possible that we failed in developing new measurements that successfully capture perceived 

comparison as it usually requires extensive research and testing.  

 

An additional reason for the unsupported hypothesis could be that social comparison is a 

complex construct to capture and measure. Literature on social comparison has recognized 

that social comparison can originate from either goals of self-evaluation, self-improvement, 

or self-enhancement. The mentioned are all different types of goals that significantly 

influence the comparison process and make it more complex as different motives induce 

different outcomes. For instance, self-improvement motives may prompt an individual to 

make upward comparisons with those who are superior or better off in some way. 

Meanwhile, self-enhancement motives may prompt an individual to make downward 

comparisons with those who are less fortunate or inferior. (Wood, 1989). As discussed, social 

comparison is a complex subject, therefore future research could investigate its impact on 

PBRs further. In addition, since the social comparison process involves the dimension under 

evaluation and the surrounding dimensions, it is of high importance to consider these as well 

when understanding the comparison process. This is because they both have an impact on 

how individuals aim to fulfill their social comparison goals and their responses to 

comparisons imposed by the environment. (Wood, 1989). Combined, the above demonstrates 

that social comparison is a multifaceted construct to measure since several examples and 

groups would be necessary to evaluate more than one perspective, such as down- and upward. 

Hence, social comparison is demonstrably difficult to capture, and it would presumably 

benefit from being measured either alone or to a larger extent in future studies about PBRs.  

 

Lastly, another reason why the construct of social comparison was not proven to be 

significant might be a result of cognitive avoidance which refers to that people can avoid 

social comparison by thinking through different perspectives. Wood (1989) states that in 

some cases when people believe they are inferior, people tend to avoid upward comparisons. 

This is done because the individual’s self-esteem is being prioritized higher, but it also 

includes the potential consequences of positive effects of upward comparison such as self-

improvement advantages being wasted. Also, avoiding social comparison can be used in 
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situations where comparison is imposed outside of the individual's control. (Wood, 1989). 

This implies that if respondents experienced cognitive avoidance, thus subconsciously 

rationalizing, while being exposed to the PBR, they did not perceive the social comparison 

placed in our examples, leading to an explanation of why social comparison was not 

significant.  

 

Moreover, our answers from the open-ended questions concerning social comparison were 

also ambiguous. From the answers, it was evident that people had different views in terms of 

being compared to others. This is shown as respondents both had positive and negative 

attitudes towards being compared to others. This finding indicates that social comparison 

leads to contrasting attitudes among customers and thus needs careful consideration before 

being included in a PBR.   

 

However, in the interviews with PBR experts, insights and learning points originating from 

their own PBR evaluations were shared. None of the companies we interviewed had included 

social comparison in their PBRs but from the evaluation they conducted post-launching, it 

was evident that it was a desired factor by their customers. Interviewee A stated that social 

comparison was something its company at first wanted to include but in the end, had to 

exclude due to space limitations. Although, as its evaluation later showed that customers 

sought social comparison, the interviewee shared that the company will consider including it 

for next year’s PBR.  

 

Based on the above, we are still confident that social comparison is an important factor to 

consider and include in PBRs. However, as our result was not significant, no certain 

conclusions can be drawn from it. This implies that the topic still needs more academic 

research, to provide any practical implications for managers.  

 

5.3 Quantitative Information 
The hypothesis that perceived quantification would have a positive effect on satisfaction was 

proven to be significant. The result is unsurprising as it is concurrent with findings from 

previous literature on the usage of quantitative information in marketing. However, our 

findings contribute to the literature as quantitative information never has been measured in 

the context of PBRs. Our findings, combined with the previous literature, therefore suggest 
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that including quantitative information in PBRs can increase successful persuasion as it 

facilitates message understanding. This might not per se lead to satisfaction, however, it is 

reasonable to assume that the existence of quantitative information leads to satisfaction as the 

non-existence of quantitative information would leave the user confused with no clarity. In 

other words, when customers receive clear and convincing messages, they are more likely to 

comprehend the PBR, its message, and its benefits. This in turn, can lead to greater 

satisfaction with the PBR. 

 

Further, as quantitative information is referred to as an objective language, which does not 

allude to emotions, opinions, or personal feelings (Lee et al., 2019, Crawford et al., 2015), it 

is reasonable to assume that it acted as a good complement to the aesthetics of the PBR. 

Research has shown that aesthetics connected to a brand can be subjective and perceived with 

prejudice as it is influenced by individuals' tastes and preferences. (Mazzalovo, 2012). 

Therefore, we suggest that objective language, which provides factual and measurable 

information in a PBR, can complement the more subjective information such as colors, 

shapes, and fonts.  

 

The result is also in line with current literature about wearable devices that also utilize 

quantification as a tool for communication. It simplifies behavioral data and increases self-

knowledge which facilitates value in the form of pleasure. (Crawford et al., 2015). Thus, 

users who are exposed to PBRs gain insights into their own behavior, leading to increased 

self-knowledge and satisfaction. In addition, it can be connected to the phenomena of the 

Quantified Self which refers to a movement of people that engages in self-tracking in the 

aspects of biological, psychical, behavioral, or environmental information. This group of 

people has the slogan “self-knowledge through numbers” which indicates that they value 

quantitative information greatly. (Crawford et al., 2015). The interest in the Quantified Self 

has evolved extensively as both the number of articles increased by 28,100 percent from 2009 

to 2014 and the number of Google Searches has grown tremendously during the same period. 

(Lupton, 2016). Based on this, it is evident that quantification is an important aspect for a 

PBR since both current literature and the study shows that it leads to satisfaction. It can be 

assumed that this movement of Quantified Self will continue to increase and therefore it will 

be essential to include quantification in PBRs to satisfy customer needs. This is also  
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congruent with tests performed on our sample group, which was based on age, confirming 

that for the younger generation, quantitative information has a more positive effect on 

satisfaction compared to older generations (see Appendix, Exhibit 2 and 3).  

 

The managerial implications are that companies need to include quantitative information to 

successfully convey their message in a PBR. By having an objective and biased language it is 

possible to avoid misunderstanding and prejudice, thus avoiding dissatisfaction too. The 

incorporation of quantitative information will result in a language that is clear, concise, and 

easily understood by all users. If the message understanding is facilitated, the PBR may help 

distinguish the company from its competitors. This is because quantification can help 

emphasize the benefits of being a customer, such as milestones, fun facts, and monetary 

advantages. Additionally, managers must consider the increasing phenomena of the 

Quantified Self which converts more people into self-quantifiers, thus expecting quantitative 

information in a PBR. 

 

5.4 Personalization 
The result showed that H4 was supported, implying that perceived personalization in a PBR 

has a positive effect on perceived satisfaction. This is unsurprising as previous theory has 

demonstrated that personalized marketing communications are more relevant for customers 

than non-personalized marketing (Öhberg et al., 2016). Our findings can further be explained 

by literature on personalization which suggests that personalization can add value to the 

customer. This is because personalization creates benefits for the user such as reduced search 

time, increased convenience, and accurate information which lead to increased satisfaction 

and loyalty (Zhu et al., 2022; Kaniewska-Sba et al., 2014). In addition, if the PBR is 

personalized, we deem it reasonable to believe that the PBR makes the customer feel more 

seen and appreciated than it would feel if the PBR was not personalized. This is because the 

customer can notice that the company has allocated time and resources to producing 

something only for the customer.  

 

However, personalization had a low ß-value compared to the other constructs. It entails that 

personalization is not the biggest driver for satisfaction in a PBR context, it was rather the 

third driver according to the presented results. A possible explanation is that personalization 

has become a common feature in the sales and marketing industry. Customers do not become 
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surprised by the benefit of a personalized experience anymore, hence, it does not create 

substantial additional value and is rather seen as a hygiene factor for customer experiences in 

today’s society. 

 

An additional reason for the low ß-value can be the wide range of ages in the sample group. 

Previous research by Williams et al. (2011) has shown that different generations have 

different perceptions of marketing. This originates from various expectations, experiences, 

lifestyles, values, and demographics. Therefore, it is of high importance to understand that 

multi-generational marketing will be perceived differently and that companies need to have 

deep knowledge about each generation to target them accurately and efficiently. (Williams et 

al., 2011). Based on this, the personalization of the PBR could have been perceived 

differently between the age groups as it is a subjective area. Statistics indicate that younger 

generations such as Generation Z are more positive towards personalized advertising, while 

Generation Y (millennials), Generation X, and Baby Boomers are not as positive. (Statista, 

2023). The majority of our sample size (78.5%) are Millennials or older which implies that 

they tend to be less positive towards personalization. This was also confirmed as we 

conducted an analysis, where age was taken into consideration (see Appendix, Exhibit 2 and 

3). Thereby, it is shown that different attitudes among generations towards personalization 

have influenced the results of our study, thus affecting the dependent variable satisfaction 

differently.  

 

Moreover, the findings from our study, concerning personalization, are also congruent with 

the view that current managers already have. This is because the interviews with PBR experts 

showed that personalization had been an obvious aspect for the company’s PBRs and 

important to include. The managers viewed personalization as an essential factor as it helped 

the company to emphasize the customer focus and the message they wanted to send by 

distributing the PBR. In particular, name and personalized data on customer behavior were 

vital to make the customer feel seen and appreciated.  

 

The above discussion summarizes our contribution to the academic literature; personalization 

is an important aspect of a PBR, nevertheless, it is not as essential as managers have deemed 

it to be. It does provide benefits to the customer as it is valued but other aspects will make a 

PBR more successful.  
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In practice, managers should continue to prioritize personalization for their PBRs since it has 

a positive effect on customer satisfaction. Additionally, personalization should be included 

since it could be a requirement for some customers, implying that they expect it as a standard 

feature in the campaign. Personalization is an important aspect for PBRs, although, managers 

must consider the different attitudes customers have towards it. It is crucial for companies to 

understand the customers it targets, what their expectations, values, and lifestyles are, to 

target them precisely and efficiently. However, the increasingly positive attitude towards 

personalization, which most likely will continue to grow as generations get older, illustrates 

that personalization is a must in future PBRs.  

 

5.5 Privacy Sacrifice 
From the result, it is apparent that perceived privacy sacrifice has a negative effect on 

satisfaction. This was expected as it is congruent with previous literature on privacy 

concerns. It has shown that if the customer experiences that it is under surveillance and too 

distinguishable by the company, it can result in negative perceptions of personalized 

marketing (Kaniewska-Sba et al., 2014), which in this context is the PBR. Thereby, it is 

realistic to suggest that literature on privacy sacrifice is applicable in a PBR context too. Our 

contribution to the literature is therefore a complement to the already existing literature, 

exhibiting that privacy sacrifice also in the context of PBRs has a negative effect on 

satisfaction.  

 

Privacy sacrifice will constantly exist as it involves the utilization of customer data. It is 

inevitable since a PBR aims to reflect customer behavior accurately, and in a personalized 

way. However, according to Bleier et al., (2020), there are measures that companies can 

execute to mitigate the risks. As our study is based on a fictional PBR example, all of the 

measures could not be fully achieved since there is no real customer relationship, and it also 

helps us understand why perceived privacy sacrifice was negative in our study. The first 

measure mentioned by Bleier et al., (2020) is trust which is a central aspect of contextual 

integrity as it helps customers believe that companies will use their personal information 

within an appropriate context. Although, in today’s society customers are uncertain that 

companies will use it correctly and that unnecessary and redundant data is collected, which 

leads to the notion of privacy concerns. (Bleier et al., 2020). It shows that companies must 

build trust with their target group to mitigate the risks of perceived privacy loss. Second, 
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cultural values will determine what the customer deems appropriate with regard to privacy 

concerns. The demographic of age is also an aspect that influences the willingness to share 

data as well as opinions about privacy issues. The younger generation is typically less 

concerned by their privacy compared to older generations. (Bleier et al., 2020). The facts 

presented show that demographics and values will affect attitudes, meaning that perceived 

sacrifice will differ between generations. This was proven to be true for our sample group as 

performed tests showed that privacy sacrifice affected satisfaction less negatively for the 

younger generation (Gen Z), compared to the older generations (see Appendix, Exhibit 2 and 

3). As the majority of our sample belongs to the older generations, it is reasonable to assume 

that their privacy concerns have affected satisfaction negatively. Third, Bleier et al. (2020) 

further state that the sensitivity of data is another important part of contextual integrity. 

Because if customer information is excessively personal and delicate it will infringe on 

customers’ integrity, leading to increased privacy apprehensions. Fourth, perceived control 

over personal information will reduce customers’ concerns. By making customers feel as if 

they have the choice to share, or not to share, personal information will increase their attitude. 

It is also important to have customers’ consent when utilizing their data. Fifth, it is important 

for companies to communicate how personal customer data is used and processed as this can 

mitigate privacy concerns, thus transparency of data must be taken into account. Sixth, as 

discussed in the theory about privacy sacrifice (2.6), customers can be willing to tolerate the 

distribution of data if they obtain satisfactory value in exchange. It could for instance be 

financial rewards, personalization, or social adjustments benefits. Thereby, companies can 

allocate resources to providing customers with increased value instead of attempting to 

decrease customers’ privacy concerns. (Bleier et al., 2020). 

 

As Bleier et al. (2020) state, meaningful value can increase satisfaction regardless of negative 

aspects such as privacy sacrifice. From our open-ended questions in the study, it was clear 

that numerous people wanted information about monetary benefits. Participants wanted data 

regarding what they had spent but also what they have saved on discounts by being loyal 

customers. When one respondent was asked what they wanted more of in a future PBR, the 

following was communicated: “Economy. This [the PBR] feels a bit fun but totally irrelevant 

facts that I don’t want to spend my time on and I don’t think that the company I am shopping 

from should spend time and money (mine) on to develop.” This quote shows the urge for an 

economic perspective, which was a common theme among the feedback comments, making it 
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evident that people view financial benefits as valuable. Additionally, it is important to 

consider how values and benefits are perceived differently in different industries as the 

presented quote shows that the receiver wants alternative information as value. Further, 

respondents were also asked if any aspects were missing in the presented PBR, the following 

quote was shared: “[…] environmental concerns, economy. If I could have gotten tips on how 

to be more environmentally friendly or economical, that would have been of real value.” It 

states similar requests as the previous quote, indicating that there was a lack of financial 

value. However, the quote also demonstrates that people desire more information and data on 

sustainable behavior which was mentioned several times by other respondents in the open-

ended questions.  

 

Moving on, the results showed that perceived personalization had a ß-value of 0.210 and 

perceived privacy sacrifice a ß-value of -0.226. Intuitively, it is demonstrated that 

personalization alone did not mitigate the effects of privacy sacrifice for our PBR example. 

Consequently, it is not congruent with the literature by Zhu et al. (2022) and Ameen et al. 

(2021) which has proven the opposite. However, it is important to be cautious as the ß-values 

were very similar in absolute values (Table 2) and therefore no definite conclusions can be 

drawn. A possible reason for the low ß-value of personalization and the slightly more 

negative ß-value for privacy sacrifice is the widespread distribution in age among the sample 

size. As discussed in both sections (5.4 and 5.5) the older generations’ attitudes can have 

affected personalization to be less positive and privacy sacrifice to be more negative.  

 

Further, our conducted interviews are consistent with the results since both interviewees 

expressed their concern for privacy usage when distributing a PBR. Using and exploiting too 

much customer information was a risk that had to be discussed internally but also 

communicated externally to maintain a good relationship with their customers. The insights 

show that managers already are aware of the negative effects privacy sacrifice entails.  

 

The previous discussion about privacy sacrifice will have practical implications for managers. 

First, it is essential for companies to strive for building trust with their customers as 

customers will expect the company to use their data in an appropriate way that keeps the 

contextual integrity intact. Secondly, managers for PBRs must be aware of the values and 

demographics such as the age of their target audience since that can affect people’s 
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willingness to share data. Companies need to understand these differences and plan to address 

them accordingly. Thirdly, to not infringe on people’s integrity, managers need to establish 

careful measures to protect sensitive data such as excessively personal and delicate customer 

data. Fourth, as people's worries will be alleviated by a sense of control over their personal 

information, companies must obtain customers' permission before using their data. This may 

also enhance customers' willingness to provide information as it may give them the 

impression that they have a choice in the matter. Finally, as customers tend to be more 

willing to accept the distribution of their personal data if they obtain satisfactory value in 

exchange, companies should also allocate resources to enhance value creation rather than 

solely focusing on decreasing customers' privacy concerns. Although companies must 

consider all measures mentioned as they coherently will affect perceived privacy sacrifice, it 

is not sufficient to only allocate resources to one of the six. 

 

6 Conclusion 
This thesis sought to explore the growing phenomena of PBRs and serve as an initial study 

since previous literature has not, to the best of our knowledge, examined PBR and its 

implication on customers' outcomes. Therefore, the research question “What are the critical 

factors that drive customer satisfaction in a Personalized Behavioral Recap?” was asked. To 

start exploring and gaining an understanding of this phenomenon, qualitative interviews with 

PBR managers were conducted, providing real-life insights about PBRs. These findings were 

subsequently used to design our conceptual framework including both perceived benefits 

(nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative information, and personalization) and perceived 

cost (privacy sacrifice) which led to a net perceived satisfaction of the PBR. By testing our 

conceptual framework in a quantitative survey distributed in Sweden, our findings showed 

that all perceived benefits except social comparison did have a positive impact on satisfaction 

while the perceived cost of privacy sacrifice had a negative impact on satisfaction. The 

construct of social comparison was not significant, hence, no certain conclusions could be 

drawn from it. However, based on insights from managers as well as our open-ended 

questions, we are still confident that social comparison is an important factor to consider in 

PBRs. Despite that social comparison also tends to induce contrasting attitudes among 

customers as demonstrated in the open-ended questions, thus additional research on it in a 

PBR context is required before considering including it in a PBR.  
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Further, our results also demonstrate that nostalgia is the biggest driver for satisfaction in a 

PBR. The findings imply that companies can use nostalgia as a tool in PBRs to create 

emotional connections with customers as well as provide additional value to customers since 

nostalgia is a powerful emotion that influences customer perceptions. Next, our findings 

suggest managers to incorporate quantitative information in their PBR as this will both lead 

to higher satisfaction and result in a language that is clear, concise, and easily understood by 

all users. Additionally, personalization was proven to have a positive effect on satisfaction, 

although it was the third biggest driver for it. We suggest two potential reasons for this. 

Firstly, customers might not become surprised by the benefit of a personalized experience 

anymore, implying that it does not create additional value and is rather seen as a common 

factor today. Secondly, the level of personalization was perceived differently between the age 

groups as it is a subjective area, leading to lower satisfaction as our sample was older in 

general. All in all, personalization is an important aspect of a PBR as it makes the customer 

feel seen and appreciated, nevertheless, it is not as essential as managers have deemed it to 

be. It does provide benefits to the customer as it is valued but other aspects will make a PBR 

more successful. Lastly, the findings presented confirm that privacy sacrifice has a negative 

effect on satisfaction in PBRs. Privacy sacrifice is inevitable in a PBR context since PBRs 

aim to reflect customer behavior in a personalized way. However, to mitigate this cost for 

customers, we suggest companies to consider measures such as trust, cultural values, 

sensitivity of data, perceived control, transparency, and providing satisfactory value in 

exchange.  

 

In conclusion, our findings showed that several aspects will drive satisfaction in a PBR. 

Despite that, managers must recognize that it is the combination of several perceived benefits 

that will mitigate the perceived privacy sacrifice and lead to higher satisfaction. As different 

benefits can be perceived differently, it is crucial for companies to know their customers and 

what the target audience value. 

 

7 Limitations and Future Research 
This thesis has discovered interesting results regarding the satisfaction drivers for a PBR. As 

it, presumably, was the first study examining the concept of PBRs it has some limitations that 

avenues for future research. The thesis studied the relationship between independent variables 
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of nostalgia, social comparison, quantitative information, personalization, and privacy 

sacrifice as well as their influence on the dependent variable satisfaction. However, we have 

not studied each variable in detail, meaning that the level of intensity has not been observed. 

Future research could expand on this, for instance by conducting experiments concerning 

nostalgia vs no nostalgia or what the right amount of personalization is, to gain deeper 

insights into customer attitudes. In addition, the importance of the examined variables 

depending on context could be further explored. For instance, social comparison might show 

significant results for a fitness PBR as users are more motivated to improve and change their 

behavior compared to a grocery PBR, where customers might not care about others’ 

consumption or because other circumstances (e.g. family size, loyalty) affects their behavior. 

Similar conditions may be applicable to the construct nostalgia which possibly plays a bigger 

part in music PBRs, such as Spotify Wrapped, than for grocery retailing, as it is closely 

connected to feelings and emotions. Moreover, there are aspects that have not been 

considered since this thesis is limited to the five examined variables. As our open-ended 

questions showed, the features of monetary value and sustainability information were highly 

desired, which opens for future investigation, and it would therefore be interesting to examine 

the mentioned variables and observe if they truly result in satisfaction since customers are 

demanding it. Additional variables should also be tested since there is an endless supply of 

variables to explore within the PBR context.  

 

Future research could also explore mediators and moderations that possibly play a significant 

part in customer evaluation. For example, if past purchases or activities during the year 

affects the outcome, if the accuracy of one’s behavior has any impact, or if the type of 

product sold is a moderator. Furthermore, this study asked respondents to only consider the 

content of the PBR and not the aesthetics, thus the complementary aspect of design should be 

inspected further in future research. In addition, there are various supporting factors that 

represent other parts of the PBR that should be tested, such as different time periods (monthly 

and quarterly), formats (video, moving pictures, still pictures, etc.) length of the PBR, and 

demographics of the target audience (e.g. gender).  

 

Given the limited scope of only studying PBRs from a food retailer industry perspective, the 

findings and managerial implications might not apply to other sectors and thus further 

research in other industries is necessary. This is also because we, from the discussion (5.5) 
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and open-ended questions, anticipate that customers perceive value differently depending on 

what industry the PBR is connected to. Moreover, our study exclusively focused on the 

Swedish market as only respondents living in Sweden partook in the survey. Therefore, it is 

not ensured that our findings can be extended to other global markets with varying values, 

attitudes, and norms as this might affect people’s perceptions. Future studies could hence test 

our study in other markets than Sweden and either provide clarification or confirmation of 

our result.  

 

Futhermore, the imaginary environment of the experimental setting may induce improper 

behaviors during survey participation which may not accurately translate to situations 

proceeding in real life. This could be explained by limitations such as not having an 

established relationship with the customer, thus not being able to provide real-life accurate 

nostalgia or personalization, and not representing perceived privacy sacrifice to full extent. 

Having said that, it is crucial to consider this aspect cautiously before implementing our 

findings in practical settings. 

 

As our thesis is one of the first studies investigating PBRs, limitations in terms of scope and 

dependent variables had to be made. We chose to examine the drivers for satisfaction, but it 

would also be interesting to analyze PBRs from another perspective. This could be done by 

exploring the potential effects a PBR might have on variables, for instance brand loyalty, 

customer engagement, likelihood to recommend and purchase intention. Also, financial 

variables such as profitability, share of wallet, and customer lifetime value could be included 

and studied.  
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8 Appendix 
 
Exhibit 1 – Treatments  
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Exhibit 2 
Younger generation (≤ 20 and 21-30 years old)   

Results of regression analysis    

 Mean 

(1-7) 

Std. 

deviation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

P-value ß-value 

Satisfaction 5.29 1.11 0.885   

Nostalgia 3.84 1.45 0.917 <0.001 0.323 

Comparison 4.53 1.45 0.803   0.238 -0.065 

Quantification 5.27 1.21 0.834 <0.001 0.327 

Personalization 5.20 1.30 0.861 <0.001 0.239 

Privacy sacrifice 3.04 1.52 0.859   0.011 -0.131 
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Exhibit 3 
Older generation (≥ 31years old)   

Results of regression analysis    

 Mean 

(1-7) 

Std. 

deviation 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

P-value ß-value 

Satisfaction 4.79 1.34 0.917   

Nostalgia 3.29 1.56 0.927 <0.001 0.318 

Comparison 4.45 1.61 0.893   0.875 0.005 

Quantification 5.25 1.28 0.862 <0.001 0.248 

Personalization 5.10 1.36 0.861 <0.001 0.207 

Privacy sacrifice 3.46 1.65 0.875 <0.001 -0.236 

 

  



 
 
 

44 

9 References 

Aka, D.O. Kehinde, J.O. Ogunnaike, O.O. (2016). Relationship marketing and customer 

satisfaction: a conceptual perspective. Binus Business Review, 7(2), August 2016, 185-190. 

https://doi.org/10.21512/bbr.v7i2.1502     

Ameen, N. Tarhini, A. Reppel, A. Anand, A. (2021). Customer experiences in the age of 

artificial intelligence. Computers in Human Behavior, 114, 106548. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106548 

 

Babin, B. J. Griffin, M. (1998). The nature of satisfaction: An updated examination and 

analysis. Journal of Business Research, 41(2), 127-136. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-

2963(97)00001-5 

 

Baldwin, M. Mussweiler, T. (2018). The culture of social comparison. Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences - PNAS, 115(39), E9067–E9074. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1721555115  

 

Bell, E. Bryman, A. Harley, B. (2019). Business research methods. Fifth edition. Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Bleier, A. Goldfarb, A. Tucker, C. (2020). Customer privacy and the future of data-based 

innovation and marketing. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 37(3), 466–480. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2020.03.006 

 

Cambridge English Dictionary and Thesaurus. (2023). 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/  

 

Crawford, K. Lingel, J. Karppi, T. (2015). Our metrics, ourselves: A hundred years of self- 

tracking from the weight scale to the wrist wearable device.  European Journal of Cultural 

Studies, Vol. 18(4-5) 479–496. https://doi.org/10.1177/1367549415584857  

 



 
 
 

45 

Dahlén, M. Thorbjørnsen, H. Svenn, G. Sjöstrand Svenn, H. (2021). Sifferdjur: hur siffrorna 

styr våra liv. (Första upplagan). Volante. 

 

Deng, Z. Lu, Y. Wei, K. K. & Zhang, J. (2010). Understanding customer satisfaction and 

loyalty: An empirical study of mobile instant messages in China. International journal of 

information management, 30(4), 289-300.  

 

Fernandes, D. Ordabayeva, N. Han, K. Jung, J. Mittal, V. (2022). How political identity 

shapes customer satisfaction. Journal of Marketing, 86(6), 116-134. 

 

Goor, D. Ordabayeva, N. Keinan, A. Crener, S. (2020). The Impostor Syndrome from Luxury 

Consumption. Journal of Customer Research, 46(6), 1031–1051. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucz044  

 

Huang, X. Huang, Z. Wyer Jr, R.S. (2016) Slowing Down in the Good Old Days: The Effect 

of Nostalgia on Customer Patience. Journal of Customer Research, Volume 43, Issue 3, 

October 2016, Pages 372–387, https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucw033 

 

Jin, X. Xu, F. (2021). Examining the factors influencing user satisfaction and loyalty on paid 

knowledge platforms. Aslib Journal of Information Management, 73(2), 254-270. 

 

Ju, I. Kim, J. Chang, M. J. Bluck, S. (2016), Nostalgic marketing, perceived self-continuity, 

and customer decisions. Management Decision, Vol. 54 No. 8, pp. 2063-

2083. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-11-2015-0501 

 

Ju, I. Jun, J. W. Dodoo, N. A. Morris, J. (2017). The influence of life satisfaction on nostalgic 

advertising and attitude toward a brand. Journal of Marketing Communications. 23(4), 413-

427. https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2015.1051093  

 

Kaniewska-Sba, A. Pilarczyk, B. (2014). Negative effects of personalization in direct 

marketing. International Journal of Arts & Sciences. 07(02):89–98 (2014)  

 



 
 
 

46 

Koester, N. Cichy, P. Antons, D. Salge, T. O. (2022). Perceived privacy risk in the Internet of 

Things: determinants, consequences, and contingencies in the case of connected cars. 

Electronic Markets. 32(4), 2333–2355. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-022-00522-6 

 

Kusumawati, A. Rahayu, K. S. (2020). The effect of experience quality on customer 

perceived value and customer satisfaction and its impact on customer loyalty. The TQM 

Journal, 32(6), 1525-1540. 

 

Lee, Bian, Y. Karaouzene, R. Suleiman, N. (2019). Examining the role of narratives in civic 

crowdfunding: linguistic style and message substance. Industrial Management + Data 

Systems, 119(7), 1492–1514. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-08-2018-0370  

 

Lin, C. H. Sher, P. J. Shih, H. Y. (2005). Past progress and future directions in 

conceptualizing customer perceived value. International Journal of Service Industry 

Management, 16(4), 318-336. 

 

Lupton, D. (2016). The Quantified Self: A Sociology of Self-Tracking. Polity Press eBooks. 

http://cds.cern.ch/record/2132373  

 

Mazzalovo, G. (2012). Brand Aesthetics. Palgrave Macmillan UK eBooks. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137025609  

 

Norstat. Metoder. Assessed: 2023-05-13. https://norstat.se/metoder 

 

Oppenheimer D. M. Meyvis, T. Davidenko, N. (2009). Instructional manipulation checks: 

Detecting satisficing to increase statistical power. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology. 45(4), 867–872. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.009 

 

Oxford English Dictionary. (2023). https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/  

 

Packard, G. Berger, J. (2021). How concrete language shapes customer satisfaction. Journal 

of Customer Research, 47(5), 787-806. 

 



 
 
 

47 

Richins, M. L. (1991). Social Comparison and the Idealized Images of Advertising. The 

Journal of Consumer Research, 18(1), 71–83. https://doi.org/10.1086/209242  

 

Ruel, E. (2019). 100 questions (and answers) about survey research. SAGE Publications Inc. 

 

Saunders M. N. K. Lewis, P. Thornhill, A. (2019). Research methods for business students, 

(Eighth edition). Pearson Education. 

 

Statista. (2022). Share of customers who liked personalized ads in the United States as of 

March 2022, by generation [Graph]. Statista. Assessed: 2023-05-02. 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/796167/us-internet-users-primary-attitude-personalized-

video-ads/  

 

Stern, B.B. (1992). Historical and Personal Nostalgia in Advertising Text: The Fin de siècle 

Effect.  Journal of Advertising, 21:4, 11-22, Doi: 10.1080/00913367.1992.10673382 

 

Swant, M. (2019, December 17). “Spotify Rolls Out New ‘Wrapped’ Campaign To Help 

Users Remember Their Decade Of Music”. Forbes. Assessed: 2023-05-15. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/martyswant/2019/12/17/spotify-rolls-out-new-wrapped-

campaign-help-users-remember-their-decade-of-music/?sh=53bec86010ea  

 

Szymanski, D. M. Henard, D. H. (2001). Customer Satisfaction: A Meta-Analysis of the 

Empirical Evidence. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 29(1), 16–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/009207030102900102  

 

Söderlund, M (2018). Experiments in marketing (First edition). Studentlitteratur. 

 

Söderlund, M. Colliander, J. (2015). Loyalty program rewards and their impact on perceived 

justice, customer satisfaction, and repatronize intentions. Journal of Retailing and Customer 

Services, 25, 47–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2015.03.005  

 



 
 
 

48 

Tang, D. Zheng, Q. Xu, B. Zheng, M. Chen, J. (2023). Value of nostalgia to agricultural 

heritage: Customer’s nostalgia proneness and purchase intention toward traditional tea. 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 395, 136411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2023.136411  

 

Wang, Y. S. Lin, S. J. Li, C. R. Tseng, T. H. Li, H. T. Lee, J. Y. (2018). Developing and 

validating a physical product e-tailing systems success model. Information Technology and 

Management, 19, 245-257. 

 

Williams, K. C. Page, R. A. (2011). Marketing to the generations. Journal of behavioral 

studies in business, 3(1), 37-53. 

 

Wood, J. V. (1989). Theory and research concerning social comparisons of personal 

attributes. Psychological Bulletin, 106(2), 231–248. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.106.2.231  

 

Yuan, Y.H. Wu, C. (2008). Relationships among experiential marketing, experiential value 

and customer satisfaction. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, Vol. 32, No. 3, 

August 2008, 387-410. https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348008317392       

 

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988). Customer perceptions of price, quality, and value: a means-end 

model and synthesis of evidence. Journal of marketing, 52(3), 2-22. 

 

Zhong, J. Chen, T. (2023). Antecedents of mobile payment loyalty: An extended perspective 

of perceived value and information system success model. Journal of Retailing and Customer 

Services, 72, 103267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2023.103267 

 

Zhu, X. Cao, Q. Liu, C. (2022). Mechanism of Platform Interaction on Social Media Users’ 

Intention to Disclose Privacy: A Case Study of Tiktok APP. MDPI. 13, 461.  

 

Öhberg, V. Nilsson, S. (2016). The Effects of Personalized Marketing Communication on 

Customers’ Attitudes and Behaviors and the Role of Privacy Violation. Handelshögskolan i 

Stockholm. 

 


