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Abstract

Companies are now using social networking sitesh 18 Facebook, to enhance their brand
communication and to promote and disseminate firemluct information among consumers.
Such brands as Coca-Cola, Converse, and Starbaakbh millions of people through their
social media communication; however, companies alohave complete control over this
phenomenon. Consumers actively “like” brands, comtn@n posts, share information and
share their opinions with other people on the merThe purpose of this study is to fill the
gaps in the discussion of the ways in which firreated and user-generated social media
communication techniques impact consumer-baseddbchmensions through Facebook.
Moreover, we studied brand purchase intentionshiese a behavioral understanding of the
influence of these two communication instrument®e #aluated 302 data sets that were
generated through a standardized online-surveynvestigate the impact of social media
communication on brand equity metrics. We subsetypespplied structural equation
modeling techniques for data analysis. The resiltsur empirical studies showed that user-
generated social media communication had a poditipact on two measures of consumer-
based brand equity, which included brand loyalty perceived brand quality. In addition, the
analysis indicated that firm-created social medammunication had no influence on
consumers’ brand purchase intention. This studp aers valuable insights for brand
managers and scholars.
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1. Introduction

By taking advantage of Web 2.0 technologies, congsaare using social networking
sites to promote and relay information about tieands (Kaplan & Haenlein 2012). Such
brands as Coca-Cola, Converse, and Starbucks semknhect with customers and enhance
their brand communication using Facebook and &tbeial media channels.

This article provides a better understanding ofmfareated and user-generated
communication through the social networking siteaeebook, a topic of relevance in the era
of social media as evidenced by Villanueva, Yoo &tahssens (2008), Taylor (2013) and
many other recent papers (Christodoulid#sal. 2012; Smithet al. 2012). We also
investigated their effects on the metrics of consubrased brand equity and brand purchase
intention, leading us to two following research emtjves that are relevant not only for
companies but for brand management in particuladéRck J. Brodie et al., 2013; Schau et
al., 2009):

(1) Determination of the impact of firm-created daruser-generated social media
communication on the metrics of consumer-baseddoeguity.

(2) Determination of the impact of firm-created anger-generated social media
communication on the consumers’ brand purchasatiotes.

This paper is organized as follows. The first secfpresents a literature review and
findings from previous research. In the secondisectwe provide a description of the
conceptual framework and the hypothesis of thislyst0The third section presents our data
sources and empirical model, as well as our estomst In the fourth section, we introduce
the outline for the quantitative empirical analyssed to verify the suggested model. The last
section provides a summary and a discussion ofesults. Suggestions for further research
are also included in this article.

2. Literature Review
Social media and brand communication

The latest interactive technologies are changifgstlyle patterns and corporate
innovative praxis. Organizations have begun to tstdad the importance of and have taken
control of the Internet (Berthoet al. 2012), demonstrating both interest and involvenient
online communities (Shankar & Batra 2009; Winer 200The ascendency of Web 2.0
technologies has led Internet users to a wealtbntihe exposure, the most important of
which is social media (Chest al. 2012).

Social media channels offer both firms and custenm&aw ways of engaging with
each other. Companies hope to engage with loyaswuoers and influence individuals’
perceptions about their products, spread informatmd learn from and about their audience
(Roderick J. Brodieet al. 2013). Among traditional sources of communicatisogial media
have been established as mass phenomena with adeidegraphic appeal (Kaplan &
Haenlein 2010). One of the reasons for such ramdularity of social media among
companies is the viral dissemination of informatioa the Internet. Social media currently
have a far greater capacity for reaching the gémenalic than do traditional media, such as
television, radio, and magazines (K. L. Keller 2009 oreover, Internet users are turning
away from traditional media and are increasingipgisocial media to search for information
(Mangold & Faulds 2009).

Social media provide opportunities for Internet rase create and share content
(Kaplan & Haenlein 2012). The content created kgrimet users involves different topics,
including brands and products, making companiedonger the primary source of brand
communication (Berthomt al. 2008). Studies have shown that consumers consmuigal
media as more trustworthy sources of informatioantithe traditional instruments of



marketing communications used by companies (Hemhigau et al. 2004; Karakaya &
Barnes 2010; Kietzmanet al. 2011). Thus, marketing and brand managers mayresshat
brand communication will increase through user-gaieel social media communication
(Smithet al. 2012).

To examine the impact of social media communicatiagnis necessary to distinguish
between two different forms of them: (a) firm-cexdtand (b) user-generated social media
communication (Godes & Mayzlin 2009). This distinatbetween communication sources is
relevant because firm-created social media commatioit is under the management of
companies, while user-generated social media conuaion is independent of the firm’s
control (Vanden Berght al. 2011).

Academic researchers in the topic of firm-crea@dad media communication mainly
focus on word of mouth (WOM) and electronic word ofouth (eWOM) studies
(Balasubramanian & Mahajan 2001; Chu & Kim 2011)tmcreated WOM may be
perceived as a fusion between traditional advegisand consumer word of mouth,
characterized as being firm initiated but consumgslemented (Godes & Mayzlin 2009).
Moreover, in WOM literature, there is a consensat tonline communication between
customers is an influential source of informatiossdmination (Dellarocast al. 2007).
Social media channels are a cost-effective andtamative way for companies to access and
gather consumer-to-consumer communication (Godktag§zlin 2004).

According to the definition provided by the Orgatien for Economic Co-Operation
and Development (OECD 2007), user-generated coft#BC) is defined as the following:
“(a) content that is made publicly available ove tnternet, (b) content that reflects a certain
amount of creative effort, and (c) content createtside professional routines and practices”.
Previous studies of UGC suggested that customenticipate in the process of content
creation for a variety of reasons such as self-ptan, intrinsic enjoyment, and hope of
changing public perceptions (Berthetnal. 2008). In this study, emphasis is placed on brand-
related UGC, focusing on content generated by usefsacebook, its impact on brand equity
metrics and brand purchase intention.

Consumer-based brand equity and its dimensions

Brand equity is an essential concept for modermmigations, and it has been the subject of
interest and academic investigation for over a dec®arketing and branding practices, such
as differentiation and service quality, generatstammer-based brand equity (CBBE) - a
concept that predicts that individuals will reaatmnfavorably toward a branded product than
they would react toward a generic product in themesa@ategory (Aaker 1991; K. L. Keller
1993). According to Keller (1993), CBBE can be defl as "the differential effect of brand
knowledge on consumer response to the marketitigedirand”.

Previous research has found that CBBE enhanceliyldgavard companies and their
products (K. L. Keller 1993; Moradi & Zarei 2012)dahelps generate higher margins, brand-
extension opportunities, protection against conesti effective communication power, and
stronger consumer preferences (Aaker 1991; Allaetagl. 2011; Builet al. 2008). CBBE
also directly affects consumers’ psychological jueégt of a brand by making them willing to
pay premium prices (Aaker & Biel 1992; Aaker 19€1;L. Keller 1993; Kim & Kim 2005;
Styles & Ambler 1995; Tauber 1988), increases thleesof products and services (Fombrun
1996), and increases the sustainability of cash-#0d competitive advantage (Srivastava &
Shocker 1991; Szymans#tial. 1993).

Despite receiving substantial attention among stkoand practitioners, there is no
consensus about which are the best measures wredpis multi-faceted construct (Mackay
2001; Raggio & Leone 2007). There are several mitipos for conceptualizing and



measuring brand equity. Aaker (1991) suggeste@radwork that adopts a managerial view
of brand equity. Keller (1993) introduced a psycigital, memory-based view of brand
equity with his framework. Park and Shrinivasan9dPintegrated both Aaker’'s and Keller's
concepts of brand equity and developed a survegebawmethod for measuring and
understanding brand equity. Krishnan (1996) extdrideller’'s framework using a memory-
based view of brand equity to identify various &sstions underlying consumer-based brand
equity. Based on economic information and the diggaheory, Erdem and Swait's (1998)
framework presented a different approach to thisctoyoo and colleagues (2000) extended
Aaker’s framework by specifying the dimensions ofrd equity and its antecedents.
Netemeyer (2004) enriched Keller's framework vietwbrand equity by developing and
validating measures of the facets of CBBE.

During the last decade, consumer-based brand ehagybeen measured using such
dimensions as brand awareness, brand associawvoeiyed quality, and brand loyalty.
Aaker (1996, p. 10) defines brand awareness assthength of a brand’s presence in the
consumers’ mind”. In other words, brand awarenefess to a customer’s ability to recognize
or recall a brand in its product category (Aake®1;9Pappuet al. 2005). Brand association
can be understood as “whatever that consumer setatdrand. It can include consumer
image-making, profile of the product, consumersiditions, corporate awareness, brand
characteristics, signs and symbols” (Aaker & Joastihaler 2000). However, empirical
evidence show that brand awareness and brand atisoaan be combined into a particular
dimension named brand awareness/association €fab 2000). Perceived quality can be
considered as “the overall preference or supeyiogitite the same as approach assessment”
(Aaker 1991; Netemeyet al. 2004). Brand loyalty is “a deeply held commitmentebuy or
repatronise a preferred product or service condigtan the future, despite situational
influences and marketing efforts having the potdni cause switching behavior” (Oliver
1997). Brand loyalty indicates the motivation tolbgal to a brand, and it is reflected when
consumers select the brand as their first choico(¥% Donthu 2001). Drawing on these
theoretical proposals, a large number of studiexeptualize and measure consumer-based
brand equity using the dimensions of brand awasassociation, perceived quality, and
brand loyalty (e.g., Baldauf et al. 2009; Gil et2007; Yasin et al. 2007; B. Yoo and Donthu
2001, 2002; B. Yoo et al. 2000).

3. Conceptual framework and hypotheses

The purpose of our study is to fill the gaps in dmcussion of the ways in which firm-
created and user-generated social media brand coioation impact consumer-based brand
equity metrics and their influence on brand purehatention. Communication stimuli trigger
a positive effect in the customer as recipientydfoee, brand communication is positively
correlated with brand equity as long as the mesksagks to a satisfactory customer reaction
to the product in question, compared to a similan-hranded product (Yoet al. 2000).
Moreover, brand communication improves brand eqoityincreasing the probability that a
brand will be incorporated into the customer’s ¢desation set, thus shortening the process
of brand decision making and turning that choid¢e ahabit (Yoaet al. 2000). Consequently,
we assume that a positive evaluation of firm-créated user-generated social media brand
communication will positively influence the consuniiased brand equity dimensions. Thus,
we have formulated the following hypotheses:

H1. A positive evaluation of firm-created social medicand communication positively
influences (H1a) brand awareness/associatiqiilb) brand loyalty and(H1c) perceived
quality.



H2. A positive evaluation of user-generated social imédand communication positively
influences (H2a) brand awareness/associatidpi2b) brand loyalty, andH2c) perceived
quality.

To assess the behavioral influences of brand conuation on CBBE constructs
among Facebook users, we added to the conceptuldltoand purchase intention. Findings
about the behavioral effectiveness of online adsiag are not consistent. The majority of
them suggest a positive relationship between aiduggtand behavior or behavioral intentions
(Manchandeet al. 2006; Martinet al. 2003). Furthermore, strong positive correlatioasenh
been found between advertising stimuli and purci@sation (Goodrich 2011; Groenhaey
al. 1991; Haley & Baldinger 2000). We therefore hymsilae that:

H3. A positive evaluation of firm-created social mediegand communication positively
influences purchase intention.

Customers perceive online opinions to be as trustwoas brand websites and
newspaper articles (Li & Bernoff 2011). Some reskars have also indicated that user-
generated content are an important means wherebtproars obtain information about
products or service quality (Chevalier & Mayzlin&) Riegner 2007), so in this way UGC
can influence their decision-making process andhmse intention (Chatterjee 2001). User-
generated content is a strong reference for consumben they take a purchase decision.
Thus, we assume that:

H4. A positive evaluation of user-generated social imédand communication positively
influences purchase intention.

Brand communication creates awareness and asensiavith products and increase
the probability that the brand is included in thistomer's evoked set (Cobb-Walgretral.
1995). Moreover, brand communication can contridotdorand associations which, when
stored in one’s memory, translate into "nonconssiout reliable behavioral predispositions”
(Krishnan 1996). Thus, the following hypothesiadvanced:

H5. Brand awareness/association positively influeneaadpurchase intention.

Previous studies suggest that high levels of bltayalty drive permanent purchase of
the same brand (Lest al. 2009). Loyal customers tend to buy more than meaadby loyal or
new costumers (Yang & Peterson 2004; ¥bal. 2000). Therefore, we propose that:

H6. Brand loyalty positively influences brand purchagention.

Perceived quality involves consumers perception attitude towards a brand that
influences on the consumer’s purchase intentionK@ler & Lehmann 2003). In addition,
the higher is the costumer’s perception of the igualr superiority of a brand, than stronger
the intentions of purchase (Aaker 1991). Thus, osylated:

H7. Perceived quality positively influences brand passintention.
A conceptual framework of our study is presentethexscheme below:



Figure 1. Conceptual framework
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4. Methodology
Sample and procedure

To examine the impact of brand communication on EBBetrics and brand purchase
intention through Facebook, we collected data usingtandardized online survey on
Facebook. A link to the questionnaire was availaene for three weeks, from 5th October
2012 to 26th October 2012. In total, 308 questicesawere completed fully. After data
screening and detecting univariate outliers (Caated. 2009), however, six questionnaires
were excluded from the analyses, resulting in altof 302 valid questionnaires. The
guestionnaire was administered in Polish. To enthae the original items were translated
correctly, a back-translation process was empldgedig & Douglas 2000).

All questions in the survey were identical to thasehe original version, except for
the brand names. The majority of the items in shigly were adapted from relevant literature
and measured using a seven-point Likert scale,imgnfyjom "strongly disagree” (1) to
"strongly agree" (7). Brand awareness/associatwaie measured using a four-item scale
adopted from Yoo et al. (2000) and Villarejo-Ramasd Sanchez-Franco (2005). Brand
loyalty was measured by using three items adaptech Walsh et al. (2009). Perceived
quality was measured by using three items adaptad Yoo et al. (2000). Finally, firm-
created and user-generated social media commumcaere measured by using three items
adopted from Magi (2003), Tsiros et al. (2004) &ndhn et al. (2012), and two new items
from the authors. The complete list of items cardomd in Table 1.

Table I. List of constructs and measurements used

Standardized

CONSTRUCTS AND MEASUREMENTS Loading CA CR AVE AUTHORS
Firm-created social media communication

[FC1] | am satisfied with the company’s social 0.90 0.944 0.944 0.808 (Magi, 2003)
media communications for [brand] (Tsiros et al., 2004)
[FC2] The level of the company’s social media (Bruhn et al., 2012)

communications for [brand] meets my expectations 0.91
[FC3] The company’s social media

communications for [brand] are very attractive* 0.91
[FC4] This company’s social media
communications for [brand] perform well, when 0.88

compared with the social media communications of
other companies




User-generated social media communication

[UG1] | am satisfied with the content generated on
social media sites by other users about [brand]
[UG2] The level of the content generated on social
media sites by other users about [brand] meets my
expectations

[UG3] The content generated by other users about
[brand] is very attractive*

[UG4] The content generated on social media sites
by other users about [brand] performs well, when
compared with other brands

Brand awareness/association

[BAS1] | easily recognize [brand]

[BAS2] Several characteristics of [brand] instantly
come to my mind**

[BAS3] | can quickly recall the symbol or logo of
[brand]

[BAS4] | can recognize X among other competing
brands

Brand loyalty

[BL1] The prospect of lower prices would make
me switch to another company

[BL2] If it were possible to do so without
problems, | would choose another company

[BL3] I intend to remain the company’s customer

Perceived quality

[PQ1] Most of the products of [brand] are of great
quality

[PQ2] The likelihood that [brand] is reliable isrye
high

[PQ3] Products of [brand] are worth their price

Brand purchase intention

[PI1] I would buy this product/brand rather than
any other brands available

[P12] | am willing to recommend that others buy
this product/brand

[PI3] I intend to purchase this product/brand ia th
future

0.89

0.91

0.81

0.85

0.75
0.63

0.74

0.93

0.93

0.92

0.92

0.86

0.91

0.81

0.86

0.90

0.96

0.924

0.836

0.946

0.891

0.937

0.925

0.850

0.946

0.897

0.936

0.756

0.657

0.854

0.744

0.830

(Magi, 2003)
(Tsiros et al., 2004)
(Bruhn et al., 2012)

(Yoo et al., 2000)
(Villarejo-Ramos
and Sanchez-Francg
2005)

(Walsh et al., 2009)

(Yoo et al., 2000)

(Yoo et al., 2000)
(Shukla, 2011)

Notes: * Items added by the authors
** [tem excluded from the analysis

For brand selection, three different industries ev@ised in this study, namely,
clothing, telecommunications, and non-alcoholic drages. The selection was based on
considerations regarding relevance and varianterieri The industries differed in their social
media engagement according to estimated expensasc@l media communication in Poland
(SoTrender 2012). For each industry, the responoheitated a brand that he or she have
“Liked” on Facebook. This approach is based onassumption that consumers have been
exposed to social media communication from bothmames and users from the companies
they have “Liked” on the social networking site.eTprofile of the sample represented the
Polish population, which are using frequently sber@dia (SoTrender 2012; ya &
Donajski 2011). Females represented 56.7 per cemespondents. The majority of the
respondents were young people and their age rangedl5 to 19 years old (23.5 per cent);
20 to 24 years old (59.7 per cent); 25 to 35 yeltg15.3 per cent); and the remainders were
36 to 46 years old. Considering the level of edocadf the researched sample, 35.7 per cent
of the respondents had at least some college adnc&2.9 per cent had accomplished a high



school diploma; and the remainders had a secorstdrgol leaving certificate. The total
monthly household income ranged from ~300 USD ta0~8SD to 24.3 percent of the
sample; 27.7 per cent declared to have from ~81D W5~1460 USD; and the remainders
declared an income ranging from ~1460 USD and highe

Measurement procedures

We utilized reflective measurements to evaluateciveceptual model (Edwards &
Bagozzi 2000). To assure the reliability and va&jidof the measurements, we used
Cronbach’sa and a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (Cobb-Wehet al. 1995). The
constructs used in our analysis show that the at®dficients ranged from 0.83 to 0.94.
Additionally, we performed an exploratory factoraéysis (EFA) with varimax rotation on
each scale. All of the items loaded on a singléofasuggesting that user-generated social
media  communication,  firm-created  social media  comication, brand
awareness/associations, brand loyalty, perceiveatitguand brand purchase intentions are
unidimensional. All factor loadings exceed the Ol&@el, as suggested in literature (Byrne
2010). One item used to measure brand awareness&tsm was excluded from the analysis
because of a low loading value (0.63).

To establish convergent and discriminant validéyg,well as reliability, we used the
following measures: composite reliability (CR), eage variance extracted (AVE), maximum
shared squared variance (MSV), and average shqtedesl variance (ASV) (Hair Jt al.
2010). The CR values ranged from 0.85 to 0.94, Wwhagceeded the recommended 0.70
threshold value (Bagozzi & Yi 1988). The averageiarece extracted of the constructs
showed values higher than the acceptable value5&f @Fornell & Larcker 1981), ranging
from 0.65 to 0.85. All the CR values were grealentthe recommended AVE values (Byrne
2010). For the discriminant validity of the mod#ie measured values for MSV and ASV
were lower than the AVE values (Hair ét.al. 2010). Convergent and discriminant validity
values are presented in table II.

Table II. Convergent and discriminant validity ®@lchart

CR _AVE MSV _ Asv BL BAS  FC PO UG Pl
BL 0946 0854 0359 0116 0924

BAS 0850 0657 0065 0041 0159 0811

FC

0944 0808 0328 0081 0072 0199 0899
PQ 0897 0744 0219 0108 0383 0254 0157  0.862
UG 0925 0756 0328 0108 0208 0183 0573 0293 0869

Pl 0.936 0.830 0.359 0.135 0.599 0.203 0.077 0.468 0.219 0.911
Notes: The square root of the average varianca&xt (AVE) values are marked in italics

All independent and dependent latent variables wea@uded in one single
multifactorial CFA model in AMOS 21.0 software. Theodel demonstrated an acceptable
goodness of fit. The Chi-square/df (cmin/df) vals 1.93, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
value was 0.97, the Adjusted Goodness of Fit IN@€xFI) value was 0.87, the standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR) value was 0.@8Tticker-Lewis coefficient (TLI) was
0.96, and the root mean square error of approxamaRMSEA) value was 0.05. All the
values were above the permitted threshold (HairetJal. 2010). For model fit, we used
structural equation modeling (SEM) in AMOS 21.0ta@fre. The model led to a good fit as
recommended in the literature (Hair dt.al. 2010). The cmin/df value was 2.12, the CFlI
value was 0.96, the AGFI value was 0.87, the SRMRevrwas 0.07, the TLI value was 0.95,
and the RMSEA value was 0.06.



5. Resultsand Implications
Main effects of the study

Firm-created social media communication showed ositipe influence on the
dimensions of brand equity, which did not confirlypbothesedHla (p-value 0.07t-value
1.77;B 0.14),H1b (p-value 0.31t-value-1.00;p -0.08) andH1c (p-value 0.47t-value-0.71;

B -0.05). User-generated content on Facebook habitive effect on the two dimensions of
brand equity, brand loyalty and perceived quaktyich supportedH2b (p-value 0.001%-
value 3.37f 0.26) andH2c (p-value 0.001t-value 3.78f 0.29). Nonetheless, no significant
effect was detected for brand awareness/associdlios rejectindgd2a (p-value 0.17t-value
1.36;p 0.11). Moreover, firm-created and user-generapethbmedia communication had no
impact on brand purchase intention, thus rejedd8gp-value 0.48t-value -0.69;4 -0.04 )
andH4 (p-value 0.40t-value 0.828 0.06).

Brand awareness/association showed no positivaieinfie on brand purchase
intentions, thus rejectingl5 (p-value 0.24t-value 1.16;8 0.06). Finally, perceived quality
and brand loyalty had a positive effect on brandclpase intention, leading to the
confirmation ofH6 (p-value 0.001t-value 9.65f 0.51) andH7 (p-value 0.001t-value 4.87;

B 0.27). The tests of our hypotheses and standarditzactural coefficients are displayed in
table IIl.

Table Ill. Standardized structural coefficientsiod model

STANDARDIZED

HYPOTHESIS STRUCTURAL A A R
COEFFICIENTS

Hla. Firm-created social medi& Brand awareness/association 0.14 REJECTED
H1b. Firm-created social medi& Brand loyalty -0.08 REJECTED
Hlc. Firm-created social medi& Perceived quality -0.05 REJECTED
H2a. User-generated social medtaBrand awareness/association 0.11 REJECTED
H2b. User-generated social medaBrand loyalty 0.26 * ACCEPTED
H2c. User-generated social medfaPerceived quality 0.29 * ACCEPTED
H3. Firm-created social medi& Purchase intention -0.04 REJECTED
H4. User-generated social meddaPurchase intention 0.06 REJECTED
H5. Brand awareness/associationPurchase intention 0.06 REJECTED
H6. Brand loyalty=> Purchase intention 0.51* ACCEPTED
H7. Perceived quality>» Purchase intention 0.27* ACCEPTED

Notes: *t > 3.37, p-value< 0.001; cmin/df = 2. 12; CFI = 0.96; AGFI = 0.87; SRM 0.07; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.06

The standardized estimates for the structuraltemuenodel are provided in Figure 2.

10



Figure 2. Standardized estimates for the model
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Notes: Non-significant paths are markedra; * t > 3.37, p-value< 0.001

6. Summary and Discussion

This study offers two important contributions thelars and brand managers. First,
the study provides conceptual insights into howfed#nt types of social media
communication foster CBBE dimensions. Second, foetéer understanding of the behavioral
impacts of these two communication instruments, amalyzed their influence on brand
purchase intention.

The examination of the impact of social media comitation on CBBE constructs
demonstrates that user-generated social media caroation positively effects brand loyalty
and perceived quality. In contrast, firm-createctido media communication shows no
influence on brand equity dimensions. Despite thevmng expenditures in social media
marketing (Simmons 2008), consumers are reluctanmternalize the value that firms are
creating. One relevant aspect of these findingthassource of credibility. The distinction
between firm-created and user-generated socialar@nmunication reveals that consumers
consciously differentiate between these sourcesnfurmation, thereby confirming the
findings of Bruhn and colleagues (2012). This firglidemonstrates that consumers rely
heavily on the opinions of family, friends, and @tlusers regarding the quality of the services
provided by these firms. Therefore, eWOM is thought be unbiased because other
consumers adopt the content as credible and trastyv@Christodoulides 2012), thus serving
as a validator of a brand’s attractiveness.

We added brand purchase intention in our study nigestigate the behavioral
influences of CBBE constructs over Facebook ugeaoblp-Walgreret al. 1995; K. L. Keller
1993). Once brand loyalty and perceived qualitystrengly related to purchase intention, it
is recommended that companies encourage consumegerterate content. In contrast,
companies that try to control user-generated conteay experience unnecessary negative
eWOM (R. J. Brodie & Hollebeek 2011; Cova & Pac®@0 Moreover, neither firm-create
content nor user-generated content had a direcaétngn Facebook’s users brand purchase
intention.

Corporate brand profiles on Facebook should be geth#éo explore the interests of
the consumers and to encourage them to createntaarte, consequently, word of mouth
recommendations (Muntinget al. 2011). Moreover, eWOM is a brand communication
technique that should be explored by brand managebenchmark of the correct utilization
of this technique is the Starbucks case study (G&rwestbrook 2011). As part of eWOM
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marketing strategies, special discounts and texdsagng with promotional updates could
also be implemented (Shanlatial. 2010).

In summary, social media platforms provide unlimiteays for consumers to interact,
express, share and create content about brandpraddcts (Camarero & San José 2011).
Thus, the joint implementation of firm-created sdohedia communication (eliciting eWOM)
and user-generated social media communication afiererous opportunities for increasing
brand equity dimensions, consequently growing bemqty.

Brand managers should incorporate social media aomuation as part of their
marketing communication agenda (Laroehel. 2012). Marketing and brand managers must
recognize that social networking sites are an eisdemspect of the Internet, and many
consumers use them in their daily routines. Se@alorking sites offer firms the opportunity
to engage with consumers and even to influence tmiversations (Amichai-Hamburger
2008). Furthermore, brand managers should intedhegefindings of this study into their
social media strategies to enhance the performaintbeir companies.

7. Resear ch limitations and directionsfor futureresearch

There are some limitations of our study that casvigle guidelines for future research.
We suggest that all leading social networking sites analyzed to gain a broader
understanding of social media communication. Ty tof analysis would provide academic
researchers and managers a better understandingheofnuances of social media
communication.

Moreover, a broader range of industries should x@méned in future studies. This
type of research would give an indication of howsuamers perceive brands of different
industries in social media platforms.

For a broader understanding of the benefits thabmedia communication can have
on brand equity, future research should also redatgal brand communication to company
financial performance indicators.

Finally, a Polish sample was used in this reseanaking it difficult to generalize the
results to other countries. The majority of soamdia users in Poland are still young people,
therefore one should take social, economic, andumll differences into account when
replicating this study. Future research in thigdfighould be conducted in different countries
to a produce a stronger validation and generatinaif the findings.
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