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Abstract

Researchers and brand managers have limited uadénsty of the effects of
firm-created and user-generated social media conuation on brand equity,
brand attitude, and purchase intention. Thus, westigated 504 Facebook users
using a standardized online survey across Polamdest the proposed model, we
analyzed 60 brands across three different indsstmen-alcoholic beverages,
clothing, and mobile operators. In the data ang)ysie applied the structural
equation modeling technique. The results of our isogb studies showed that
user-generated social media communication had @ivy@o$nfluence on brand
equity and brand attitude. In addition, the analyisidicated that firm-created
social media communication affected only brandwatg. Both brand equity and
brand attitude showed a positive influence on pasehintention. Moreover,
measurement invariance was assessed using a muuf-gtructural modeling
equation. The findings revealed that the proposedahwas invariant across the
researched industries.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, brand management has been canfydmto opposite tendencies: the loss of
brand authenticity and the increasing influence eshpowered consumers on brand
communications (Burmann and Arnhold 2008). The aob®Veb is changing traditional
marketing communications. Traditional brand commations that were previously
controlled and administered by brand and marketiagagers are gradually being shaped by
consumers.

The rapid growth in the popularity of social meglatforms in recent years has raised
the question of whether this phenomenon has reduvadketers’ control of brand
management (Berthon et al. 2007). During the satiatlia age, knowledge of both the
influence of firm-created communication on consunperceptions of brands and the
influence of consumer online content creation oanbs is important (Berthon, Pitt, and
Campbell 2008; G. Christodoulides 2009).

Social media platforms offer an opportunity for tousers to interact with other
consumers; thus, companies are no longer the solees of brand communication (Li and
Bernoff 2011). Moreover, consumers are increasingiyg social media sites to search for
information and turning away from traditional medach as television, radio, and magazines
(Mangold and Faulds 2009).

This article is part of a large study that aimdiltaa gap in the literature with respect to
understanding the effects of firm-created and gsererated communication on social media,
a topic of relevance as evidenced by Villanuevay ¥od Hanssens (2008), Taylor (2013) and
many other recent papers (George Christodoulidesyns, and Bonhomme 2012; Smith,
Fischer, and Yongjian 2012). Moreover, we aim tonpare the effects of social media
communication, as they differ significantly in tegraf company control. Thus, we form two
research objectives that are relevant for compabi@sid managers, and scholars (Godes and
Mayzlin 2009; Kozinets et al. 2010; Dellarocas, @dpsand Awad 2007):

(1) To investigate the effects of firm-created aiser-generated social media communication
on brand equity, brand attitude, and brand purchdsations.

(2) Juxtaposition concerning the effects of socreddia communication on brand equity,
brand attitude, and brand purchase intentionsfiardnt industries.

This paper is organized as follows. The first sectpresents a literature review
supporting the conceptual framework and the hymatbeof this study. The second section
presents the research methodology used in thiy,stud data sources, and our estimations. In
the third section, we introduce the outline for thentitative empirical analysis that is used to
verify the hypotheses, in addition to the crosselaion of the suggested model across the
industries under investigation. The final sectiooyides a summary and discussion of the
empirical findings with implications for managensdaexecutives. This article also includes
recommendations for further research.

2. Conceptual framework and hypothesis development
Firm-created social media communication

The domination of Web 2.0 technologies and sociedlian has led Internet users to encounter
a vast amount of online exposure, and one of thet ingportant is social networking. Social
networking through online media can be understosdaavariety of digital sources of
information that are created, initiated, circulatadd consumed by Internet users as a way to
educate one another about products, brands, sgryeesonalities, and issues (Chauhan and
Pillai 2013). Companies are now aware of the immimeed to focus on developing personal
two-way relationships with consumers to foster ratdons (Li and Bernoff 2011).



Furthermore, social media offer both companies @rstomers new ways of engaging with
one another. Marketing managers expect their sooe&dia communication to engage with
loyal consumers and influence consumer perceptdnzoducts, disseminate information,
and learn from and about their audience (Brodad.€2013).

In contrast to traditional sources of firm-createdmmunication, social media
communications have been recognized as mass pheaomith extensive demographic
appeal (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). This populasftghe implementation of social media
communication among companies can be explainetddyital dissemination of information
via the Internet (Li and Bernoff 2011) and the ¢ee&apacity for reaching the general public
compared with traditional media (Keller 2009). Amtmhally, Internet users are turning away
from traditional media and are increasingly usiragial media channels to search for
information and opinions regarding brands and pectgluyMangold and Faulds 2009;
Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold 2011).

User-generated social media communication

The Internet and Web 2.0 have empowered proactwswmer behavior in the information
and purchase process (Burmann and Arnhold 2008hdnnformation era, customers make
use of social media to access the desired procwttbsand information (Li and Bernoff
2011). The growth of online brand communities, uadohg social networking sites, has
supported the increase of user-generated sociahmethmunication (Gangadharbatla 2008).
User-generated content (UGC) is a rapidly growimdniele for brand conversations and
consumer insights (George Christodoulides, Jevam$ Bonhomme 2012).

Because of its early stage of research, thereilisnet widely accepted definition for
user-generated content (OECD 2007). According ¢octimtent classifications introduced by
Daughterly and colleagues (2008), UGC is focusetherconsumer dimension, is created by
the general public rather than by marketing protesds and is primarily distributed on the
Internet. A more comprehensive definition is giv@nthe Organisation for Economic Co-
Operation and Development (OECD 2007): “i) contdatt is made publicly available over
the Internet, ii) content that reflects a certaimoant of creative effort, and iii) content created
outside professional routines and practices”.

Past studies of user-generated content suggestgdctimsumers contribute to the
process of content creation for reasons such dgpreghotion, intrinsic enjoyment, and
desires to change public perceptions (Berthon, &ittl Campbell 2008). In this study, we
focused on brand-related UGC, also known as useergied branding (Burmann and
Arnhold 2008), concentrating solely on content gatesl by Facebook users, in an attempt to
enrich the current literature on this topic.

Brand equity

The conception of brand equity is a key marketiagea (Styles and Ambler 1995) that can
produce a relationship that differentiates the Isohdtween a firm and its public and that
nurtures long-term buying behavior (Keller 2013heTunderstanding of brand equity and its
growth raises competitive barriers and drives braalth (Yoo, Donthu, and Lee 2000).
Although extensive research has been dedicatduetéidld of brand equity, the literature on
this subject is fragmented and inconclusive (Gedtgeistodoulides and De Chernatony
2010).

Thus far, the measurement of brand equity has laggmoached from two major
perspectives in the literature. Some researchers farused on the financial perception of
brand equity (Simon and Sullivan 1993), whereasemtbcholars have emphasized the
customer-based perspective (Aaker 1991; Keller 1988 and Donthu 2001). Therefore, the
dominant stream of research has been groundedymito@ psychology, focusing on memory



structure (Aaker 1991; Keller 1993). According tak&r (1991, 15), brand equity can be
defined as “a set of brand assets and liabilitrdget to a brand, its name and symbol that add
to or subtract from the value provided by a produrcservice to a firm and/or to that firm’s
customers”. An alternative concept of consumer-thdsand equity was developed by Keller
(1993, 02), who defined “the differential effectlmiand knowledge on consumer response to
the marketing of the brand”. Keller emphasized ta&nd equity should be captured and
understood in terms of brand awareness and intteagsh, favorability and uniqueness of
brand associations that consumers hold in memohyus,T consumer-based brand equity
(CBBE) can be understood as a concept that preti@tconsumers will react more favorably
to a branded product than to an unbranded produittei same category (D. A. Aaker 1991,
K. L. Keller 1993; Yoo, Donthu, and Lee 2000).

For the purpose of this study, we chose to focushencognitive perspective of brand
equity, as it is considered the driving force ofremsed market share and profitability of
brands and is strictly based on consumer percegption

Brand attitude

According to Mitchell and Olson (1981), brand aiti¢ is defined as a “consumer’s overall
evaluation of a brand”. Brand attitude is frequgthnceptualized as a global evaluation that
is based on favorable or unfavorable reactiongdaadrelated stimuli or beliefs (Murphy and
Zajonc 1993) and is cited as a central componebetoonsidered in consumer-based brand
equity and relational exchanges (Lane and Jacob3®5; Morgan and Hunt 1994).

Multiattribute attitude models (I. Ajzen and Fishbd980) postulate that the overall
evaluation of a brand is a function of the bel@f®ut specific attributes of the brand/product.
The addition of brand attitude to the conceptuainiework proposed in this study aims to
enhance our understanding of the effects of satiatia communication on consumer
perceptions of brands.

Effects on brand equity

A consumer’s process of information acquisitionie®lon both external and internal
information sources that together influence hisher overall brand equity judgments and
brand choices (Beales et al. 1981). Following thkeema theory of Eysenck (1984), a
traditional theoretical foundation of the relatibnps between communication and brand
equity, we expect the two forms of social media oamication to directly affect brand equity
and brand attitude. The framework illustrates tfmisumers compare communication stimuli
with their stored knowledge of comparable commuioca activities. The level of fit
influences subsequent communication stimuli prangsand the attitude formation of
consumers (Goodstein 1993).

Brand communication positively affects brand eqaisylong as the message creates a
satisfactory customer reaction to the product iesfjon compared to a similar non-branded
product (Yoo, Donthu, and Lee 2000). Moreover, camitation stimuli cause a positive
effect in the consumer as a recipient; therefdre,gerception of communication positively
affects an individual's awareness of brands (BruSohoenmueller, and Schafer 2012).
Previous studies have also indicated that brandamgmunication leverages brand equity by
increasing the probability that a brand will bedmmrated into a customer’s consideration
set, thus assisting in the process of brand decisiaking and in the process of the choice
becoming a habit (Yoo, Donthu, and Lee 2000). Faurttore, in their study of social media
campaigns, Li and Bernoff (2011) underscored tretufes that appeal to consumers to
generate brand benefits. Therefore, firm-createcdlakanedia communication should be
perceived by individuals as advertising and arays&irand awareness and brand perception



(Maclnnis and Jaworski 1989). Consequently, we rassthat a positive evaluation of firm-
created social media brand communication will pesiy influence brand equity. Thus, we
have formulated the following hypothesis:

Hla. Firm-created social media communication pealiyiinfluences brand equity.

The degree of personal relevance and importanca o$er-generated social media
stimulus is reflected by the level of involvemenithwa brand (George Christodoulides,
Jevons, and Bonhomme 2012). UGC involvement caocobsidered a form of involvement
with products and brands because brand-related W& consumption-related activity
(Muntinga, Smit, and Moorman 2012).

Regarding the effect of user-generated social mealiamunication on brand equity, it
must be recognized that UGC is not generally guldiednarketing intervention or company
control (George Christodoulides and Jevons 201bkitiWe user-generated content carry
information about a product/brand that can be gasdirly useful for customers in terms of
consumer-based brand equity. Moreover, the effeictdGC on social media can lead to an
increase in one’s brand awareness and brand asspsjathus influencing the overall
evaluation of a brand. Consequently, we hypothessz®llows:

H2a. User-generated social media communicatiortipeli influences brand equity.

Substantial empirical research indicates that brattitude influences customer
evaluations of brands (Aaker and Keller 1990). €fare, extensions of brand awareness and
positive associations should generate greater uegenand savings in marketing costs and
should thus create higher profits than those of l&=d brands (Keller 2013). In addition to
specific brand attributes, strong brand associateonlead to an overall brand attitude (Aaker
and Keller 1990).

Brand attitude is based on product attributes sschurability, defects, serviceability,
features, performance, or "fit and finish" (Gari#84). However, brand attitude may also
contain affect that is not captured in measuralitabates, even when a large set of
characteristics is included. Brand researchersdimgil multiattribute models of customer
preference have included a general component ofdba#titude that is not explained by the
brand attribute values (Srinivasan 1979). Assumihgt positive brand evaluations of
consumers can reflect perceptions of exclusivityictv contribute to brand equity, we present
the following hypothesis:

H3. Brand attitude positively influences brand égui

Effects on brand attitude

There is a recognized consensus that communicaitween customers is an influential
source of information transmission (Dellarocas, riffyaand Awad 2007). Because of the
development and expansion of social media, commatiort between individuals who are not
acquainted has accelerated (Duan, Gu, and WhirZ108). In this context, Li and Bernoff
(2011) showed that social media channels are aetfesitive alternative to incite peer-to-peer
communication. Furthermore, consumer-to-consumewveasations were found to be an
important driver of outcomes for companies (Burmand Arnhold 2008).

We expect firm-created and user-generated socidiav@mmunication to positively
influence brand attitude. According to Ajzen andhbein (1975), attitude constitutes a
multiplicative combination of the brand-based asgamns of attributes and benefits based on
the assumption that brand attitude is influencedbbgnd awareness and brand image.



Concerning the influence of brand awareness ondba#titude, the ambiguity of the effect of

social media communication on brand awareness brisbnsidered. Because firm-created
social media communication is intended to be pasieind to increase brand awareness (Li
and Bernoff 2011) and because positive user-gestersdcial media communication, thus
also increase brand awareness and brand assosigBommann and Arnhold 2008), we

present the following hypotheses:

H1lb. Firm-created social media communication pesliyi influences the brand attitudes of
consumers.

H2b. User-generated social media communicationtigeli influences the brand attitudes
of consumers.

Effects on purchase intention

To assess the behavioral influences of social mealiamunication on brand equity and on
brand attitude among Facebook users, we added Ipamotiase intention to the conceptual
model. We expect that both brand equity and bratittide to positively influence the brand
purchase intentions of consumers.

Previous studies have suggested that high levelbraid equity drive permanent
purchase of the same brand (Yoo and Donthu 20G)allcustomers tend to purchase more
than moderately loyal or new costumers (Yoo, Dontimd Lee 2000). A positive attitude
toward a brand influences a customer’s purchasntion (Keller and Lehmann 2003). In
addition, more positive costumer perceptions ofdingeriority of a brand are associated with
stronger purchase intentions (Aaker 1991). Thushypothesize as follows:

H4. Brand attitude positively influences purchagention.
H5. Brand equity positively influences purchaseimion.

A proposition of the conceptual framework is sumigeat in Figure 1.

Firm-created
communication

Brand equity

Purchase
intention

User-generated
communication

» Brand attitude

Figure 1. Proposed conceptual framework

3. Resear ch methodology

To test the framework presented in Figure 1, wéectdd data using a standardized online
survey on Facebook. Three product categories wersen to examine the influence of brand



communication on consumer responses. The produtdgamdes were non-alcoholic
beverages, clothing, and mobile operators. Thigcteh was based on considerations
regarding relevance and variance criteria. A tot&0 brands were analyzed.

Construct equivalence was considered during thecseh process (Hair Jr. et al. 2010).
The product categories are familiar and well knderPolish social media users. For each
category, the respondent indicated a brand thavrhghe has “Liked” on Facebook. We
assume that consumers have been exposed to soetih mommunication from both
companies and users from brands that they haveetlikn Facebook. The product categories
and wide gamma of brands also reflect an extersdteof consumer products and provide
research generalizability.

A link to the questionnaire was available onlineffaur weeks from March 5 to April 4,
2013. The empirical study used the same questionitems for all product categories. The
only differences between the questionnaires weeeptioduct categories and brand names.
The questionnaire was administered in Polish. Aomenended by Craig and Douglas
(2000), a back-translation process was employedngure that the items were translated
correctly. As a requisite for the study, the resjmris needed to receive news feeds both from
the company and from other users with respectadothnd that they had previously “Liked”
on the social network site. Each respondent comgl@ne version of the questionnaire
evaluating only one brand.

A total of 523 questionnaires were completed. lidvaind incomplete questionnaires
were rejected, resulting in 504 valid questionraifiéhe profile of the sample represented the
members of the Polish population who use social immdequently (SoTrender 2012).
Females represented 59.9 percent of respondergsn@jority of the respondents were young
people, 78 percent were 15 to 25 years old, 20epérewere 26 to 35 years old, and the
remainder were 36 to 55 years old. Consideringlé¢ivel of education of the researched
sample, 33 percent of the respondents had compédtéeiast some college education, 27
percent had received a high school diploma, andrénginder had obtained a secondary
school certificate. Their total monthly househatttame ranged from ~300 USD to ~810
USD for 25.9 percent of the sample, an income freBd0 USD to ~1460 USD for 29.8
percent, and an income above ~1460 USD for theirelaaof the sample.

The items used in this research were adapted fedavant literature and measured
using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 'fetrongly disagree” to 7 for "strongly
agree" (Aaker, Kumar, and Day 2007). Brand equigswneasured using the four-item
overall brand equity scale adopted from Yoo and tBon(2001). This scale measures the
added value of a branded product in comparison waithunbranded good with the same
characteristics. Brand attitude was measured ubneg items adapted from the works of Low
and Jr (2000) and Villarejo-Ramos and Sanchez-erg@605). Purchase intention was
measured using three items adapted from the résearg¢oo, Donthu, and Lee (2000) and
Shukla (2011). Finally, firm-created and user-gatest social media communication were
measured using four items adopted from Magi (Magd3), Tsiros et al. (2004), and
Schivinski and Dabrowski (2013). The complete b$titems can be found in Table | of
Appendix A.

4. Reaults
Measurement and structural model

To ensure the reliability, dimensionality and vayidbf the measures, multi-item scales were
evaluated using exploratory and confirmatory teghes. We utilized reflective
measurements to evaluate the conceptual model (@dwad Bagozzi 2000).



To assess the initial reliability of the measunes, employed Cronbach’s alpha and
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with varimax ricdé&é on each scale. The Cronbach’s alpha
values for all constructs were above 0.70. The alpbefficients ranged from 0.92 to 0.97.
Subsequently, an EFA was performed to explore imemsionality of each construct. All of
the items loaded on a single factor, suggestingt thser-generated social media
communication, firm-created social media commuidcgtbrand equity, brand attitude, and
brand purchase intentions are unidimensional. &dtdr loadings exceed the 0.70 threshold,
and there was no evidence of cross-loadings (Bn®&y010). One item that was used to
measure brand equity was excluded from the andbgsiause of a low loading value (0.62).

To establish convergent and discriminant validityg, used composite reliability (CR),
average variance extracted (AVE), maximum sharedrgg variance (MSV), and average
shared squared variance (ASV) (Hair Jr. et al. 200e CR values ranged from 0.92 to 0.97,
which exceeded the recommended 0.70 threshold \(8lagozzi and Yi 1988). The AVE
values were higher than the acceptable value d (Fornell and Larcker 1981), ranging
from 0.87 to 0.95. All of the CR values were gredkan the AVE values (B. Byrne 2010).
The values for MSV and ASV were lower than the AWBlues, thus confirming the
discriminant validity of the model (Hair Jr. et &010). The convergent and discriminant
validity values are presented in Table II.

All independent and dependent latent variables werduded in one single
multifactorial confirmatory factor analysis model AMOS 21.0. The CFA was performed
using the maximum-likelihood estimation. During CRAe model demonstrated a good fit.
The chi-square/df (cmin/df) value was 2.24, the parative fit index (CFl) value was 0.98,
the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) value W&82, the standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) value was 0.02, and the Tucker-kexaiefficient (TLI) was 0.98. The root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values Wa05; 90% C.I. 0.04, 0.05. All
values were above the acceptable threshold (Haét &f. 2010).

For model fit, we used structural equation mode(i®gM) in AMOS 21.0. During the
SEM procedure, we determined that the model yielalegbod fit as recommended in the
literature (Hair Jr. et al. 2010). The cmin/df valas 2.21, the CFI value was 0.98, the AGFI
value was 0.92, the SRMR value was 0.02, and theva@lue was 0.98. The RMSEA value
was 0.04; 90% C.I. 0.04, 0.05.

Table Il. Convergent and discriminant validity &lchart

CR AVE MSvV ASV BA FC uG BE Pl

BA 0971 0919 0.686 0.464 0.958

FC 0.951 0829 0482 0.325 0.577 00911

uG 0931 0.771 0482 0.342 0.551 0.694 0.878

BE 0921 0.795 0.564 0409 0.730 0.485 0.552 0.891

PI 0946 0854 0.686 0445 0.828 0.501 0.529 0.751 0.924

Notes: The square root of the average varianca&xt (AVE) values are marked in italics

Resultsand implications

Firm-created social media communication did nowslkgpositive influence on brand equity;
thus, the results do not confirm Hla (p-value O#&alue -0.75;3 -0.04). However, firm-
created social media communication had a positifeeteon consumers’ brand attitude, thus
supporting H1b (p-value < 0.001; t-value 6.87).38). User-generated content on Facebook
had a positive effect on both brand equity and dhattitude, which supported H2a (p-value <
0.001; t-value 4.643 0.24) and H2b (p-value < 0.001; t-value 5.21,.29).



Brand attitude had a significant influence on brandity, thus supporting H3 (p-value
< 0.001; t-value 13.88; 0.62). Finally, both brand attitude and brand ggbad a positive
effect on brand purchase intention, leading tocthrdirmation of H4 (p-value < 0.001; t-value
14.29; B 0.60) and H5 (p-value < 0.001; t-value 7.45;0.32). Figure 2 presents the
standardized estimates for the model. The testgiohypotheses and estimates are displayed
in Table IlI.

Table Ill. Structural results

HYPOTHESIS p-value  t-value B QS%EEEAC'\T‘%EN
Hla  Firm-created social mediz2 Brand equity 0.45 -0.75 -0.04 x
H1lb  Firm-created social medi Brand attitude ok 6.87 0.38 v
H2a  User-generated social medtaBrand equity il 4.64 0.24 4
H2b  User-generated social medtaBrand attitude Fkk 5.27 0.29 4
H3 Brand attitude> Brand equity Hhx 13.88 0.62 v
H4 Brand attitude> Purchase intention rkx 14.29 0.60 4
H5 Brand equity> Purchase intention rrx 7.45 0.32 v

Notes:t > 4.64, p-value< 0.001; cmin/df = 2.21; CFI = 0.98; AGFI = 0.92; SRMR.02; TLI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.04

The final path model of the study is presentedigufe 2.

Firm-created
communication

Brand equity

Purchase
intention

User-generated
communication

Brand attitude

Figure 2. Standardized estimates for the model

Tests for theinvariance of a causal structure

The cross-validation of our conceptual model wdsemed by testing for invariance across
separate validation samples for the three indsstuieder investigation in this study: non-
alcoholic beverages, clothing, and mobile operators

Following the partial invariance test proceduresplayed by Byrne and colleagues
(1998), the first step to test for invariance irem the specification of a full-constrained
model set to be equal across the sample of the thdeistries. This model was then compared
to less restrictive models in which the parametezee freely estimated. A classical approach
for determining evidence of noninvariance acrosdei® is based on thg difference.
Noninvariance is claimed if thg’ difference is statistically significant (B. Byrriz010).
However, the® difference test represents an extremely stringgsttof invariance, given that
SEM models are at best only approximations of neafCudeck and Browne 1983;
MacCallum, Roznowski, and Necowitz 1992); thus, decided that it would be more

10



reasonable to base invariance decisions on a elifterin CFl values exhibiting a probability
< 0.01 rather than to base such decisionagn(Cheung and Rensvold 2002). Because there
is still no consensus on which tests of invariabetter represent the phenomena (B. Byrne
2010), we report both the difference and CFI difference results when revignthe results
pertinent to cross-validation in this article.

The model used for this analysis is the same dsstitavn in Figure 2. For purposes of
clarity, double-headed arrows representing coimglatamong the independent factors in the
model, indicator variables, and measurement eeong are not included in this figure.
Moreover, the path from firm-created communicatiorbrand equity was removed from the
analysis, leaving only the statistically signifitatructural paths under investigation.

Of primary interest in testing for multigroup iniamce are the? and CFI values,
followed by the GOF statistics. For the cross-\atimh analyses, we used AMOS 21.0
software. A summary of the findings are presentetiable IV.

The results related to the multigroup model testorgconfigural equivalence shows the
> value to be 550.792 with 336 degrees of freedoith w CFl value of 0.978 and an
RMSEA value of 0.03; 90% C.I. 0.03, 0.04. From timfrmation, we determined that that
the hypothesized multigroup causal structure mételvell across industries. The next step
was to determine whether the invariance in the oreasent would hold during the SEM
procedures. For this step, we determined thaiatbf loadings were constrained to be equal
across industries, with the exception of OBE2, Whicas freely estimated (Model 2A). A
review of the results for Model 2A reveals thetditbe consistent with that of the configural
model (CFI 0.978; RMSEA 0.03; 90% C.I. 0.03, 0.0B)e Ay’ reported for the configural
model and Model 2A yieldedxz(zz) 27.258 (p-value 0.202), whereas th€FI was 0.000.
Both they? and CFI difference tests suggested evidence afiance.

Assuming that the models are equivalent at the nreasent level, the next stage is to
test for invariance at the structural level. Forddb3A, all structural path weights were
constrained to be equal across industries. This $ftMel rendered @° value of 606.971
with 370 degrees of freedom. Comparison with thaigaral model presentedﬁacz(m) value
of 56.179, which is statistically significant (piua 0.010). Moreover, Model 3A yielded a
CFl value of 0.976, thus proving the model to beamant across the studied industria€Fl
0.002). These findings demonstrated that ghelifference test argues for noninvariance,
whereas the CFI difference test argues for invagan

For the purposes of juxtaposition concerning thieot$ of firm-created and user-
generated content on the variables of brand egbignd attitude, and purchase intention in
different industries, we consider it worthwhile pooceed tog? difference test analyses. The
Ay? values identify which structural paths in the moale contributing to the noninvariant
findings.

To test for the invariance of structural weightse first removed all structural path
weight labels, except the label connecting firmated social media communication to brand
attitude (Model 3B). The testing of this model getted ay® value of 580.992 with 360
degrees of freedom. Comparison with the configoratiel provided a\y’4) value of 30.2,
which is not statistically significant (p-value @8). These findings indicate that the structural
path between firm-created content and brand ad#titsi@perating equivalently across the three
industries.

The next two models (Models 3C and 3D) tested ler invariance of the structural
paths between user-generated communication and latéitude and between user-generated
communication and brand equity. The test of the RAGpath (Model 3C) yielded # value
of 585.563 with 362 degrees of freedom. These tesuélded anz(ze) value of 34.771,
which is not statistically significant (p-value @7). Furthermore, the test of the UG-BE path
(Model 3D) generated # value of 588.22 with 364 degrees of freedom. Ib@%gzg) value
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was 37.428, which is also statistically insignificgp-value 0.110). These findings advise us
that the structural paths weights designed to nreabe influence of user-generated content
on brand attitude and brand equity are operatingvatently across the three industries.

The next step was to constrain the path from bedtiide to brand equity to be equal.
Models 3E, 3F, and 3G tested for the equivalendhisfpath across the groups. As reported
in Table IV, the test of Model 3E yielded¢avalue of 600.704 with 366 degrees of freedom.
The AX2(30) value was 49.912, which is statistically signific§p-value 0.013). To detect the
source of the noninvariance, we proceeded by lafpedind testing one industry at a time
within the BA-BE structural path. Primarily, we &l estimated the BA-BE path for the non-
alcoholic beverage industry (Model 3F). The teswoflel 3F presentedd value of 595.048
with 365 degrees of freedom. These results consgigugenerated ay’ o) value of 44.256,
which is also statistically significant (p-value085). According to these findings, we
continued the analysis by estimating both the rloakalic beverage and clothing industries
freely (Model 3G). The model yieldedyavalue of 588.22 with 364 degrees of freedom. The
sz(zg) value was 37.428, which is not statistically siigaint (p-value 0.110). This
information informs that there are differences @ning the structural path from brand
attitude to brand equity for the non-alcoholic hage and clothing industries.

Model 3H tested for the invariance in the strudtyrath between brand equity and
purchase intention. This model renderegf aalue of 593.224 with 366 degrees of freedom.
Comparison with the configural model yieldsxgz(m) value of 42.432, which is statistically
significant (p-value 0.066). Similar to the apprioad used with Model 3E to detect the source
of the noninvariance, we labeled and tested onesing at a time. First, we freely estimated
the BE-PI path to the non-alcoholic beverage ingugnsuring that the other two industries
were constrained to be equal (Model 3I). The tésadel 31 generated & value of 589.656
with 365 degrees of freedom. These results consgiguaresented ay’ 9 value of 38.864,
which is not statistically significant (p-value 04). These findings show that the structural
path between brand equity and purchase intentiorthi® non-alcoholic beverage industry
does not operate equivalently to those of the oigthnd mobile operator industries.

Finally, the last structural path analyzed waslitie between brand attitude and brand
purchase intention. The test of Model 3J yielded malue of 594.076 with 367 degrees of
freedom. These results yieldedmz(gl) value of 43.284, which is statistically signifitgp-
value 0.07). Proceeding with the analyses, we theroved the structural path label from BA
to PI for the non-alcoholic beverage industry (Mo This model generated-& value of
590.38 with 366 degrees of freedom. 'IZt)é(go) value was 39.588, which is not statistically
significant (p-value 0.113). These findings shovattithe structural path between brand
attitude and brand purchase intention for the rioakalic beverage industry does not operate
equivalently to those of the clothing and mobilegor industries.

As expected, a review of the results of Model 3iesded the fit to be consistent with
that of the configural model (CFI = 0.977; RMSEAH3; 90% C.I. 0.03, 0.04).

12



Table IV. Summary of goodness-of-fit statistics tiests for the invariance of causal structure

Comparative

Model description model

2

df

sz

p-value

CFl  ACFI

1. Configural model; no
equality constraints O
imposed

2. Structural model
(Model 2A) All factor
loadings constrained equal
with exception of OBE2

3. Structural model
(Model 3A*) Model 2A
with all structural path
weights constrained equal
(Model 3B) Model 2A
with structural path
between FC-BA
constrained equal
(Model 3C) Model 3B
with structural path
between UG-BA
constrained equal
(Model 3D) Model 3C
with structural path
between UG-BE
constrained equal
(Model 3E*) Model 3D
with structural path
between BA-BE
constrained equal
(Model 3F*) Model 3C
with structural path
between BA-BE®
constrained equal
(Model 3G) Model 3C
with structural path
between BA-BE
constrained equal
(Model 3H*) Model 3G
with structural path
between BE-PI
constrained equal
(Model 31) Model 3G with
structural path between 3l versus 1
BE-PP“constrained equal
(Model 3J*) Model 31
with structural path
between BA-PI
constrained equal
(Model 3K) Model 3I
with structural path
between BA-PY°
constrained equal

2A versus 1

3Aversus 1

3B versus 1

3C versus 1

3D versus 1

3E versus 1

3F versus 1

3G versus 1

3H versus 1

3J versus 1

3K versus 1

550.792

578.05

606.971

580.992

585.563

588.22

600.704

595.048

588.22

593.224

589.656

594.076

590.38

336

358

370

360

362

364

366

365

364

366

365

367

366

O

27.258

56.179

30.2

34.771

37.428

49.912

44.256

37.428

42.432

38.864

43.284

39.588

22

34

24

26

28

30

29

28

30

29

31

30

O

0.202

0.010

0.178

0.117

0.110

0.013

0.035

0.110

0.066

0.104

0.07

0.113

0.978

O

0.978 0.000

0.976

0.978

0.978

0.977

0.976

0.977

0.977

0.977

0.977

0.977

0.977

0.002

0.000

0.000

0.001

0.002

0.001

0.001

0.001

0.001

0.001

0.001

Notes. A x°= difference iny’values between modelsdf= difference in number of degrees of freedom leefwmodels;

ACFI = difference in CFI values between models; FCrmfareated communication; UG = User-generated comication;

BE = Brand equity; BA = Brand attitude; PI = Purchiention;” = clothing industry® = mobile operators industry.

* Model noninvariant considering thiey? test.

5. Discussion and conclusions
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The central aim of this research is to generate keowledge about how social media
communication affects brand equity and brand aktitand consequently influences consumer
purchase intentions.

Because consumers typically judge the informatimovipled by other individuals to be
trustworthy and credible (Pornpitakpan 2004), ugarerated social media communications
have a greater effect on consumers’ overall peimeptf brands than firm-created social
media communication. This effect is noticeablehattUGC was found to positively affect
both brand equity and brand attitude. Moreovers tfmding is also highlighted by the
confirmation that firm-created communication pagty influenced only brand attitude. Thus,
firm-created social media content only serves tildbawareness of and positive associations
with a brand but does not affect consumer perceptaf brand value. The findings of this
research also indicate that brand attitude stroaffgcts brand equity. These outcomes are of
great value to brand and communication managems\-iieated social media communication
does not directly affect brand equity but indirgatifluences consumer perceptions of value
based on brand attitude.

Concerning the behavioral outcomes in our resedtdh,effect of brand attitude is
almost twice as strong as the effect of brand gqgart consumer purchasing decisions.
However, it is strongly recommended that manadkc# user-generated communication by
marketing action programs while maintaining anwecprofile of social media advertising.

Another important contribution of this article tsetjuxtaposition concerning the effects
of social media communication on brand equity, drattitude, and brand purchase intention
in different industries. Given that thé difference test represents an extremely stringesit
of invariance for SEM models (Cheung and RensvOlal2, the results of the CFI difference
tests in this study showed that the conceptual ingplerates equivalently across industries.
However, they® difference test is sensitive to small variancehie effects of social media
communication across groups. This result was erdecas consumers do not evaluate
products from different industries and segmentthan same manner (Li and Bernoff 2011,
Burmann and Arnhold 2008).

In summary, our findings demonstrate that althodigim-created content does not
appear to directly influence consumer perceptidnbrand equity, this content does affect
consumer attitudes toward brands. Moreover, fireate#d social media content can create a
viral response that can assist in spreading tlggnaidi advertising to a larger public. Thus, the
optimal scenario for communication managers is tiba@ or encourage consumers to
generate content that reflects support for thedsand products of their companies. Hence,
the object of firm-created social media contertbigicrease consumers’ brand awareness and
brand attitudes rather than to compete with usaeigged social media content.

6. Limitations and further research

Although this study makes a significant contribatito the social media communication
literature, this research is not without limitatsoT herefore, the restrictions of our study can
provide guidelines for future research. We suggleat all leading social media sites be
analyzed to gain a broader understanding of tine-éireated and user-generated social media
communication. Moreover, a wider range of industsdould be examined in future studies.
This practice would provide an indication of howsttomers perceive brands from different
industries in social media channels.

Finally, because a Central European sample wasinghi study, it may be difficult to
generalize the results to other cultures. Whenig&johg this research, researchers should
consider social, economic, and cultural differentteis also recommended that such research
be conducted in different countries to producersgfes validation and generalization of the
findings.
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APPENDIX A

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
media communications for [brand]

[FC2] The level of the company’s social media
communications for [brand] meets my expectations
[FC3] The company’s social media
communications for [brand] are very attractive
[FC4] This company’s social media
communications for [brand] perform well, when
compared with the social media communications of
other companies

0.92

0.92
0.93

0.87

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

0.90

0.92

0.82

0.86

Overall brand equity

[OBE1] It makes sense to buy [brand] instead of
any other brand, even if they are the same

[OBEZ2] Even if another brand has the same feature
as [brand], | would prefer to buy [brand]

[OBEZ3] If there is another brand as good as
[brand], | prefer to buy [brand]

[OBEA4] If another brand is not different from
[brand] in any way, it seems smarter to purchase
[brand]*

0.91
0.87
0.89

0.62

Brand attitude

[BA1] I have a pleasant idea of [brand]

[BA2] [Brand] has a good reputation

[BA3] | associate positive characteristics with
[brand]

0.92
0.94
0.97

Brand purchase intention

[PI11] 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

0.94

0.89

0.951 0.951

0.930

0.920

0.971

0.945

0.931

0.921

0.971

0.946

0.911

0.878

0.891

0.958

0.924

(Tsiros, Mittal, and
Ross, Jr. 2004)
(Mé&gi 2003)
(Schivinski and
Dabrowski 2013)

(Tsiros, Mittal, and
Ross, Jr. 2004)
(Mé&gi 2003)
(Schivinski and
Dabrowski 2013)

(Yoo and Donthu
2001)

(Low and Jr 2000)
(Villarejo-Ramos

and Sanchez-Franco

2005)

(Yoo, Donthu, and
Lee 2000) (Shukla
2011)

Notes: * Item excluded from the analysis
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