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Abstract 

The literature on Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) continues to grow enormously. 
Previous studies on CBBE have maintained that marketing communications play a 
significant role in developing CBBE. Furthermore, researchers have argued that social media 
has become a renowned and strategic platform for disseminating brand-related 
communication. Hence, the advent of brand-related communication on social media is as 
well increasing the freedom and involvement of consumers in the co-creation of brand-
related contents, thus giving rise to Social Media Word-of-Mouth. However, researchers 
have paid little attention to determining the role of Social Media Word-of-Mouth in 
developing CBBE and evoking favourable consumer behaviour. Therefore, this study sets out 
to examine the relationships between Social Media Word-of-Mouth, CBBE and Consumer 
Response. For this purpose, 290 consumers of two automotive brands were surveyed using 
the survey questionnaire. The data collected was analysed using both SPSS version 23 and 
AMOS version 23. The results revealed that Social Media Word-of-Mouth is important for 
enhancing CBBE and stimulating Consumer Response. Consequently, brand managers and 
marketers of automotive brands in Malaysia were charged to increase their engagements 
and investments in social media communications and encourage favourable word-of-
mouths from their consumers on social media in order to improve the acceptance of their 
brands and increased positive consumer behaviour. This study concludes that consumer 
reviews, comments and posts on social media have significant implications on brands and 
consumer behaviour.  
 
Keywords: Consumer-Based Brand Equity, Social Media Word-of-Mouth, Consumer 
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Introduction  

Studies on brand equity development and management continue to gain more 

attention from researchers and practitioners in different industries and business sectors 

(Davcik, Vinhas, Hair, & Hair, 2015), a reason for the vastness of the body of literature on 

the subject. However, previous studies are not without limitations. Among the major 

limitations is the lack of empirical evidence on the antecedent factors and consequences of 

Consumer-Based Brand Equity in specific contexts and industries (Keller, 2001). As a result, 

the current trend among CBBE researchers is developing industry-based or context-based 

CBBE measurements. This new trend is especially important because CBBE functions as an 

important decision-making tool for customers and a success determinant for business 

(Keller, 2001). More so, CBBE represents consumers’ perceptions and mindsets about a 

product and its performance, which are based on consumers’ judgments of the attributes 

of the product. The attributes of products cannot be similar across industries because 

different products serve different purposes. Similarly, consumers’ judgments of products’ 

attributes are expected to differ. For example, what consumers take seriously or consider 

to be very important in evaluating high-involvement products like automotive products 

cannot be the same with low-involvement products such as soft drinks. This is why 

determining the factors that enhance the development of CBBE in specific industries is 

important (Pinar et al., 2014; Brunello, 2015).   

Recently, social media has become an important platform for disseminating instant 

communication and anchoring online interactions among brand managers and consumers 

(Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). Bruhn et al. (2012) argued that the interactive features of social 

media have brought about changes in the way brand-related contents are disseminated by 

brand managers and how the messages are consumed by the social media users. One of the 

conspicuous changes is that social media users are actively involved in creating contents 

that influence brand equity, brand image and above all, consumer responses and behaviors. 
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Consequently, brand managers, marketers and advertisers are noticeably moving 

away from traditional media to social media for building brand equity and developing brand 

relationships with consumers (Tsai & Men, 2013). This practical shift is also noticed in the 

academia as many researchers have studied social media communications from a myriad 

of perspectives, using different scopes and methodologies (Haida & Rahim, 2015; Dholakia 

et al., 2004). For instance, there have been findings on the motivations of using and 

participating on social media (Pokrywezynski & Keenan, 2014), the advertising value of 

social media (Wellman & Gulia, 1999), social media effect on users’ perceptions (Dholakia 

et al., 2004), and the effect of brand followership on social media (Tsai & Men, 2013). 

Similarly, different theoretical frameworks such as social network analysis (Bagozzi & 

Dholakia, 2006), social influence (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006), uses and gratification theory 

(Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006) and motivational theories (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006) have been 

employed to understand the motivations of using social media, the possible impacts of 

using social media in relations to marketing and brand management and the influence of 

interaction and information obtained on social media on users’ perceptions of brands 

(Dholakia et al., 2004; (Jusoh, Hashim, & Adi, 2012). 

These previous studies have unanimously concluded that the dialogic and 

participatory types of brand-related communications that are devolved on social media 

platforms have a significant influence on different dimensions of brand equity (Jusoh et al., 

2012). Furthermore, the motivating factor for the significant shift from traditional media to 

social media for disseminating brand-related communications is the opportunity that brand 

managers get to establish a more interactive relationship between their customers and 

brands (Avinash Kapoor & Chinmaya Kulshrestha, 2013). Also, the essence of social media 

communication is reflected through the characteristics of the contents (Avinash Kapoor & 

Chinmaya Kulshrestha, 2013). However, a number of studies on social media 

communications have focused on the evaluation of User-Generated Contents (UGC), and 

researchers have not really contextualized and examined the relationship between the 
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contents that are generated on social media platforms and brand equity, as well as 

consumer responses.  Therefore, this study contextualizes social media word-of-mouth as 

an exemplification of UGC and examines its role in developing Consumer-Based Brand 

Equity (CBBE) and consumer responses.  

Literature Review  

Definitions of CBBE 

The literature is replete with studies on the measurement of CBBE (Baalbaki & 

Guzmán, 2016; Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010; Christodoulides, De Chernatony, 

Furrer, Shiu, & Abimbola, 2006; Tuominen, 1999). These studies unanimously opined that 

there are two contemporary approaches to measuring CBBE; the direct and the indirect 

approaches (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016; Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010; 

Christodoulides et al., 2006; Tuominen, 1999). Christodoulides & Chernatony (2010) 

explained that the direct approach of measuring CBBE is employed by examining the overall 

and direct impact of CBBE drivers on different marketing activities. Hsieh (2004) maintained 

that both the indirect and direct approaches are supplementary by implication. This is 

because the direct approach reflects how marketing communication efforts enhance brand 

image while the indirect approach elucidates the essence of building and managing brands 

through the responses and behaviors of consumers. For instance, various dimensions of 

CBBE such as brand awareness, brand images, associations, perceived quality, brand 

sustainability and so on are used to examine the implication of the brand in consumers’ 

minds (Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2014).  

  Christodoulides & Chernatony (2010) concluded that there is no universally 

acceptable model for measuring CBBE. For instance, Christodoulides et al. (2006) developed 

five dimensions of Online Retail/Service (ORS) brand equity. According to the findings of  

Christodoulides et al. (2006), the dimensions of CBBE are emotional connection, online 

experience, responsive service nature, trust and fulfillment. A study conducted by Teck 

Ming, Tze Wei, Lee, Ong, & Su-Mae (2012) demonstrated that the dimensions of measuring 
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CBBE in service shops are; tangibles, responsiveness, empathy, assurance, recovery and 

knowledge. More recently, Baalbaki & Guzmán (2016) developed four dimensions of 

measuring CBBE based on consumer perceptions.  The study concluded that perceived 

quality, perceived value, brand preference and sustainability all constitute a set of 

customer-perceived dimensions of CBBE.   

  Ostensibly, the literature is brimful with different types of models and 

methodologies for measuring CBBE. Many of the models that are available were developed 

conceptually while few others were empirically developed (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016). 

Although most of the models that were empirically developed validate the Aaker’s and 

Keller’s conceptual models (Pappu, Quester, & Cooksey, 2005; Boo et al., 2009), the body 

of knowledge on CBBE is yet to reach a unanimous conclusion over the measurement of 

CBBE (Boo et al., 2009), especially across industries and contexts.  

  However, in line with the empirical studies that have been done on CBBE, it can be 

succinctly defined as consumers’ knowledge (awareness and image), mindsets, judgments 

and perception of the attributes, quality and performance of a brand (Verhoef, Langerak, & 

Donkers, 2007; (Christodoulides & Chernatony, 2010). The review of past studies on the 

measurement of CBBE revealed that, to ensure the accuracy of any model measuring CBBE, 

the research context, market sector, product category and pertinent industry must be taken 

into cognizance (Farjam & Hongyi, 2015).  In addition, measuring CBBE is important to 

determine the effectiveness of the elements of the marketing mix or marketing activities 

(Farjam & Hongyi, 2015) and assess the traditional consequences such as consumer 

responses and behaviors (Ailawadi et al., 2003; Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016; Christodoulides 

& Chernatony, 2010; Farjam & Hongyi, 2015; Pappu et al., 2005; Boonghee Yoo & Donthu, 

2001). In the light of this, CBBE models in the context of social media and automotive brands 

are discussed in the following sections.  
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Social Media Word-of-Mouth  

Social media Word-of-Mouth (WOM) has been one of the most predominant types 

of marketing communications, especially since the advent of social media. This is because 

social media offers consumers a limitless opportunity to facilitate WOM communications 

(Wolny & Mueller, 2013). Social media WOM is closely related to electronic WOM. There is 

no difference between the two terms as both explain a type of communication or marketing 

strategy which are used in encouraging consumers to help create viral messages or 

propagate brands on the internet (Wolny & Mueller, 2013). Stauss (2000) added that WOM 

includes both negative and positive messages that are shared on social media to a throng 

of customers including potential, real and former customers of a product or company.  

Facebook, Twitter and YouTube are practical platforms for sharing consumers’ evaluations, 

reviews and usage experiences of a product to a multitude of customers, hence social media 

WOM is considered a form of electronic WOM (Trusov, Bucklin, & Pauwels, 2009; 

Eisingerich, Chun, Liu, Jia, & Bell, 2014; Smith et al., 2012).  

According to Doorn Van et al. (2010), the predominance of social media WOM has 

increased consumers’ roles in the creation of brand identity and brand equity development. 

In addition, WOM on social media is not only influential to brand equity development, but 

studies have shown that it also has greater impact on consumers’ purchase decisions than 

other marketing communications (Goldsmith & Horowitz, 2006; Trusov, Bucklin, & Pauwels, 

2009; Eisingerich, Chun, Liu, Jia, & Bell, 2014; (Wolny & Mueller, 2013).  

 In view of the importance of social media WOM, studies have delved into different 

directions of social media WOM. Some studies focused on the motivations of WOM on 

social media (Wolny & Mueller, 2013), types of involvements with WOM on social media 

(Muntinga, Moorman, & Smit, 2011;Christodoulides et al., 2012; Schivinski et al., 2016) and 

the importance of social media WOM in building brand equity (Keller, 2009). This present 

study tilts towards the latter approach, banking on the assumption that consumers create 
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their perception of brands through the eyes of other consumers (Shi, Rui, & Whinston, 

2014).   

Consumer Response  

Previous studies on brand equity have asserted that there are two major phases to 

explaining CBBE; the attitudinal phase and the behavioral phase (Farjam & Hongyi, 2015; 

Tuominen, 1999). The attitudinal aspect of CBBE explains consumers’ perceptions, mindsets 

and of course, attitudes towards a product (Keller, 2009). Meanwhile, the behavioral aspect 

of CBBE explains consumers’ reactions, responses and behaviors (Keller, 2009). Numerous 

studies have empirically demonstrated that the attitudinal aspect of brand equity 

significantly leads to the behavioral aspect (Mirabi, Akbariyeh, & Tahmasebifard, 2015). The 

behavioral aspects are also known as consumer responses (Godey et al., 2016). However, 

consumer response is relevant to this present study because it mirrors the types of 

consumer behaviors that are aroused by the persuasiveness of marketing communication 

messages and consumers’ knowledge, perception and attitude, hence the attitudinal aspect 

of CBBE (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016).   

A review of previous studies has shown that consumer response has been studied 

on a piecemeal basis  (Cobb-Walgren, Ruble, & Donthu, 1995). However, it is important now 

than ever to focus holistically on how social media marketing efforts and building successful 

brand equity influence consumers’ purchase behaviors (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995) and 

consumers’ preference attitudes (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995).  Both brand preference and 

purchase intention are the most explanatory factors for consumer responses to successful 

brand equity and marketing communications (Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995).  In view of this, 

both purchase intention and brand preference were adopted as the dimensions of 

consumer response in this present study.  
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Relationship between Social Media Word-of-Mouth and CBBE 

Arguably, determining the role of consumers is the underlying motivation of most 

previous studies that have focused on how social media affects brand equity development 

(Langaro et al., 2015). Most of these studies have taken different approaches to analyze the 

role of users of social media in building strong brand equity. Determining the effect of WOM 

on CBBE has continued to receive significant attention from researchers. In spite of that, 

little is known on how exactly social media WOM is affecting consumers’ perception of 

brands. In the context of social media, majority of extant studies have focused on the effects 

of consumers’ involvements, engagements and creation of WOM on different dimensions 

of CBBE (Abzari et al., 2014; Bonhommer et al., 2010; Bruhn et al., 2012; Christodoulides et 

al., 2012; Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012; Karman, 2015; Karpińska-Krakowiak, 2016; Schivinski, 

2011; 2015 Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2014, 2015; Severi et al., 2014; Zailskaite-jakste & 

Kuvykaite, 2012). However, far little have considered the outcome of WOM reviews on 

CBBE especially in the context of high involvement products like automotive brands 

(Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012). In light of the above arguments, the following hypothesis is 

presented;  

H1: There is a significant relationship between Social Media Word-of-Mouth and Consumer-

Based Brand Equity. 

 
Relationship between Social Media Word-of-Mouth and Consumer Responses   

A plethora of studies have shown that consumer behavior and responses are highly 

influenced by WOM (Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012). The implication of this is that consumers 

consciously request for other consumers’ opinions and also look out for reviews of 

experienced consumers before making purchase decisions of a product. Consumers do pay 

attention to all kinds of information ranging from price, performance of the product, 

functional and hedonic attributes of the product. More attention is particularly placed on 

this kind of review when researching high involvement products like a car (Gensler, 
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Völckner, Liu-Thompkins, & Wiertz, 2013). Social media has opened an effective window of 

opportunity for consumers to share their comments and reviews, deliver positive homage 

to brands as well as make complaints (Gensler et al., 2013). Reading such comments and 

reviews is expected to have a significant effect on consumer responses (Bruhn et al., 2012; 

Christodoulides et al., 2012; Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012; Kim & Ko, 2012; Zailskaite-jakste & 

Kuvykaite, 2012). Therefore, this study proposed the following hypothesis;    

H2: There is a significant relationship between Social Media Word-of-Mouth and Consumer 

Response. 

 

Relationship between CBBE and Consumer Responses   

Theoretically, it has been established that CBBE represents consumers’ mindset and 

perceptions (Buil et al., 2013). Ultimately, consumers’ perception and mindset are not 

necessarily the facts or the truth about a brand. They are rather a representation of 

consumers’ thoughts, feelings, perception, comprehension, association, image and 

experiences in the minds of the consumers (Zailskaite-jakste & Kuvykaite, 2013). The nature 

of consumers’ perception determines consumer responses (Buil, Martínez, et al., 2013b), 

especially in the automotive industry  (Zhang, 2015). In addition, many previous studies 

have demonstrated that consumer perception is an antecedent of their responses (Kim & 

Ko, 2012). The most significant types of consumer responses with regards to CBBE are 

purchase intention and brand preference (Buil, Martínez, et al., 2013b; Chang & Liu, 2009; 

Chen & Chang, 2008; Chovanová, Korshunov, & Babčanová, 2015; Cobb-Walgren et al., 

1995; Monavvarian et al., 2015; Moradi & Zarei, 2011; Prasad et al., 2014; Tolba & Hassan, 

2009; Wu & Jang, 2013).  In a bid to determine the effect of CBBE consumer responses, 

previous researchers such as Schivinski, (2011), Bruno and Dabrowski, (2014), Mathews et 

al., (2009), Batra and Homer (2004), Khadim, Zafar, Younis, and Nadeem (2014) and 

Goodrich (2011) have focused on different dimensions of CBBE from different industries 

and contexts. However, a few studies have focused on how CBBE of automotive brands 
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influence consumer response especially in terms of purchase intention and brand 

preference. Hence, the following hypothesis is presented;  

H3: There is a significant relationship between Consumer-Based Brand Equity and Consumer 

Response  

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  
The conceptual framework proposed in this study is presented in Figure 1.  The 

framework proposes that there are significant relationships between Social Media Word-

of-Mouth, Consumer–Based Brand Equity and Consumer Responses. The framework 

fundamentally predicates the implication of consumer reviews and comments on social 

media platforms on brand development and consumer behavior.      

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework  

Methodology  

Data Collection Procedure 

Data was collected in this study through survey questionnaires administered to 290 

users of two automotive brands in Malaysia; PROTON and PERODUA. Both PROTON and 

PERODUA are the market leaders in the Malaysian automotive industry (Ghani, 2012). 

Furthermore, Kormin and Baharun (2016) justified that both PROTON and PERODUA have 

the most predominant presence on various social media platforms such as Facebook, 

YouTube, Instagram and Twitter in Malaysia.  A cluster sampling technique was employed 

to select one city from each of the five geographical regions in Malaysia. As such, one major 

city was selected to represent each cluster/region depending on the cosmopolitan 

characteristics of the city. Accordingly, Penang was selected to represent the Northern 
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Region, the Central Region was represented by Kuala Lumpur in this study, the Southern 

Region was represented by Johor Bahru and Kuantan represented the East Coast while 

Kuching represented the Borneo Islands. To ensure randomness in the sample selection, a 

random sampling selection technique was employed to determine the number of samples 

from each of the selected cities. The random sampling procedure recommended by Cohen, 

Manion and Morrison (2000) was employed in this study. The multi-stage level of item 

development methodology employed in this study yielded 4 items for measuring Social 

Media Word-of-Mouth, 6 items for Consumer Response and 29 items with four dimensions 

- brand awareness, functional brand image, hedonic brand image and brand sustainability - 

for measuring CBBE of automotive brands. The scale that was used to record respondents’ 

agreement or disagreement to the statements in the survey are based on the values of 1-

strongly disagree, 2-disagee, 3-not sure, 4-agree and 5-strongly agree. 

 

Findings  

Data analysis was initiated with the use of SPSS 22 to generate the demographic 

information of the respondents, examine and replace missing data, and assess normality 

and outliers. The descriptive analyses of the respondents’ information showed that majority 

of the respondents were users of PROTON, followed by PERODUA. It also revealed that 

there were more females than males among the respondents. Most importantly, majority 

of the respondents followed automotive brands on Facebook (88.7%), YouTube (30.7%), 

Instagram (30.7%) and Twitter (16.2%). The second phase of the analysis was effectuated 

using AMOS software version 23 for specifying both the measurement and structural 

models. The measurement model was specified using reflective measurements using a 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The results of the convergent validity including AVE, 

factor loadings and composite reliability are presented in Table 1. The result revealed that 

all constructs showed acceptable values greater than 0.80, while the values of Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE) were greater than 0.50. Finally, the factor loadings of the items 
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were acceptable and higher than 0.60. Additionally, the discriminant validity was examined 

using the Fornell and Larcker (1981) method. The results presented in Table 2 demonstrate 

that discriminant validity was established in this study. The parameter for ensuring 

goodness of fit for the hypothesized model including the ratio of chi-square to degree of 

freedom was not greater than 5.0. (χ2/df =2.189), RMSEA (0.047), CFI (0931), GFI (0.878), 

AGFI (0.861), TLI (0.926), IFI (0.911), PNFI (0.818) and SRMR (0.061) are all above the 

standard values as suggested by MacCallum et al. (1996), thus confirming the goodness of 

fit of the hypothesized model (Hair et al., 2010).   

 
Table 1: Composite Reliability and AVE of Hypothesized Model  

Construct Code Factor 

Loadings 

AVE Composite 

Reliability 

Social Media 

Word-of-

Mouth 

Both positive and negative 

comments are posted by 

consumers of BRAND X on social 

media 

.648 0.546 0.827 

 After consulting consumers’ 

reviews of BRAND X on social 

media, I am confident about 

BRAND X 

.763   

 Consumers’ reviews on social 

media help me make decisions on 

BRAND X 

.787   

 I often gather information about 

BRAND X from other consumers’ 

reviews on social media 

.750   
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Consumer 

Response 

I consider buying BRAND X as my 

first choice 

.748 0.588 0.895 

 If BRAND X is temporarily off the 

market, I would not buy another 

brand   

.702   

 There is high probability that I will 

recommend BRAND X to others 

.734   

 BRAND X is my first choice .853   

 I consider myself to be loyal to 

BRAND X 

.853   

 I consider buying BRAND X as my 

first choice 

.692   

Automotive 

CBBE 

BRAND X improves the way I am 

perceived by others 

.613 0.503 0.966 

 BRAND X provides excellent value 

to its users 

.654   

 BRAND X has unique features .736   

 BRAND X is desirable .814   

 BRAND X has ecofriendly cars     .748   

 BRAND X has cars with low cost of 

maintenance      

.811   

 It is easy to get the spare parts of 

BRAND X cars   

.661   

 BRAND X makes cars with 

consistent engine performance     

.612   
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 BRAND X makes cars with 

acceptable standard of engine 

quality     

.676   

 BRAND X makes cars with good 

engine transmission      

.702   

 BRAND X makes cars with good 

mechanical quality 

.673   

 BRAND X has structurally 

attractive cars 

.688   

 BRAND X has cars with very good 

designs 

.650   

 BRAND X has cars with attractive 

paint 

.668   

 BRAND X has cars with good body 

style 

.656   

 BRAND X has cars with trunk/boot 

volume 

.661   

 BRAND X has cars with trunk/boot 

accessibility 

.650   

 BRAND X has cars with interiors 

that have very good 

functionalities   

.647   

 BRAND X has cars with interiors 

that are very easy to use 

.711   

 BRAND X has cars with good 

driving stability 

.702   
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 BRAND X has cars with good 

steering handling 

.672   

 BRAND X has cars with firm 

brakes 

.701   

 BRAND X has cars with good 

cooling system 

.728   

 BRAND X has cars with good 

suspension 

.683   

 I can easily recognize the 

symbol/logo of BRAND X 

.697   

 Several specifications of BRAND X 

instantly come to my mind 

.745   

 I can easily recognize the names 

of BRAND X cars 

.677   

 I know what BRAND X cars looks 

like 

.825   

 I can recognize BRAND X among 

other car brands 

.849   

 BRAND X improves the way I am 

perceived by others 

.808   

 

Table 2: Test of Discriminant Validity  
Variables CBBE SMWOM CR 

CBBE 0.709   

SMWOM .446 0.738  

CR .436 .295 0.766 



  
JURNAL LISKI | Vol. 3. No. 1 | 2017 

________________________________________________________________________  
 

196  
  

Note: The bold numbers on the diagonal are the Square Root of AVE; off diagonal numbers 
are the squared correlations among constructs. Automotive Consumer-Based Brand Equity 
(CBBE), Social Media Word-of-Mouth (SMWOM) and Consumer Response (CR) 
 
Furthermore, the result of the structural model presented in Table 3 demonstrated that the 

hypothesized framework is valid. The R2 values for the endogenous variables of CBBE (R2 = 

0.567) and Consumer Response (R2 = 0.534) also indicate that the model is fit and 

statistically acceptable. The result implied that Social Media Word-of-Mouth explains 56.7% 

variation in CBBE while both Social Media Word-of-Mouth and CBBE collectively explain 

53% variation in Consumer Response. Additionally, the result also evinced that there is a 

significant and positive relationship between Social Media Word-of-Mouth (β = 0.753, t = 

26.640, Sig = .000) and CBBE. This result demonstrates that Social Media Word-of-Mouth 

explained 75% variation in CBBE. Social Media Word-of-Mouth also showed a significant 

and positive relationship with Consumer Response (β = 0.145, t = 3.262, Sig = .001). The 

result revealed that, for every increase in Social Media Word-of-Mouth, there is an 

expected 14.5% increase in Consumer Response. Finally, the relationship between CBBE 

and Consumer Response is found to be significant and positive (β = 0.615, t = 13.818, Sig = 

.000). This result highlights that, for every increase in CBBE, there is an expected 61.5% 

increase in Consumer Response. Based on the findings presented in Table 3, the three 

hypotheses formulated in this study are supported. The detailed discussion of these 

findings is presented in the following sections.  

Table 3: Summary of the Tested Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Relationships β 

Value 

Estimates S.E. T-

value 

P-

Value 

Remarks 

H1 SWOM  

CBBE  

.753 
.581 .022 26.640 *** 

Supported 

H2 SWOM  CR .145 .182 .056 3.262 *** Supported 

H3 CBBE  CR   .615 1.000 .072 13.818 *** Supported 
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Automotive Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE), Social Media Word-of-Mouth (SMWOM) 
and Consumer Response (CR). ***P < 0.01. 
 

Discussions  

  The findings of this study demonstrate the significance of Social Media Word-of-

Mouth in enhancing CBBE and Consumer Response among the consumers of automotive 

brands in Malaysia. The result of this study imply that the comments, reviews and posts 

that consumers are posting on their social media platforms have significant impact on the 

CBBE measures and consumer behavior. Specifically, the result revealed that Social Media 

Word-of-Mouth is particularly important for enhancing CBBE. This is because the impact of 

Social Media Word-of-Mouth is found to be massive as compared to its impact on Consumer 

Response. The findings also revealed that CBBE is most important in evoking consumer 

behavior in terms of purchase intentions and brand preferences. This study provides an 

empirical justification to the notion that UGCs are a form of enhancing consumers’ 

connection and engagement with brands. Furthermore, consumers’ comments, 

experiences and personal reviews of brands that are often posted on brand social media 

pages have significant influence on other consumers’ behaviors and perception of brands 

(Gensler et al., 2013) as well as their preferences in brand selection. The findings of this 

study are consistent with the findings of previous researchers on the impactions of brand-

related contents that are generated by consumers on social media. The study offers a 

number of theoretical contributions, which include the conclusion that the impact of Social 

Media Word-of-Mouth is more useful in enhancing and developing CBBE than its impact on 

Consumer Response.  More so, understanding the impact of UGC and Word-of-Mouth on 

brand equity has a practical importance, considering the level at which consumers are 

adopting social media platforms to search for brand-related information lately (Adetunji, 

Sabrina, & Sobhi, 2017). As such, brand managers especially the brand managers and 

marketers of automotive brands in Malaysia should pay more attention to engaging and 

relating with their consumers through social media platforms in order to improve the 

acceptance of their brands and to increase favorable behaviors and responses for their 

consumers.  

  This study however has certain limitations that can guide future studies. In view of 

the nature and features of social media, being a platform that anchors all sorts of 

communication with numerous content characteristics (promotion, advertisement and 

product information) and media types (text, video and photo), future researchers should 
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consider determining the differential impacts of other social media marketing 

communications on CBBE and Consumer Response.  

Conclusions  

  This paper determined the relationships between Social Media Word-of-Mouth, 

CBBE and Consumer Response among automotive consumers in Malaysia. Conclusively, this 

study revealed that there is a strong relationship between CBBE and Consumer Response. 

As such, the study contributes to the body of knowledge in determining the effect of social 

media in the realm of CBBE development and evoking favorable behaviors of consumers. 

The study also proffers important practical recommendations to marketing communication 

practitioners, brand managers and marketers of automotive brands in Malaysia to 

maximize the potentials of social media marketing communications in enhancing the 

images of their brands (Adetunji et al., 2017). Most specifically because social media’s 

popularity continues to increase among Malaysians, marketers and brand managers should 

take note of the fact that Social Media Word-of-Mouth such as videos, images and 

comments on Facebook, YouTube, Instagram and Twitter are important for developing 

CBBE.     
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