
 
 
 
 

A strategic communication framework to manage the effect of user-generated content 

on consumer-based brand equity of major retailers in the Cape Metropole 

 

by 

 

Terence William Hermanus 

 

 

Thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree  

 

Doctor of Commerce in Marketing, in the Faculty of Business and Management 

Sciences 

 

at the Cape Peninsula University of Technology. 

 

Supervisor: Prof. V.V. Mugobo 

 

District Six, Cape Town 

Date submitted: September 2022 

 

 

 

CPUT copyright information 

The thesis may not be published either in part (in scholarly, scientific or technical journals), or as a whole (as 

a monograph), unless permission has been obtained from the University 

 



ii   

DECLARATION 

 

I, Terence William Hermanus, declare that the contents of this thesis represent my own 

unaided work, and that the thesis has not previously been submitted for academic 

examination towards any qualification. Furthermore, it represents my own opinions and 

not necessarily those of the Cape Peninsula University of Technology. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed:  Date: 15 September 2022 



iii   

ABSTRACT 

 

A high degree of competitiveness exists between brands within many industries, both pre- and 

post-Covid-19. The retail industry in South Africa is characterised by fierce competitive behaviours 

between the various major retail brands as they jostle for a share of the shrinking disposable 

income of South African consumers, primarily due to high inflationary pressures. This has 

contributed to an increase in promotional and communication campaigns, at times overpromising 

and under-delivering, frequently resulting in poor service quality experiences. These often negative, 

and positive service quality encounters are subsequently shared on various social media platforms, 

categorised as user-generated content (UGC), predominantly damaging or enhancing the 

reputation of the retail brand. The ever-increasing volume of both negative and positive UGC is 

influencing the consumer-based brand equity of these brands, ultimately impacting on their 

financial performance. These major retail brands in the Cape Metropole of the Western Cape region 

generally lack a clear, integrated and comprehensive communication strategy that is able to 

manage the ever-increasing volume and influence of user-generated content, specifically, negative 

user-generated content on their brand equity. Previous studies have proposed models that have 

focused on the evaluation and monitoring of user-generated content and its corresponding effects 

on consumer-based brand equity. However, these were primarily focused on classifying user-

generated content and its subsequent influence on brand equity but are lacking in terms of their 

focus on the possible response strategies to deal with user-generated content, in particular, 

negative user-generated content. This study endeavoured to determine whether user-generated 

content does influence consumer-based brand perceptions, and if so, to determine whether 

negative or positive UGC exerted the most influence on these perceptions. The data for the study 

was collected using a mono-method quantitative research approach, which included a sample of 

513 Generation Y respondents who completed self-administered online questionnaires distributed 

using Survey Monkey. The inferential statistics used in the survey questionnaire was factor analysis 

and both the descriptive and inferential statistics were analysed using SPSS version 27. 

 

The first major finding of this study is that user-generated content does exert an influence on 

consumer-based brand equity, while positive user-generated content exerted a more significant 

influence than negative user-generated content. Other related findings of this study are that both 

positive and negative user-generated content exerted a similar influence on the elements that 

constitute brand equity, viz. brand credibility, brand loyalty and purchase intentions. A strategic 

communications framework (UG-5C Model) is proposed that could assist retail brands in dealing 

with the influence of negative user-generated content on consumer-based brand equity. The UG-
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5C model consists of five components, viz. customisation, community, consciousness, creation, 

and content, which if supported by both earned social media and secondary brand associations, 

could significantly reduce the viral effects of negative user-generated content on brand equity. The 

propagation of positive user-generated content, together with its integration into the overall 

communication strategy of the firm, supported by the UG-5C model, are the recommended 

strategies to manage the influence of negative user-generated content on consumer-based brand 

equity. 

 

Keywords: user-generated content, Generation Y, brand equity, consumer-based brand equity, 

response strategies, communication strategy, secondary brand associations and strategic 

communications framework. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 
 

1.1 Introduction  
 

The way brands communicate with their target audiences and the way consumers communicate with 

each other is being pointedly disrupted by the constantly evolving internet and its related communication 

technologies. The traditional business to consumer (B2C) channel, where marketing content is 

generated by the business and driven downstream towards the consumer, has evolved significantly (Ali 

et al., 2019:150). Consumers are now generating their own content, referred to as user-generated 

content (UGC) and this has disrupted the traditional marketing ecosystem, where firms are no longer 

completely in control of their consumer-driven communication strategies (Baruah, 2012:9), as the 

balance of communication power is shifting to the consumer end of the marketing channel (Kim & 

Johnson, 2016:107; Gensler et al., 2013:243). Ultimately, as a result of the influence of UGC, brand 

communications are therefore no longer confined solely to the business-to-consumer interface (Bolton 

et al., 2019:28). The purpose of this study was therefore to develop a strategic communication 

framework to manage the effect of UGC on consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) within major retailers 

in the Cape Metropole.  

 

The definitions of brand equity are often categorised into two broad categories with the separation being 

along either financial lines or from a consumer perspective (Vinh, 2017:177). The CBBE is where the 

brand value is based on perceptions that are formulated in the mind of the consumer, according to the 

seminal studies of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). Keller and Lehamann (2006:745) assert that the 

financial perspective of brand equity is founded upon the value of the brand within financial markets. 

This study focused on the consumer-based perspective because they are the final consumers with 

whom the retail brands engage, and where the brand equity exists (Raji et al., 2018:5; Brahmbhatt & 

Shah 2017:43; Rachna & Khajuria 2017:6). A study by Londoño et al. (2016:70) focused similarly on 

the consumer-based perspective, as this is one the main contributors to the financial well-being of a 

business. 

  

Keller’s approach (1993:2) to constructing brand equity from the consumer perspective was useful to 

this study because it provided a structure and context to both marketing and business strategy 

formulation. This context of CBBE also provided areas where research can be conducted to improve 

managerial decision making. This is particularly relevant to the present study, as UGC and the marketing 

strategies of retail brands both have a significant role to play in the performance of the organisation, as 

well as the behaviour of consumers (Tunçel & Yılmaz, 2020:98). It is not known whether retailers are 
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currently able to adapt their communication strategies to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

However, specialised knowledge and skills are urgently required to understand the effect of UGC on 

CBBE. The methods that are required to deal with UGC are deemed to be more complex and specialised 

than what is currently being used, a dimension that is seemingly often out of the control of the retail 

store (Gensler et al., 2013:243). There have been several research studies on the impact of UGC on 

sales and profitability; however, there is limited research on how UGC influences CBBE (Schivinski & 

Dabrowski, 2014:32). This study therefore proposes a strategic model that retailers could adopt in order 

manage the effects of UGC on their CBBE.   

 

Retail stores no longer have complete control over CBBE, as this one-way process is now being diluted 

by UGC. It makes the controlling and measurement of CBBE rather complex, as it is consumer-based 

and founded on perceptions and other human emotions, ultimately affecting purchase intentions 

(Mayrhofer et al., 2020:173). Barwise (1993:100) aptly summarises this perspective when he reasons 

that until CBBE is clearly defined and measured, the effect that marketing actions have on CBBE will be 

both difficult and unrealistic to measure.  

 

Studies that have been conducted to determine the influence of UGC on CBBE include Eusebius (2020); 

Mishra (2018); Rachna & Khajuria (2017) and Schivinski et al. (2016). In the influential study of 

Christodoulides et al. (2012:3), where UGC’s influence on CBBE is measured, the conceptual model 

used proposes four constructs, namely, co-creation, empowerment, community and self-concept, all of 

which positively influence UGC, which in turn ultimately influences CBBE. The study found that brand 

managers need to engage in an interactive strategy to build their CBBE and to improve brand 

positioning. These findings support the rationale of this study, whereby a more engaging and potentially 

integrated communication strategy between the traditional business to consumer channel, referred to 

as firm-generated content (FGC) or producer-generated content (FGC), and UGC needs to be 

implemented (Al-Abdallah & Jumaa, 2022:19). For the purpose of this study, the term FGC will be 

adopted (Rahmah et al., 2018:13). This will ensure that CBBE is managed more effectively, with the 

notable difference being the construction of a strategic communication framework to assist retailers to 

better manage the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

 

This finding, that an interactive strategy has to be adopted, has significance for the current study as it is 

hypothesised that UGC significantly affects the CBBE of major retail brands. Smith et al. (2012:103) 

state that UGC is similar to electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM), but the concept of UGC encapsulates 

that of eWOM. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004:39) elucidate that online WOM (eWOM) is a form of 

communication, which could consist of either positive or negative statements made by customers 

regarding a product or company, which are circulated online to both customers and organisations alike 
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that are subsequently made available to a multitude of online users. Donthu et al. (2021:758) posit that 

eWOM can be regarded as online expressed views and feedback about products and services. 

 

Goldsmith and Horowitz (2006:13) found in their seminal study that eWOM is regarded as being more 

persuasive than advertising, particularly with reference to print advertising. These studies have 

highlighted the increasing influence in terms of credibility and persuasiveness that UGC has on 

consumer perceptions, ultimately affecting CBBE. This has particular implications for retail brands as 

they have a tendency to depend quite heavily on print media as a means of communication with their 

target audiences. 

 

Despite the prevalence of numerous studies dealing with the influence of UGC on CBBE, there is limited 

primary data on studies that explain the influence of UGC on CBBE within the retail industry. An analysis 

of the leading academic databases such as Sciencedirect.com, EBSCOhost and Google Scholar 

revealed that research in this area is still developing.  

 

1.2 Background of the study  

 

There were 14.3 million people employed in South Africa in 2021 (Statistics South Africa, 2021). The 

retail sector employs 3.320 million people or 23.2 % of the total labour force (W&R SETA, 2021). Retail 

and business services together are the biggest employers in most middle- and high-income economies 

(W&R SETA, 2021). The Western Cape is a province of South Africa, situated on the south-western 

coast of the country. It is the fourth largest of the nine provinces with an area of 129,449 square 

kilometres (49,981 sq. mi), and the third most populated, with an estimated 4 393 562 inhabitants 

(Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs, 2020). The City of Cape Town, also 

referred to as the Cape Metropole, is also the provincial capital (Department of Cooperative Governance 

and Traditional Affairs, 2020).  Gauteng has the largest concentration of retail businesses with 8895, 

while the Western Cape has the second largest concentration with 4690 (W&R SETA, 2021). The 

prevalence of numerous retail stores and high employee numbers in Gauteng and the Western Cape 

therefore highlights the need for adequately trained and skilled retail staff to render high levels of service 

quality particularly within these regions. 

 

As retail managers are the interface between the retail business and the consumer market, both in the 

offline and online domains, viz. the omnichannel retail environment, the scarcity of suitably qualified 

retail managers presents a huge challenge to the retail industry (Klaiber et al., 2015:394). According to 

Hüseyinoğlu (2019:109), customers expect a consistent and uniform shopping experience, regardless 

of the channel they use; they are willing to move seamlessly between the various channels, whether it 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Provinces_of_South_Africa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Africa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_South_African_provinces_by_area
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_South_African_provinces_by_population
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_Town
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is a traditional store, online, or mobile. The consumer revolution within the retail sector is currently a 

very real challenge as retailers battle to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE. The Wholesale and 

Retail Sector Skills Plan (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2021) presents a strategic approach to dealing with the 

influence of the digital revolution, where it clearly states that “In order for the retail sector to become 

efficient, effective and economical enough to maximise profit margins and customer experience, 

technological change is critical” (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2021). Key drivers of this revolution are the rapid 

adoption by consumers of smart mobile devices and digital media; the power shift from FGC to UGC is 

well aligned with these changes; and the following extract encapsulates the changes in the sector: “gone 

are the days when a bad shopping experience remains isolated to a customers’ circle of friends and 

family” (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2021). 

 

Consumers have been influenced as a result of their exposure to WOM communications for decades. 

When they were exposed to favourable word of mouth it was found to increase the probability of 

purchase, while exposure to unfavourable WOM decreased the probability of purchase (Richins 

1983:76; Arndt, 1967:295). WOM has morphed into eWOM as the internet provided a platform for the 

rapid acceleration of eWOM and UGC (Cheung & Thadani 2010:329). The impact of negative UGC on 

consumer perceptions and ultimately CBBE started manifesting itself with the leverage that UGC has 

gained in terms of purchase intentions and ultimately business profitability (Erkan & Evans, 2018:617). 

 

Consumers are increasingly using UGC to engage with their brands in seamless online and offline 

environments; however, 45% of consumers will no longer follow a brand if it engages too aggressively 

in FGC (Embedsocial, 2021). In a study by Sproutsocial.com (2018), of the more than one thousand 

respondents in the survey, more than ninety percent have used social media in some way to 

communicate directly with a brand (Sproutsocial, 2018). The most significant finding of this study is that 

while there was an 18% increase in the average number of messages left online that required a 

response from the brand, more alarming was the fact that brands responded to only 11% of the 

consumer messages. This apathy in terms of business responses has serious implications, as 60% of 

consumers regard UGC as being the most authentic and trusted form of content (Stackla, 2021). This 

suggests that consumer perceptions have potentially been influenced and ultimately CBBE has 

potentially been affected (Arya et al., 2022:1393). This influence manifests itself in consumers 

increasingly making their purchasing choices based on their exposure to UGC (Kim & Song, 2017:1). 

 

Businesses are uncertain of how to engage with UGC, specifically negative UGC, and its ever-

increasing prevalence presents a significant problem to many businesses, as they are uncertain how to 

manage its influence on their brands (Yang et al., 2019:25; Rim and Song, 2016:476). The increasing 

volume of UGC is indicative of consumers regarding the online platforms as being platforms to engage 
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directly with brands and also as channels to expedite service-related issues (Yang et al., 2019:25). With 

the power axis tilting in favour of the consumer and not the brand in the online domain, there is a need 

to focus on proactively engaging with the ever-increasing phenomenon of UGC (Sparks et al., 2016:84). 

Significant consequences await brands that continue to ignore the presence of UGC and its subsequent 

potential influence on brand equity (Zubair et al., 2020:9). 

 

A need therefore exists to also develop a strategic communication framework that could be used to 

assist retail brands in managing the influence of UGC on CBBE in the retail sector within the Cape 

Metropole (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2019/20). The next section highlights the problem statement of the 

study. 

 

1.3 Problem statement 

 

There seems to be a perception amongst retail brands that social media is a place for “young people to 

socialise” and they do not see a need to develop a meaningful presence on social media platforms  

(Naeem & Ozuem, 2022:7). Many retailers are still unclear on how to adapt their communication 

strategies around the increase in UGC, and the interaction between online consumers and retailers 

presents numerous challenges for retail stores (Stackla, 2019). The traditional approach to marketing 

and communication is to use it as a one-way means of communication, and its effectiveness seems to 

be waning (Donthu et al., 2021:769). There is also a decrease in the ability of traditional marketing 

approaches to influence consumer decision-making and brand perceptions, as consumers are more 

trusting of UGC and social media as a source of information (Arya et al., 2022:1392; Stackla, 2019) as 

opposed to traditional media sources. Therefore, a greater likelihood exists that consumers will be 

influenced by UGC as opposed to FGC, especially from sources that are familiar to them when making 

purchasing decisions (Mayrhofer et al., 2019:173; Ahn et al., 2014:43). 

 

There is a tendency of retail brands to have some social media presence and activity, but this is often 

merely a passive presence which simply includes a platform for sharing information (Davari et al., 

2017:1910). This kind of platform often lacks interaction with the consumer (Wahyono et al., 2017:29) 

and it is merely a passive response created as a result of competitive pressures. The increasing volume 

of UGC, specifically negative UGC, is compounding matters for retailers, as high levels of uncertainly 

exist around how the influence of UGC is to be managed, presenting a major problem for them (Yang 

et al., 2019:25). 

 

Retailers are also realising that the modern consumer is much more knowledgeable and informed about 

brands and they are no longer visiting stores to learn about products (Stackla, 2019). Therefore, there 
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is a distinct shift in the power axis between consumers and brands, as consumers are now more 

knowledgeable, have more purchasing options and they are more connected to each other within the 

online domain (Geng & Chen, 2021:8). These phenomena are key to the problem currently being 

encountered, where the content that is generated by consumers is disrupting the retail ecosystem in its 

current state. 

 

Increasingly more and more brands are attempting to engage in social media marketing and 

communication activities (Bala & Verma, 2018:337). However, these brands often do not actively 

engage in communication and social media activities in a manner that enhances their brand equity 

(Smith et al., 2015:128). The reason for this is as a result of two major factors, the one being that they 

lack the technical expertise, with the other reason cited being a lack of financial resources to 

meaningfully engage with their online target markets to build brand equity (Smith et al., 2015:128). This, 

coupled with the fact that the proof of the impact of return on investment based on the financial resource 

allocations in social media and communication strategies are often unclear, further contributes to the 

hesitancy of retail businesses to invest in comprehensive social media and communication strategies 

(Colicev et al., 2018:2; Weinberg & Pehlivan, 2011:275). 

 

Brands which are embarking on a more engaged and comprehensive social media and communication 

strategy need to ensure that their online marketing and communication strategies are seamlessly 

integrated into their traditional business and communication strategy (Tong et al., 2020:69). There is an 

apparent increased attempt by brands to integrate their main brand and communication strategies into 

UGC to manage their brand equity. This phenomenon is referred to as paid or brand-related UGC (Al-

Abdallah & Jumaa, 2022:19; Kim & Song, 2018:16). However, paid or brand-related UGC has not been 

very effective in this regard, as neutral or unpaid UGC is still regarded as being more trustworthy and 

effective in influencing CBBE (Kim & Song, 2018:15). 

 

Various models and frameworks that have been conceptualised and modelled on the measurement and 

control of UGC and its effect on CBBE have been reviewed, e.g., Lim et al. (2020), Qu et al. (2019), 

Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018), Manaman et al. (2016), Baka (2016); and Gu and Ye (2014). These 

models and frameworks predominantly focused on the classification and the delimitation of UGC. They 

are therefore limited in their ability to formulate response strategies to manage the influence of UGC on 

CBBE.  

 

This study therefore endeavoured to develop a strategic communication framework to assist major retail 

businesses in adapting their communication strategies to manage UGC more effectively, and ultimately 

the effects on CBBE. The proposed strategic communication framework is modelled on the conceptual 
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model framework of Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015) whose model was formulated to measure the 

influence of UGC on CBBE and its subsequent impact on purchase intentions. 

 

1.4 Rationale and significance of the study 
 

 

The wholesale and retail sector currently employs 3.087 million people (Statistics South Africa, 2021). 

The Western Cape is a province of South Africa, with an estimated 2.256 million employed persons in 

2021 (Statistics South Africa, 2021).  In the Western Cape, 423 000 people are employed in the 

wholesale and retail sector (Statistics South Africa, 2021). Gauteng has the largest concentration of 

retail businesses (8895), while there are 4690 retail businesses located in the Western Cape, the second 

largest concentration (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2020/2021).  In South Africa there are approximately 15 

367 retail stores of which 153 could be classified as large retail stores, 334 medium-sized, 13371 small, 

and 1509 are unknown in terms of their size (W&R WSP/ATR data, 2019/2020). The prevalence of 

numerous retail stores, which are more concentrated in both the Gauteng and the Western Cape 

provinces, highlights the increased need for adequately trained and skilled retail staff within these areas. 

 

The highest ranked scarce skill occupation for large, medium, and small companies in the wholesale 

and retail sector is currently a retail manager, with the customer services manager ranked as the number 

one “hard to fill vacancy”, which highlight the service quality leadership challenges retailers are 

encountering (W&R SETA, 2021.  Within the e-retail or e-commerce domain, the e-commerce manager 

is the highest ranked scarce skill occupation, which indicates that suitably skilled retail managers in both 

the online and the offline domains are in short supply, this shortage in terms of available and skilled 

retail managers further exacerbates the current challenges posed by UGC and the lack of suitable 

training for retail managers in dealing with UGC (W&R SETA, 2021; Feiz & Moradi 2019:1457).   

 

However, it is the shared nature of UGC and the speed with which it goes viral, particularly negative 

UGC, which poses a significant challenge to brands in their ability to manage its effect on CBBE (Bi et 

al., 2018:90). The motives for sharing UGC, both positive and negative, vary somewhat, ranging from 

assisting other consumers by providing advice, promoting the brand, self-promotion, and seeking 

revenge, amongst other reasons (Park & Lee, 2021:3). However, it is argued that the sharing of negative 

UGC is more self-centred (Bi et al., 2018:90). A paradoxical situation is then created as the viral speed 

of UGC is exacerbated by the fact there is a particular reluctance by managers to deal with negative 

UGC (Rim & Song, 2016:476), creating a perfect storm effect. The primary reason for not dealing with 

negative UGC and its influence on CBBE expeditiously is that managers lack the expertise and 

knowledge to do so, resulting in many of them attempting to simply delete such posts (Rim & Song, 

2016:491), without understanding the viral sharing nature of UGC (Park & Lee, 2021:3). 
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A significant aspect of the Wholesale and Retail Sector Skills plan (W&R SETA, 2021) is that it highlights 

the changing technological landscape within which the retail sector finds itself, with the amplified voice 

of the online consumer and the need for a new approach to communicating with a more informed 

consumer (W&R SETA, 2021). Retail brands who rapidly embrace these changes and who respond 

ethically in dealing with the influence of UGC on CBBE will enjoy the loyalty and support of consumers 

(W&R SETA, 2021).  

 

Developing a strategic communication framework to assist retail brands in managing the influence of 

UGC on CBBE in the retail sector within the Cape Metropole is therefore of particular significance.  

 

1.5 Aim and objectives of the study 

 

The overall aim of this study, after noting the inadequacy of literature on how UGC influences CBBE in 

the retail industry, was to develop a framework that will assist retailers to respond and manage the 

effects of UGC on their CBBE. If retailers are able to negate the influence of UGC by responding to it in 

a more pragmatic and proactive manner, using a more structured and tailored approach, it will result in 

higher levels of positive CBBE, which will ultimately contribute to higher levels of profitability for the 

retailer. Retail stores are currently attempting to reduce the influence of UGC and social media by 

utilising a marketing strategy that only entails a more traditional and time-consuming FGC approach to 

influence CBBE, as opposed to a well formulated and purposeful online strategy dedicated to dealing 

with UGC. This type of approach (FGC) is no longer the most effective approach because of the speed 

with which UGC is both generated and disseminated, its credibility, and the leverage it has over CBBE 

(Bi et al., 2018:80). Chelliah et al. (2022:425), Lee and Hong (2019:615), Bi et al. (2018:80) and Chari 

et al. (2016:1077) capture this disruption of the traditional FGC approach by UGC accurately in stating 

that eWOM or UGC from trusted sources is what ultimately influences consumer perceptions and not 

costly advertising campaigns. 

 

The aim of the research was therefore to develop a strategic framework that will assist major fast-moving 

goods stores, such as Pick n Pay, Woolworths, Checkers, Shoprite, Spar and Food Lovers Market in 

dealing with user-generated content in a manner that positively affects their brand equity.  

 

The following objectives are identified based on the research problem and study area: 

 

1. To determine whether UGC influences the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole.  
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2. To ascertain whether negative or positive UGC exerts the most influence on the CBBE of major 

retailers in the Cape Metropole. 

3. To propose a strategic communication framework that major retailers could use to deal with 

the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

 

1.6 Hypothesis 
 

By addressing these research objectives, the study will ensure that credible data is generated to test 

the following hypothesis: 

 

H1: UGC has a positive influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. 

 

H2: UGC has a negative influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. 

 

H0: UGC does not influence the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. 

 
1.7 Literature positioning  
 
UGC as a social phenomenon is embedded within the literature field of human communication theory 

(Eichhorn et al., 2019:5). Katz (1957:61) asserts that word-of-mouth communication is a more 

specialised field within communication theory, by virtue of the interpersonal two-way flow of 

communication. Pertinently, Katz (1957:63) refers to opinion leaders generating word of mouth 

communication to exert personal influence over others, which can be likened to the possible influence 

of UGC on CBBE.  

 

The evaluation of the influence of UGC on CBBE is founded on the schema theory, as UGC is an 

external communication stimulus, which is being superimposed against current knowledge and theory 

or schema (Eysenck, 1984; Bettman, 1979; Axelrod, 1973). New incoming communication stimuli, such 

as UGC, that are not congruent with existing schema (Bartlett, 1932) result in new perceptions or CBBE 

being established (Lee et al., 2018:453; Axelrod, 1973:1248). 

 
According to Keller (2013:57), brand equity was one of the most significant and popular concepts to 

arise in the 1980s. With its conceptualisation, it elevated the brand dimension within the context of 

marketing strategy, with the only drawback being the various ways in which brand equity was being 

defined.  

 

Brand equity is commonly defined as the attaching of greater value, higher levels of loyalty and 
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increased confidence in a brand compared to its competitors, and the willingness of the consumer to 

pay more for this brand relative to competing brands (Winit & Kantabutra, 2022:6; Anabila, 2020:232; 

Malthouse et al., 2016:440; Lassar et al., 1995:11; Mahajan et al., 1994:222; Park & Srinivasan, 

1994:271; Kamakura & Russell, 1993:9). As a result of the various perspectives from which brand equity 

can be measured, viz. customer-based, company-based and financial-based perspectives (Keller & 

Lehmann, 2006:745; Motameni & Shahrokhi 1998:285) it has resulted in the absence of a common 

approach as to how brand equity is conceptualised and defined. Keller’s (1993:2) model is based on 

CBBE, where brand equity is defined from the consumer’s perspective. It is also referred to as the 

marketing perspective of brand equity (Mackay et al., 1997:421). It is evident from the literature that 

CBBE is therefore founded on numerous concepts that ultimately manifest themselves in brand equity. 

These are also referred to as dimensions or associations, which are closely related concepts that 

contribute to the formation of CBBE (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016:5480). Keller (2010:61) refers to the 

dimensions of CBBE as "brand awareness, brand associations, brand attitudes, brand attachment, and 

brand activity". He states that these dimensions may be influenced by any marketing or potential 

communication activity, and this captures one of the main objectives of this study, to determine the 

potential influence of UGC on the brand dimensions of CBBE. 

 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), whose definition is regarded 

as being the most widely accepted (Thao & Shurong, 2020; Senftleben, 2019; Schivinski et al., 2016; 

Christodoulides et al., 2012), defines UGC along three dimensions of content, namely content made 

publicly available over the internet, content containing some form of creativity, and content created 

beyond the boundaries of professional practice (OECD, 2007:3). According to Daugherty et al. 

(2008:16), who subsequently classified UGC as content generated by consumers, it is media content 

created by the general public as opposed to paid professionals, and predominantly distributed on the 

Internet. This description has been widely adopted and accepted by Demba et al. (2019:138), Rachna 

and Khajuria (2017:2), Schivinski et al. (2016:194), Malthouse et al. (2016:429), and Bahtar and Muda 

(2016:338). However, Christodoulides et al. (2012:3) posit that this description (Daugherty, 2008) is too 

vague, lacks focus and does not distinguish between the various platforms from which the content could 

stem. Despite critiquing the OECD’s (2007) definition as not being inclusive of instant messaging and 

email, they acknowledge that this remains the most accepted definition of UGC. 

 

Park and Lee (2021:2) describe UGC as original content that is generated and distributed by online 

users.  While Manap and Adzharudin (2013:53) state that UGC is similar to eWOM, it works very 

similarly to WOM, except that it spreads input via an online channel.  According to Cox et al. (2009:4), 

UGC is equivalent to WOM marketing, and is also based on the principle of sharing views and opinions 

about various brands, products, or services with other people. These views are in contrast to Fernando’s 
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(2007:9) argument – that UGC is entirely different to traditional media, and it is where consumer 

generated content holds more significance than traditional media. The emergence of Web 2.0, as initially 

described by O’Reilly (2007:17), is a platform that constantly updates data from numerous sources, 

creating a dialectical process that remixes data in an engaged environment that evolves the more users 

are engaged with it. Berthon et al. (2012:62) state that Web 2.0 can be thought of as the skeletal 

framework that creates an enabling environment for the occurrence of social media and facilitates UGC. 

It is evident from these perspectives that the rise to prominence of the phenomenon of UGC, as well as 

eWOM, coincided with the onset of Web 2.0. 

 

Dwyer (2007:63) postulates that UGC provides two types of connected networks – social networks and 

information-based networks, and these networks evolve because of the influence of eWOM. In this 

study, the focus was on the informational type of UGC, as this would be the initial purpose that the UGC 

generated by consumers would serve. Jonas (2010:122) states that UGC can be classified into the 

following categories, namely blogs, forums and wikis, and sites where various types of content are 

shared. This study has focused on specific UGC content that has been generated by consumers; and 

on how this content that consists of pictures, service experiences and videos of service and business 

protocols has been posted on various social media platforms. The choice of this type of UGC relates to 

the potential influence that this type of UGC would have on CBBE. According to Schivinski et al. 

(2015:1054), the effects of UGC on consumers’ perception of brands varies, based on the type of UGC 

the consumer has been exposed to on social media. These varying influences of UGC on the 

dimensions of CBBE also fluctuate, which holds further implications in terms of brand loyalty and 

ultimately purchasing intentions (Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2015:43). The findings of Bonhomme et al. 

(2010:8) that UGC as well as eWOM (Eckes, 2016:33) have a significant influence on consumer brand 

perceptions and that this ultimately affects CBBE, is in line with the recent findings of Raji et al. (2018:13) 

that marketing communications and strategies that are generated on different social media platforms 

have a more significant influence on CBBE.  

 

The influence of UGC on CBBE is well aligned with the CBBE model, called the brand resonance model 

(Keller, 2001); the theoretical framework for this study was constructed from the perspective of this 

model. As the influence of UGC on CBBE can be both positive and negative, this correlates well with 

Keller’s view that CBBE is the “differential effect of brand knowledge”, based on how consumers respond 

when brands are marketed to them (Keller, 1993:8). Keller (2013:107) also describes the model as a 

tool that can be used to create engaging and loyal relationships with customers. The brand resonance 

model has been popular among researchers to measure the effects on CBBE, e.g.  Huang and Cai 

(2015:432), Aziz and Yasin (2010:182), Kuhn et al. (2008:4), and Konecnik and Gertner (2007:403). 

Similarly, studies by Colicev et al. (2018), Londoño et al. (2016) and Pappu and Quester (2006), which 
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are based on the retail sector, examine the relationship between the brand equity of retail brands and 

CBBE. 

 

The impact of negative UGC on CBBE, referred to as brand equity “dilution”, continues to gain 

acceptance, particularly with reference to the influence of negative online reviews and their effects on 

brand equity. With specific reference to brand equity dilution in the study by Bambauer-Sachse and 

Mangold (2011:38), they have concluded that negative UGC has an impact not only on CBBE (Kim & 

Johnson, 2016:107), but ultimately on purchase intentions and a retailers’ brand equity. Similarly, 

studies associated with the influence of positive UGC on CBBE also reveal that purchasing intentions 

are positively influenced (Mayrhofer et al. (2020:178), while Schivinski and Dąbrowski (2013:14) 

highlighted the influence of positive UGC on CBBE. However, to a significantly lesser extent, the finding 

that UGC does not influence CBBE is prevalent in the literature (Khobzi et al., 2018:14) and the 

frequently referenced study by Tang et al. (2014) that concludes that UGC has no influence on CBBE. 

Tang et al. (2014:43) frames the UGC in the study as indifferent or mixed, with indifferent containing no 

positive or negative inferences, while mixed-neutral contains an equal amount of positive and negative 

UGC. This study adopted the mixed-neutral frame of reference as the respondents within the sample 

were exposed to both negative and positive UGC. 

 

The gaps in the body of knowledge that relate to the influence of UGC on CBBE are alluded to in a 

number of related research studies, as previously indicated. Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015:43) 

suggest that further research is needed when using Keller’s CBBE framework (Keller, 2009,1993). A 

key aspect of their suggested research focus revolves around a deeper understanding and a different 

point of view on how UGC influences CBBE. Bruhn et al. (2012:783), in their investigation into the 

relative influence of brand communication on brand equity via social media, as opposed to traditional 

media, conclude that the effect of UGC on brand awareness, one of the dimensions of brand equity, is 

rather complex, and therefore additional research should be conducted in this area. Park and Srinivasan 

(1994:287) in their extensively cited study, suggest avenues for future research that are well aligned to 

this particular study’s objectives of measuring the influence of UGC on CBBE, where they state the 

importance of quantifying brand associations that are not associated with product features, and the 

possible relationship that could exist with consumer preferences. 

 

Aaker (1992:30) states that brand equity creates value for both the organisation as well as for the 

consumer. Brand equity also increases the likelihood of purchasing one brand or the purchasing 

intention from one retail brand (Scarth, 2017:71; Malthouse et al., 2016:440) as opposed to another 

retail brand, and any marketing strategy or activity has the potential to influence brand  

equity (Rahmah et al., 2018:13).  Various studies have shown that increasingly so, consumers have 
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come to regard other consumers’ opinions as being more credible than FGC, which ultimately is affecting 

CBBE (Dwivedi et al., 2018:1177; Baka 2016:150; Zailskaite-Jakste & Kuvykaite, 2013:150; Cheong & 

Morrison, 2008:20). According to Rachna & Khajuria (2017:7), marketers must align UGC with their 

marketing strategies, as the people generating UGC often serve as influencers or opinion leaders.  

 

The gap in the literature that this study sought to fill is the form of the proposed strategic communication 

framework that will assist retail brands in factoring the presence of UGC into their communication 

strategies to neutralise the effects that UGC has on CBBE. 

 
1.8 Research paradigm, methods, and methodologies 
 
1.8.1 Paradigm 
 
Social theory can be conceived in terms of four paradigms based upon various sets of theoretical 

assumptions that researchers can make (Saunders et al. 2019:140). These four assumptions are 

objectivist, subjectivist, regulatory and radical, and four possible paradigms are extracted based on how 

these assumptions are plotted. These four paradigms are embedded in the more commonly adopted 

epistemological and ontological considerations (Bryman et al., 2014:20), with the functionalist paradigm 

aligning with positivism, interpretative with interpretivism, the radical humanist paradigm with 

subjectivism and the radical structuralist paradigm with the objectivist standpoint respectively based on 

the seminal research study of Burrel and Morgan (1985:20).  

 

Objectivism and subjectivism are the two primary ontological positions are followed in social research, 

viz. Bryan (2004:29) describes objectivism as an ontological position that implies that social phenomena 

confront us as external realities that are beyond our control or influence. Don-Solomon & Eke (2018:2) 

assert that objectivism as a research position assumes that social and business phenomena exist in 

reality beyond the realm of the control of the business factors concerned with their being. The second 

position, i.e. subjectivism, holds that social phenomena are built on the perceptions and subsequent 

actions of those social actors concerned with their existence (Saunders et al., 2019:137).  

 

An objective ontological position was adopted for this study as the social phenomena of UGC and their 

influence on CBBE are beyond the control of the researcher and are not within his reach, an objective 

reality exists (Eusebius, 2020; Naeem & Wilson, 2020). Therefore, these social variables were analysed 

using scientific and mathematical means, hence the adoption of a quantitative research method (Ataro, 

2020:3). 
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When carrying out a research study, the researcher needs to decide on what may be regarded as 

acceptable, valid and legitimate knowledge.  Burrel and Morgan (1979:1) in their ground-breaking 

research publication describe epistemology as grounds of knowledge based on an understanding of the 

world and how this knowledge is communicated to others. Bryman (2012:27) elucidates that 

epistemology encapsulates whether knowledge in the social world can be studied using the same 

methods as within the natural sciences and what constitutes acceptable knowledge within a field of 

study (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012:23). 

 

The acceptance of a particular epistemological perspective will thus influence the researcher’s choice 

of research philosophy, research methods and the type of data that will be collected and analysed. The 

epistemological considerations that this study adopted were those of positivism.  

 

Bahari (2010:22) defines positivism as follows: “Positivism assumes that there are social facts with an 

objective reality apart from the beliefs of individuals”. Saunders et al. (2019:144), Bryman (2012:27) and 

Malhotra and Birks (2006:136) assert that when adopting a positivist perspective while conducting 

business research, a more scientific philosophy is adopted, resulting in more patterned or law-like 

conclusions being drawn. The positivist epistemological perspective of this study originated from the 

hypothesis that a potential relationship existed between the variables of UGC and CBBE, which were to 

be measured using a quantitative research method (Ledwaba, 2020; Perera et al., 2020; Van Enckevort 

& Ansari-Dunkes, 2013).  

 

Saunders et al. (2016:128) and Biddle and Schafft (2015:321) describe axiology as the role that values 

and ethics play while conducting a research process. Throughout this research study, the researcher 

has been constantly aware of his own values as well as those of his research respondents or 

participants. This has been especially important to ensure that the research results are regarded as 

valid and credible. The researcher’s axiological position has been determined by his ethical stance with 

regards to issues such as confidentiality, anonymity, informed consent, voluntary participation and 

withdrawal, plagiarism, honesty, and integrity. High levels of confidentiality and anonymity were 

maintained around all information that was used in this regard. The required consent letter was attained 

for voluntary participation and withdrawal by the respondents for the quantitative component of the 

study. The highest ethical levels relating to plagiarism and integrity have been unequivocally maintained 

throughout the study. All subjective views and opinions have been respected and recorded without bias 

or prejudice. These personal values have ensured that the data collected is free of the researchers’ bias 

and has been interpreted without the influence of personal views and opinions. The data has also been 

collected in an ethical fashion without causing harm or discomfort to any respondent included in the 

study. This has ensured that the data is credible and the researcher has maintained an objective and 
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independent stance (Saunders et al., 2016:119).  The securing of the ethical clearance certificate and 

endorsement of the study by the Cape Peninsula University of Technology has also assisted with 

allaying any concerns around credibility and the ethical conduct of the researcher. 

 

1.8.2 Research methods 

 

The researcher adopted the research process “onion” as proposed by Saunders et al. (2019) in order 

to provide clear structure and direction to this study. Figure 1.1 below highlights the different choices, 

philosophies, strategies and approaches the researcher has adopted when conducting systematic 

research, which will be discussed in detail in chapter 3. The rest of this section will thus be arranged in 

line with the layers of the research onion, starting with a discussion of the research philosophy, 

approach, strategy, choices, time horizon, data collection and data analysis. 

 

Figure 1.1: The research process onion (Saunders et al., 2019:174) 

 

The research philosophy or research design (Cresswell, 2009) thus guides researchers to be able to 

determine the appropriate, methodological decisions and methods of enquiry. The research design or 

framework of the research study is therefore the overall plan for the research project, including all the 

methods that were used to collect, analyse and interpret the data. In essence it can be described as a 

researcher’s views and perspectives as to how the world is viewed, which ultimately supports the 

research strategy (Saunders et al., 2019:175). 

 

As highlighted in Figure 1.1 above, there are four major research philosophies viz. positivism, realism, 

interpretivism and pragmatism. When conducting a research study, one may adopt one or more 

research philosophies. As the epistemological considerations for this study included a positivist research 
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philosophy, a mono-method research methodology has been adopted (Bryman, 2012:649), which aligns 

with the studies conducted by Hussain et al. (2020:5); Efanny et al. (2018:201); and Hinestroza 

(2017:15). 

 

In this study, the positivist epistemological position stems from the need to investigate the influence of 

UGC on CBBE which was measured using quantitative methods. The use of a quantitative approach 

and positivism is emphasised by Bryman et al. (2014:31). This has ensured that credible statistical data 

was generated to test the study’s hypotheses and a quantitative approach was well suited to measure 

the relationships between variables, such as UGC and CBBE or to predict phenomena as found in 

previous studies (Eusebius, 2020:65; Dube, 2013:86).  

 

A deductive approach also aligns itself to scientific research and it was used to measure causal 

relationships between variables, hence the leaning towards using a quantitative research method which 

was used for the deductive dimension of the study, to assess the causal relationship between UGC and 

CBBE (Raji et al., 2019; Szabist, 2019; Hallgren et al., 2018). A quantitative research method was also 

appropriate to test the hypotheses that UGC has an influence on the CBBE of retail businesses in the 

Cape Metropole. Saunders et al. (2019:144) posit that the survey strategy is usually used in conjunction 

with the deductive approach; surveys are able to collect large amounts of quantitative data that can be 

standardised. The survey as a research strategy is also fittingly designed to allow for comparisons and 

relationships between variables. The survey method as a research strategy is further justified, as it is a 

highly versatile instrument for collecting primary data (Cooper & Schindler, 2011:243). Another major 

feature of using surveys is that once the data is analysed and extrapolated it is often used to produce 

conceptual models that encompass causal relationships between variables. As one of the main research 

objectives of this study was to prepare a strategic communication framework model for retailers to use 

to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE, it further validates the survey strategy as an appropriate 

research strategy for collecting the quantitative data. 

 

1.8.3 Research design 

 

The research design that has been adopted for this study was a quantitative mono-method as a singular 

data collection technique – self-administered online surveys or internet-mediated questionnaires were 

the research instrument used (Saunders et al., 2019:540). As the data was analysed using quantitative 

methods, a deductive approach was used, combined with positivism as the research philosophy for this 

study. 

 

A cross-sectional time horizon was used for this study (Majeed et al., 2021; Huerta-Álvarez et al., 2020; 
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Hallgren et al., 2018), as this method is well suited to the use of surveys (Saunders et al., 2019:212 

 

1.9 Delimitations of study 

 

This study’s findings and results were considered within the context of certain delimitations. Firstly, the 

geographical boundaries of the study were limited to major retailers and to a large extent, the 

respondents included in the study, were limited to the Cape Metropole area. This was due to the limited 

financial resources and the time constraints associated with the completion of the research study. The 

second delimitation was that the sample was limited to Generation Y respondents located in the Cape 

Metropole, which is located in the Western Cape province of South Africa, which has the second highest 

gross domestic product per capita relative to other provinces (Wesgro, 2021). An analysis of the 

demographics of the sample revealed that the high qualification levels of respondents, with 

approximately 60% of all the respondents included in the sample being in possession of a post-matric 

diploma or degree, coupled with high-income levels within the Cape Metropole. The online spending 

patterns and social media usage patterns further confirm that the sample used within this study is fairly 

divergent in comparison with the demographic characteristics of the rest of South Africa. Therefore, the 

findings of this study might not be able to be accurately extrapolated to the rest of the population of 

South Africa, as the characteristics of this sample are specific to the Cape Metropole of the Western 

Cape region. 

 

Thirdly, the measurement of the influence of UGC was only limited to major retailers, and the findings 

cannot be generalised to other industries and to all types of retailers. The retail industry is too large and 

diverse to have included all types of retailers within the study. As there are also numerous retail formats 

and due to their size and operational strategies, not all are engaged with UGC as compared to the major 

retail brands.  

 

Fourthly, an additional limitation that could have occurred is related to the measurement of the influence 

of positive, negative and mixed-neutral UGC using only one sample population. This could have resulted 

in an element of bias from the respondents’ perspective when completing the three respective sections 

of the questionnaire. Using three independent samples could have been considered; however, to 

achieve the required saturation point for each sample, 385 completed questionnaires would have been 

required, which would not have been possible within the time and budgetary constraints of the study. 

 

However, this study adopted a mono-method quantitative research approach, which included a large 

sample of 513 respondents. Additionally, the collected data was analysed using the appropriate 

statistical programmes, and subsequently followed by the rigorous scrutiny and analysis of the data 
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trends. Therefore, despite these delimitations, the research techniques employed strengthen the 

veracity of the study and these delimitations do not detract from its findings. 

 

1.10 Research methodologies and processes  

 

1.10.1 Population 

 

Generation Y’ers who reside in the Cape Metropole and who purchase goods and services from major 

retail businesses in the Cape Metropole was the target population for this study. This target population, 

which is referred to as the digital natives or Millennials (Bolton et al., 2013:246), was well suited for this 

study, as they are active online users and frequently engage and share online content, viz. UGC. They 

are also active on the main social media platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp and Twitter. 

The specific characteristics and parameters outlining this target population are discussed below. The 

sample of Generation Y members that has been selected based on their specific demographic, 

psychographic and geographical characteristics from the sampling frame, typifies and overlaps the 

population and will ensure adequate representation of the sampling population. The use of Generation 

Y as the sample frame in studies that measure the influence of independent variables such as UGC on 

CBBE is well documented (Plieijers, 2021; Kim, 2019; Szabist, 2019; Scarth, 2017). 

 

1.10.2 Sampling method and sample size 

 

Bryman et al. (2014:170) define a sample as “the segment or subset of the population that is selected 

for investigation”, while Bhattacherjee (2012:65) refers to a sample as a subset of a population of interest 

to the researcher that is used for drawing statistical inferences. 

 

In order to draw up the samples for this study, the researcher adopted a six-step procedure 

recommended by Iacobucci and Churchill (2010:283) as highlighted in the model below: 
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Figure 1.2: Sampling process (Iacobucci & Churchill, 2010:283) 

 

 

The researcher discusses the six different steps in this model as follows: 

 

1. Identify the target population 

 

For this study Generation Y has been identified as target population, specifically members of this 

population who purchase goods and services both online and “offline” from major retail businesses in 

the Cape Metropole.  

 

2. Identify the sampling frame 

 

Cooper and Schindler (2014:338) state that the population units from which a sample is extracted is the 

sampling frame. Kumar (2011:178) describes a sampling frame as a list that specifies or identifies the 

various elements in a sampling population. He further highlights that if these cannot be individually 

identified, one cannot have a sampling frame for that study population. Bryman (2012:187) describes a 

sample as that fragment or section of the population that is selected for inclusion in the study or 

investigation.  

 

A commercial syndicated market research company was used to procure the sampling frame that was 

used for this study. The research company is an ESOMAR member, which is a global non-profit 

membership organisation established in 1948, consisting of 750 member organisations in over 130 

countries (Esomar, 2021). ESOMAR ensures that member organisations conduct themselves in an 
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ethical and responsible manner when collecting data, and they create a regulatory and legislative 

framework within which member organisations operate (Esomar, 2021). The commercial syndicated 

market research company has clients in 12 countries and has a database of over 40 000 respondents. 

Their client base includes Hewlett Packard, Revlon, Coca Cola, Red Bull, Visa and Nokia amongst 

others. The database is demographically representative, robust and is the largest in South Africa. 

Database members are not self-selected, and a rigorous recruitment and registration process is 

maintained. Prescreening of respondents was conducted as per the respondent profile in Table 3.1 

which ensured that the sample drawn was representative of the target population. 

 

The database procured was in Microsoft Excel format and the relevant sampling units were extracted 

through the manipulation of data in line with the characteristics of the sampling unit. The sample drawn 

consisted of members of Generation Y who were selected based on the prerequisite respondent profile 

characteristics. This ensured that sample drawn displayed adequate and valid representation of the 

sampling population.  

 

3. Select a sampling procedure 

 

A mono-method quantitative approach using a probability sampling technique was used for this study 

(Bryman, 2012:187). Cooper and Schindler (2014:343) describe probability sampling as a method 

whereby each population element or unit of analysis has a known, equal, or non-zero chance of being 

included in the sample. Smith and Albaum (2010:129) describe non-probability sampling as a sampling 

method where the elements do not have an equal or known chance of being included in the sample. 

Bryman et al. (2014:171) add a humanistic element to his definition by stating that human judgment will 

determine which element is to be included in the sample, thus the selection process is not a random 

process. The use of a mono-method quantitative approach by adopting a probability sampling technique 

within brand equity studies is a proven methodology (Hussain & Ahmed, 2020; Ali et al., 2019; Stojanovic 

et al., 2017; Boicu et al., 2015). 

 

4. Determine the sampling size 

 

The sample size for the quantitative sample was calculated using Raosoft.com (Raosoft, 2019). The 

use of Raosoft.com as a means of calculating the sample size is an accepted formula, and its use within 

brand equity studies is appropriate (Amagsila, et al., 2022:247; De Guzman, et al.,2022:119). 

The Raosoft calculator is based on the normal distribution statistical method given by: 

x = Z( c /100) 2 r(100-r);n = N x/((N-1)E 2 + x); E = Sqrt[(N - n)x /n(N-1)] where n is the sample size, E 

is the margin of error, N is the population size, r is the fraction of responses of interest, and Z(c/100) is 
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the critical value for the confidence level c (Soetan, 2017:168). A minimum sample size of 385 was the 

recommended size of the survey required to ensure saturation point (Raosoft.com, 2019).  The sampling 

frame used to secure a sample size of 513 respondents would therefore ensure saturation point as well 

as adequate representation of the sampling population (Raosoft.com, 2019). The sample size of 513 

respondents aligned well with similar brand equity studies and was a significantly larger sample size in 

relation to other studies using the same research designs and methodologies. For example, Aljumah et 

al. (2021) had a sample size of 393 respondents, Ali et al. (2019) a sample size of 325 respondents, 

Stojanovic et al. (2017) a sample size of 249 and Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015) a sample size of 302 

respondents, which were used to draw conclusions and inferences in relation to their sampling 

populations. 

 

5. Select the sampling elements 

 

The sample size of 513 Generation Y members consisted of males and females between the ages of 

21 and 40 years of age who displayed the characteristics of members of Generation Y, in terms of 

demographics, geographic and psychographics (Respondent Profile: Table 3.1).  

  

6. Collect data from the elements 

 

For this study a total of 513 self-administered online questionnaires was used to collect the data. These 

self-administered online surveys or internet-mediated questionnaires were distributed using Survey 

Monkey, an online database that allows the data collected to be monitored in real time, and allows for 

faster analysis and recording.  

 

1.10.3 Data collection instruments 

 

1.10.3.1 Quantitative data 

 

The quantitative data was collected using surveys as the research method and questionnaires as the 

research instrument. 

 

1.10.3.2 Data collection 

 

A mono-method research approach was adopted to collect the quantitative data for this study, supported 

by an appropriate data analysis procedure (Saunders et al., 2019:179). This approach was adopted for 



22  

this study as the quantitative data was collected using a broad survey of 513 self-administered online 

questionnaires directed at Generation Y to determine the extent of the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

 

The self-administered online questionnaire was completed by respondents who complied with the 

respondent profile criteria. Respondents were additionally screened by using eight filter questions to 

determine UGC usage patterns, online spending patterns and demographic factors. This was followed 

by a 20-question Likert-type scale section used to determine the influence of negative UGC on CBBE. 

The section that followed on from this was a 20-question Likert-type scale section used to measure the 

influence of positive UGC on CBBE, while the final 9-question Likert-type scale section was used to 

measure the neutral effect of UGC on CBBE. These three Likert-type scale sections were used to extract 

the data to test the hypotheses of the study. 

 

1.10.3.3 Data collection and fieldwork 

 

The data collection instrument used for this study was self-administered online surveys (Saunders et 

al., 2019:544).  Nayak and Narayan (2019:33) hold that online surveys allow the researcher the flexibility 

to include a large and divergent target population within a short time frame. Online surveys also ensure 

easier access to participants within the sample who would not usually be accessible (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2011:72). 

 

Pilot test  

 

Prior to the distribution of the final questionnaire to the targeted sample a pilot test should be conducted 

within respondents who meet the selection and screening criteria of the targeted sample (Saunders et 

al., 2019:540). A pilot test was therefore conducted with 40 respondents within the sampling frame, 

which represented a large enough pilot sample in relation to the targeted sample (Bhattacherjee, 

2012:23). The purpose of the pilot study was to identify whether respondents understood the questions 

within the questionnaire, and to determine whether any problems would be encountered when recording 

the data. The pilot test was also conducted in order to determine the validity and likely reliability of the 

questionnaire and the variables of interest (Saunders et al., 2019:540; Bhattacherjee, 2012:23). Upon 

reviewing the completed pilot study surveys, a few minor language adjustments were made to ensure 

that all questions were clear and easily understood by respondents within the pilot study. The allocated 

time used to complete the questionnaire was also deemed to be acceptable. Upon the completion of 

the minor language edits and based on face validity, it appeared that the questions within the 

questionnaire and the respective sections within the questionnaire flowed logically, and the completed 

surveys reflected what was being measured (Saunders et al., 2019:541). Therefore, the final self- 



23  

administered online survey was deemed to be ready for data collection within the targeted sample. 

 

1.10.3.4 Data coding and analysis 

 

The primary data collected during the quantitative component of the study was analysed using both 

descriptive and inferential statistics by using SPSS version 27 for analysing both the descriptive and 

inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics ensured that the variables were numerically described 

and compared (Saunders et al., 2016:527). The use of descriptive and inferential statistics 

(Wojciechowicz, 2020; Van Elst, 2019; Hirschfelder, 2015) in the measurement of the influence of UGC 

on CBBE was well justified (Wouters, 2016:101); where the dimensions of CBBE were measured using 

descriptive statistics and the influence of UGC on CBBE was measured using inferential statistics. The 

data relating to the influence of UGC on CBBE was analysed using inferential statistics (Aljumah et al., 

20121:375), specifically, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Maslikhan, 2019:149; Abina & Uthman, 

2018:14). The analysed data and the relationship between the various variables were summarised and 

displayed using descriptive statistics, specifically frequency distribution, which included tables, pie 

charts and bar graphs (Saunders et al., 2019:583). 

 

The first section of the questionnaire consisted of eight filter or combination questions which were factual 

and the least sensitive (Bhattacherjee, 2012:37). This section consists of questions where respondents 

needed to select the most appropriate option in terms of their social media platforms frequented and 

their social media usage. All the questions in this section were coded using a numerical coding scheme 

for the various response categories (Saunders et al. (2019:570). 

 

As an example to how the various questions were coded, when respondents were asked which social 

media platforms they predominantly used when looking for product information, the options were 

Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn and YouTube. These were coded from 1 to 6 

respectively. Similarly, when respondents were asked which social media platforms they engaged with, 

they had the option of choosing Google, which was coded as 1, Yahoo as 2, Bing as 3, Facebook as 4, 

and Instagram as 5. The other options provided were Twitter, which was coded as 6, YouTube as 7, 

Daily Motion as 8, Vimeo as 9, and WordPress, as 10. Tumblr was another option, and it was coded as 

11, while Gmail, WhatsApp, Pinterest, and TikTok were coded as 12, 13, 14 and 15 respectively. 

 

For the various demographic variables, gender had 3 categories: male which was coded as 1, female 

was coded as 2 and non-binary was coded as 3. For the various age categories, group 21-25 years was 

coded as 1, group 26-30 years was coded as 2, group 31-35 years coded as 3, and group 36-40 years 

had a numerical code of 4. The education component of the questionnaire had 7 categories that ranged 
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from Grade 8-11, and was coded as 1, Grade 12, was coded as 2, completed Grade 12, was coded as 

3, until the ‘Other’ category, which was coded as 7. Black was coded 1 for the variable ‘population 

group’, Coloured was coded as 2, Asian was coded as 3 whilst white was coded as 4.   

 

In the section of the questionnaire that dealt with the determination of responses to and frequency of 

exposure to UGC, a typical example of a question and its numerical coding follows: ”How often do you 

read posts that have been written by other consumers (UGC) that contain ‘service or product’ 

experiences?” The options provided were “rarely”, “sometimes”, “often”, and “always”, which were coded 

as 1, 2,3 and 4 respectively. Similarly, in a question used to ascertain the reasons why respondents 

read UGC posts related to other consumers’ brand and service experiences, the options provided were: 

“to stay informed about brands” which was coded as 1; “to make more informed purchasing decisions” 

which was coded as 2; “just read to pass time” which was coded as 3, while 4 was the code for “I am 

just curious”. Furthermore, a question relating to time spent consuming UGC content, was posed as 

follows: “How many hours do you spend engaging online per session searching for or sharing for product 

information?” The option of less than half an hour was coded as 1, half to 1 hour was coded as 2, 2 

hours was coded as 3, 3 hours was coded as 4 and 4 hours or more was coded as 5. On the 

respondents’ average online spending behaviour while using digital platforms, the option of less than 

R250 was coded as 1, R251-R500 was coded as 2; and the options of R501-R750, R751-R1000, 

R1001-R2000, R2001-R3000, R3001-R4000 and R4001 or more were coded as 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 

respectively.  

 

The final three sections of the questionnaire consisted of closed-ended questions and statements where 

respondents were required to plot their responses on a five-point Likert-type scale. The five-point Likert-

type scale options were also numerically coded from 1 to 5 which allowed for a wider range of statistical 

analysis options (Saunders et al., 2019:570). These three sections of the questionnaire consisted of 

statements relating to the influence of UGC influence on CBBE, which were either negative, positive or 

neutral respectively. The five-point Likert-type scale would have options that were used to indicate 

whether respondents agreed or disagreed with the statements by choosing from the respective options 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The numerical coding was indicated as follows: 1 was 

the code for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for neutral, 4 for agree and 5 for strongly agree. 

 

1.11 Ethical considerations 

 

The researcher’s axiological position underpinned the ethical considerations and standards for this 

study. According to Bell et al. (2019:112) it is imperative for all ethical considerations to be integrated 
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into all facets of the research process and should not be viewed in isolation. The quantitative study was 

conducted using a self-administered questionnaire as the research instrument, which implicitly ensured 

higher levels of anonymity (Bell et al., 2019:113). Ethical considerations relating to online studies such 

as this also presented new ethical challenges, and according to Sugiura et al. (2017:185) the new digital 

landscape has forced researchers to reconsider established ethical principles of informed consent and 

privacy. This view is shared by Heath et al. (2018:513) who state the ethical considerations when 

performing a quantitative study, with specific reference to the view that privacy issues are vastly different 

in the online environment as compared to the traditional environment. The specific ethical considerations 

such as informed consent, anonymity, and confidentiality, protecting participants from harm and 

withdrawal during the quantitative data collection processes did not pose any concerns.  

 

1.11.1 Informed consent 

 

Ethical approval of this study was granted by the Cape Peninsula University of Technology (CPUT) 

Ethics Committee. According to Bell et al. (2019:113), the principle of voluntary informed consent is a 

crucial aspect for participation in a study, and the need to provide participants with as much information 

as possible is vital. This has ensured that participants were able to make informed and free decisions 

to participate in the study. Permission for the completion of the online questionnaire was secured via a 

consent letter and consent was also implicit in the respondent’s willingness to be a member of the 

syndicated market research company’s database.  

 

 
1.11.2 Anonymity and confidentiality 

 

High levels of confidentiality and anonymity (Bell et al., 2019:113) were maintained around all the data 

collected and all the required disclosure and non-disclosure agreements were secured and duly 

authorised. Confidentiality and anonymity were ensured by not requesting names of participants or 

companies or any other sensitive or confidential information. An ethical clearance certificate was also 

secured from the Research Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Business and Management Sciences at 

CPUT. An informed consent letter was required for voluntary participation and withdrawal from the 

participants in the study. The highest ethical levels relating to integrity were unequivocally maintained 

throughout the study. All subjective views and opinions were respected and recorded without bias or 

prejudice to any of the participants involved in the study. The researcher was aware of the CPUT 

Plagiarism Policy and ensured that the work presented was authentic and original unless otherwise 

indicated and, in such instances, full reference to the literature source was indicated and acknowledged.  
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1.11.3 Protecting participants from harm 

 

Hammersley and Traianou (2012:5) describe the phenomenon of protecting participants from harm not 

only in the physical context but also in the reputational and financial contexts. Due care and diligence 

were exercised throughout this study to ensure that all participants were safe and free from any physical 

harm, anxiety, stress, reputational or financial harm. Saunders et al. (2019:260) state that harm to 

respondents could quite easily accrue when conducting online studies and caution should be exercised 

in this regard. A high degree of thoroughness and care was exercised to ensure that one respondent’s 

response was not shared with other respondents in the sample, thereby infringing on confidentiality and 

anonymity and in so doing causing harm to respondents. Kothari (2004:102) provided an interesting 

perspective which included potential harm to the study itself by the inappropriate use of question 

formulation and wording within the questionnaire. Pre-testing of the questionnaire using a pilot study 

was conducted, to ensure that questions were clear and unambiguous, and that such potential harm to 

the study and ultimately the researcher was avoided. 

 

1.12 Outline of the thesis  

 

1.12.1 Chapter 1: Introduction and background to the study 

This chapter outlined the background to the research, defined the research problem, delineated the 

objectives of the study and a preliminary literature review was presented. The chapter also presented 

an outline of the research design methodology which consisted of the research processes, approaches, 

and strategies. 

 

1.12.2 Chapter 2: Literature: An overview of brand equity and user-generated content 

 

The initial part of this chapter outlines the conceptual framework, reviews the concepts of brand equity 

and consumer-based brand equity, with particular reference to demystifying the concept of brand equity. 

The outline of the chapter also considers the conceptualization as to how customer-based brand equity 

is constructed, measured and the strategies required to build CBBE, as well as the models of brand 

equity. The chapter then delves into how User-Generated Content (UGC) has evolved as a field of study, 

with particular focus on its origins and the factors and drivers that have contributed to its rapid evolution 

within the marketing body of knowledge. The final outline of the chapter also captures the 

conceptualisation by considering how customer- based brand equity is constructed, measured and the 

strategies required to build CBBE, as well as the models of brand equity. 
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1.12.3 Chapter 3: Research methodology 

 

This chapter outlines the research philosophies, strategies, approaches and design underpinning the 

research methodology adopted in this study. The approaches relating to the sampling, data collection 

and data analysis are also covered here. 

 

1.12.4 Chapter 4: Presentation of findings 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the statistical analysis and the interpretations of the frequency 

distribution patterns of the collected data. The chapter outlines the demographic profile of respondents 

and then depicts the behavioural tendencies of respondents in respect of social media usage. The 

influence of positive, negative and mixed-neutral UGC on the elements that constitute CBBE is then 

reflected upon, with a particular focus on the overall CBBE. The respective cumulative findings are then 

used to corroborate the hypotheses of this study, which are then followed by the discussion of the major 

findings based on the data gathered in this study.  

 

1.12.5 Chapter 5: Discussion of results, conclusions, and recommendations  

 

This chapter discusses the results and major findings uncovered in relation to the research objectives 

and the implications of the findings for the field of marketing. The key findings of the study are outlined, 

which serve as a basis for the acceptance or rejection of the three hypotheses of this study. The findings 

of the study serve as a basis to construct a strategic communications framework that might assist major 

retail brands to manage the influence of UGC on CBBE. The proposed model was founded upon the 

premise that the major retail brands are able to consistently deliver a level of brand performance that 

can consistently meet or exceed consumer expectations. The model will therefore propose strategies 

that will contribute to the propagation of the volume of positive UGC, and thereby reduce the influence 

of negative UGC on the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole.  
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Chapter 2 

 

A literature review of brand equity 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 

In Chapter 1, the main problem that the study intended to address was identified, whereby current 

communication strategies that major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole utilise were found to be 

inadequate in their ability to deal with the influence of UGC on brand equity, specifically CBBE. The 

development of a strategic communication framework was proposed that will assist retailers to respond 

to and manage the effects of UGC on CBBE. Prior to preparing a new framework, the extent of the 

influence of UGC on the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole needs to be determined, which 

then forms the basis for the strategic communication framework. In this chapter, a literature review will 

be conducted to analyse the often-varied perspectives and approaches of measuring brand equity, with 

the consumer-based perspective emerging as the most common approach used. The influence of UGC 

on CBBE within a generic context is also considered. The brand resonance model then forms the basis 

of a more rigorous analysis of the various sub-dimensions of the model and its associative relationship 

with UGC. A review of the decidedly limited models that exist that have the potential to manage UGC is 

also reviewed, revealing a dearth in the existence of a suitable model to manage UGC. A conceptual 

framework is proposed that will assist in the control and tempering of the influence of UGC on CBBE 

within the retail industry. 

 

2.2 Theoretical framework  

 

In order to measure the effect of UGC on CBBE and its subsequent influence on the behaviours of 

consumers, various underpinning theories were considered. UGC, as a construct and form of 

communication, also morphs within the literature, with its theories originating from those of human 

communication, which encapsulate all forms of communication (Eichhorn et al., 2019:5). However, UGC 

as a variable is grounded in the interpersonal-influence field of study (Katz 1957:1). Goldsmith and 

Horowitz (2006:5), like many other researchers, reference UGC as e-WOM (electronic word-of-mouth). 

This was considered within the literature study, as well as how this variable influences human behaviour 

within various social systems.  

 

Schramm (1955:357) asserts that in order for communication to occur, the presence of three elements 

is required, namely, source, message and destination or receiver. To ensure that the receiver is ad idem 
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with the sender, the sender encodes the message, and transmits the message in a format that increases 

the receptiveness of the message. This theory underpins the now commonly accepted communication 

model of the encoder, signal or message, and the decoder in human communication (Huynh, 2020:8). 

The efficacy of mass marketing communication has, to a large extent, been inhibited by the inoculation 

theory (Compton & Pfau, 2005; McGuire, 1964).  

 

Inoculation theory, which entails the forewarning of a persuasive attempt, contributed to resistance 

against mass marketing influences (Compton & Pfau, 2005:99). It is argued that WOM or UGC followed 

the inoculation theory (Ivanov et al., 2015; Compton, 2009:15), as individuals gravitated to social 

networks seeking reassurance, as well as attempting to influence and engage with other like-minded 

individuals. Therefore, UGC as a social phenomenon is embedded in the communication field, 

specifically the word-of-mouth communication sub-field (Katz, 1957:61). Katz (1957:61) suggests a two-

step flow of communication theory, whereby “opinion leaders” who have been exposed to mass 

communication media use word-of-mouth communication. Opinion leadership theory is when “opinion 

leaders” use their personal influence on members of their target population (Farivar et al., 2021:2). As 

UGC can be either positive, negative, or neutral (Ki & Kim, 2019:43) as a construct, it is not contained 

within the opinion leadership theory domain, as opinion leadership theory is nestled within the influencer 

marketing field (Farivar et al., 2021:2). 

 

Dichter (1966:166) posits that psychological, sociological, and anthropological studies involving mass 

media can assist with investigative and informative research, and mass media do also alter public 

opinion. It is, however, word-of-mouth recommendations that mould brand opinions and perceptions. 

Arndt (1967:291) postulates that word-of-mouth communication is a clandestine force, the effects of 

which are often not accurately conceptualised. UGC emanates from word-of-mouth communication, 

although the literature behind UGC creation is limited, the focus being directed to the motivation for 

generating UGC (Christodoulides et al., 2011:101). The formation of beliefs or perceptions and the 

likelihood of processing this information by an external source such as family, friends, or reference 

groups (Sheth, 1971:15) is referred to as informational belief formation (Steenkamp, 1990:318). The 

influence of UGC on CBBE has alignment with informational belief formation; however, the consumer 

response to the UGC is not associated with this framework.  

 

The measurement of the influence of UGC on CBBE is embedded in schema theory (Eysenck, 1984; 

Bettman, 1979; Axelrod, 1973), where external communication stimuli are extrapolated against existing 

knowledge or theory. This approach is well aligned with brand equity studies and consumer mind-set 

studies (Gilal et al., 2022; Ali et al., 2019; Su & Kunkle, 2019; Coelho et al., 2018; Stojanovic et al., 

2018:84; He, 2016; Bruhn et al., 2012). The schema theory is a cognitive modelling framework or 
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structure based on expectations of a variable (Bettman, 1979:40), which entails the combining of 

perceptions, values, beliefs and existing knowledge (Lee et al., 2018:453). 

 

The process includes processing new information based on existing knowledge (previous schema) as 

to how the world is organised (Axelrod, 1973:1248). This new information is extrapolated against the 

pattern of what is known, based on the schema congruency theory (Bartlett, 1932). If the new information 

is not congruent with what is currently known (Lee et al., 2018:453), then new knowledge structures, 

patterns or perceptions are formed (Axelrod, 1973:1248).  

 

There are various elements and variations within the process model for schema theory, based on 

interpretive processes and information flow. For the purpose of this study, only the critical paths of the 

model were used. Using schema theory, the influence of UGC on the perceptions of consumers will vary 

based on every consumer’s individual interpretation. Halkias (2015:443) and Puligadda et al. (2012:116) 

have further classified the schema theory based on a consumer’s brand affinity. They assert that brand 

schema is a memory-based cognitive schema that consists of various brand associations and 

interrelations. These brand schematic consumers possess higher levels of information relating to brand 

features and functionality because of increased exposure to and socialisation with brands and are 

therefore more receptive to brand-related UGC (Puligadda et al., 2012:117). Pertinently, brand 

schematic consumers are exposed to more stimuli, UGC and social experiences, which increases their 

brand-based associative framework and cognitive interpretive ability (Algharabat et al., 2020:11; 

Puligadda et al., 2012:118). 

 

2.3 Brand equity 

 

There has been a proliferation in the types and varieties of products, services and brands that 

consumers are able to choose from over the past few decades. The resultant increase in product and 

service choices for both consumers and businesses alike has contributed to making purchasing choices 

more complex. Brands are constantly jostling to offer more value, or to build more brand equity than 

their competing brands, in their attempts to influence consumer choices (Scarth, 2017:71; Malthouse et 

al., 2016:440). Brand equity remains a complex construct that is defined in various ways and from 

different perspectives.  

 

Brand equity is a concept that originates from the 1980s (Yoo & Donthu, 2001:1; Mackay et al., 

1998:421; Lassar et al., 1995:11; Park & Srinivasan, 1994:271; Russell & Kamakura, 1993:9) and has 

been the subject of numerous and often varied definitions, often dependent on the perspective from 

which the concept has been defined (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016:33). Brand equity is commonly defined 
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as the attachment of greater value, higher levels of loyalty and increased confidence in a brand 

compared to competing brands. It also elicits the willingness of brand loyal consumers to pay more for 

the brand, relative to competing brands (Castillo et al., 2022:75; Lim et al., 2020:929; Erkmen, 2018:3; 

Zahoor & Qureshi, 2017:56)). The formation of brand equity is embedded in the seminal schema theory 

(Eysenck, 1984; Bettman, 1979; Axelrod, 1973) as the incoming communication stimuli i.e., brand 

information, are compared with the stored knowledge relating to the brand. Brand equity is formed when 

the incoming communication stimuli are perceived as being more superior to the stored knowledge 

(Bruhn et al., 2012:775).  

 

As a result of the numerous ways in which brand equity has been defined, there is an absence of a 

common approach as to how brand equity is conceptualised and measured. Farquhar’s (1989:24) 

seminal definition, where brand equity is defined as the additional or augmented value a brand adds to 

a product, is regarded by many authors as the most commonly accepted definition (Li, 2021:3; Farhat 

et al., 2020:2238), although Keller’s (2013;1998) definition also has many supporters and is widely 

respected (Datta et al., 2017:1). Farquhar’s (1989) definition of brand equity concurs with the definitions 

of the seminal works of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), which both provide conceptual frameworks that 

link brand equity with various consumer response variables.  

 

Aaker (1992:3) defines brand equity as “a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and 

symbol that adds to or subtracts from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that 

firm’s customers.” Keller’s definition of brand equity (1993:2), which is conceptualised from the 

consumer’s perspective (CBBE), is defined as “the differential effect that brand knowledge has on the 

consumer or consumer response to the marketing of that brand.”  

 

In both Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) definitions, the knowledge of the brand, or the brand name, 

contributes additional value to the product or service, based on positive consumer perceptions. The 

existing knowledge based on associations or perceptions form the schemas that serve as the basis for 

brand equity evaluations (Su & Kunkle, 2019:254).  These positive perceptions transcend into the 

willingness of consumers to pay a premium price for the perceived additional value that they will be 

receiving, which ultimately contributes to an improved financial position for the brand (De Guzman et 

al., 2022:122; Akturan, 2020:224; Buil & Martınez, 2013:68). 

 

Aaker (1992:30) states that brand equity creates value for both the organisation and the consumer. 

Brand equity also increases the propensity of purchasing one brand as opposed to another, as well as 

increasing a consumer’s purchasing intention to select one brand over another (De Guzman et al., 

2022:122; Sankar & Sankarnath, 2021:3104; Scarth, 2017:71; Malthouse et al., 2016:440). Increasing 
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the brand equity of the brand therefore assists with the perceptual positioning of the brand in the mind 

of consumers.  

 

Despite the different and often varied definitions of brand equity, conceptually, all the seminal definitions 

agree as to what constitutes brand equity and the fulcrum of its existence. There is, however, 

discordance as to the source, origins or perspectives from which brand equity is measured, which is 

critical as brands jostle to build their brand equity (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016:33; Park & Srinivasan, 

1994:271). There are numerous studies highlighting the various perspectives of brand equity, within an 

array of different industries (Chandrakamal & Pandithasekara, 2022; Mathew & Panicker, 2022; Anabila, 

2020; Rambocas & Arjoon, 2019; Acar & Erkan, 2018; Kumar & Patra, 2017; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 

2016; Bianchi et al., 2014; Bruhn et al., 2012; Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2011; Fayrene & Lee, 

2011).  

These varied studies reflect the complexities surrounding brand equity as a phenomenon; it does, 

however, provide context to the various techniques employed to measure and conceptualise this elusive 

and multi-dimensional construct. 

 

2.4 Brand equity perspectives and approaches 

 

Shocker et al. (1994:156) argues that as a result of the numerous ways in which brand equity has been 

defined, understood, and applied, it has resulted in fragmented perspectives as to how brand equity is 

conceptualised and measured, a view supported by Baalbaki & Guzmán (2016:3) and Park and 

Srinivasan (1994:271). Farjam and Hongyi (2015: 25) and Keller and Lehmann (2006:745) state that 

there are three main perspectives from which brand equity can be measured: customer-based, 

company-based, and financial-based perspectives. 

 

There are subtle differences in the categorisation of the main perspectives. Certain authors (Shuv-Ami, 

2015:325) categorise the three main perspectives as the customer perspective (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 

1993), product-market perspective (Aaker, 1996) and the financial perspective (Keller & Lehmann, 

2006). Keller’s (1993) model, which is based on the consumer perspective (CBBE), is also referred to 

as the marketing perspective of brand equity (Mackay et al., 1997:421). Vinh (2017:177) only refers to 

the financial and customer perspectives. These varying perspectives on brand equity are ultimately 

stored as fragments embedded in the cognitive structures or schemas, and as new research 

perspectives and information become available, they influence the construction of new schemas 

(Bettman, 1979:41). 
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Sadyk and Islam (2022:2) and Chatzipanagiotoua et al. (2018:328) narrow down the various 

perspectives from which brand equity can be measured even further, by stating that the consumer 

perspective is the main perspective from which brand equity can be measured. This is evident from the 

plethora of literature that deals with the CBBE perspective. Keller (1993:2) also supports the consumer-

based perspective of brand equity. This specific perspective provides clearer structure and direction 

when formulating marketing strategies and when making key decisions for a business (Pleijers, 2021:5; 

Keller, 1993:2).  

 

An overview of the more common perspectives and approaches from which brand equity can be 

conceptualised or measured is provided below, namely the financial, product-market, employee, and 

consumer-based perspectives. 

 

2.5 Financial perspective  

 

Brands and their associated values are built up over long periods of time, and the methods to measure 

the value of the brand often exists in various subject fields, such as finance, accounting, and marketing, 

amongst others (Janoskova & Krizanova, 2017:100). Xu et al. (2022:1) and Keller and Lehmann 

(2006:745) conclude that the financial perspective of brand equity is based on the financial value 

attached to brands in financial markets, inclusive of the considerations of future cash flows. This view 

ultimately stems from the manner in which the brand is viewed, which is as an asset that can be 

purchased and sold. However, without an actual financial transaction occurring, it remains extremely 

difficult to accurately predict its financial value.  

  

Aaker and Jacobson (1994:192) present a contrasting and somewhat negative view on using the 

financial perspective to measure brand equity. They conclude that the execution of strategies and tactics 

is often stifled by short-term financial performance measures. The origins of this short-sighted approach 

to strategy execution are often solely based on the firm’s inclination for positive short-term financial 

performance. Aaker and Jacobson (1994:200) further argue that this approach will not accurately depict 

the effect of marketing strategies and tactics on a business, and a more strategic performance 

measurement approach needs to be adopted. Simon and Sullivan (1993:28), in their seminal research 

on measuring and determining brand equity from a financial perspective, concur with Aaker and 

Jacobson (1994) on the importance of measuring brand performance on a long-term, as opposed to a 

short-term basis. This recalcitrant resistance to adopting a long-term view can be attributed to the 

absence of a suitable financial model that can be used to measure brand equity objectively.  
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Simon and Sullivan (1993:29) propose an alternative method that can be used to measure brand equity, 

particularly where the financial market value of future cash flows of an organisation is used for brand 

equity valuation. The method encompasses both a macro- and micro-level analysis. The macro 

perspective allocates an objective value, which is allocated to the organisation’s brands, and this is used 

to measure the brand equity for individual brands. The micro perspective measures the influence of 

marketing strategies on brand equity on the individual brand level, but not in cases where the 

organisation has more than one brand in its portfolio. Rojas-Lamorena et al. (2022:1080) and Nguyen 

et al. (2013:2) in their studies suggest that the financial perspective of brand equity is very similar to the 

market and consumer perspectives (Londoño et al., 2016:71), with the benefits and drawbacks being 

largely the same. Their view is that the market and consumer perspectives tend to focus on the current 

brand equity, while financial perspectives display a tendency to focus on future earning potential, a 

viewpoint shared by Simon and Sullivan (1993). 

 

Rojas-Lamorena et al. (2022:1080) and Baalbaki and Guzmán (2016:35) underscore that brand equity 

should be viewed from a financial perspective, where brands are viewed as assets that can be bought 

and sold, based on the financial value of the brand. Barwise (1992:101) posits that measuring brand 

equity from a financial perspective is an extremely complex and subjective process. In addition to this, 

the financial valuation process of a brand is often attached incrementally to that of the firm, therefore 

the valuation process of the brand is not done in isolation or separately to the organisation. Davcik et 

al. (2015:5) elucidate that brand equity that encapsulates both the value of the brand, and the financial 

value of the firm, can be conceptualised as financially based brand equity. 

 

Detaching the brand from the product convolutes the valuation process, as brands add value to the 

equity of the brand via a name, symbol, and design or mark (Farquhar, 1989:25). The complexity related 

to detaching the brand from the product is aptly highlighted in the example of Coca-Cola being sold as 

a generic brand (Barwise, 1992:100), as opposed to the branded version and the significant impact that 

this would have on sales, market share and ultimately the financial value of the brand. 

 

2.6 Product-market perspective 

 

Mahadin et al. (2022: 2028) and Huang and Sarigollu (2014:3) attribute a brand’s performance within 

the market to brand equity, and this is regarded as the product-market perspective. The product-market 

perspective attaches a single financial figure to the brand valuation process; therefore, it provides an 

attractive quantifiable mechanism for monitoring fluctuations in brand equity. Keller and Lehmann 

(2006:746) state that various viewpoints within the product-market perspective to measure brand equity 

have been identified, specifically premium pricing and brand equity (Bougenvile & Ruswanti, 2017), 
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brand equity and its relationship with advertising elasticity (Guitart et al., 2018), brand equity and loyalty 

(Nuseir, 2022:917; Nam et al., 2011) and brand equity’s influence on the distribution channel (Glynn, 

2010). The various perspectives from which brand equity is drawn align with the schema framework, as 

the respective incoming stimuli are extrapolated and processed against what is known (Axelrod, 

1973:1250).  

 

Research studies determining brand equity from a product-market perspective have been predominantly 

focused on price dimensions, advertising and, to a lesser extent, on distribution channels (Hoeffler & 

Keller, 2003:424). Huang and Sarigollu (2014:3) concur with the significance of the price dimension and 

its relationship with brand equity; however, they add that from a product-market perspective, the 

relationship between market share (Sharma & Jain, 2019:60) and brand equity is equally important. 

However, Huang and Sarigollu (2014:3) question the plausibility of the holistic view that these variables 

present when measuring brand equity from a product-market perspective. They correctly suggest that 

improved organisational performance in these areas cannot be solely attributed to brand equity. To 

verify this assumption, it can be observed that an increasing market share could be a result of price 

reductions, and not solely a direct result of brand equity. 

  

In a study by Gomathy and Rajan (2018:262), the effect of the traditional marketing mix viz. product, 

price, place and promotion on brand equity is measured, with the conclusion being drawn that a positive 

correlation exists between the marketing mix variables and brand equity. Their study also emphasises 

that the promotion dimension of the marketing mix has a more profound effect on brand equity in 

comparison to the other marketing mix variables. 

 

Mahadin et al. (2022: 2028), Kataria et al. (2019:26) and Ailawadi et al. (2003:2) are emphatic in their 

support of the measurement of brand equity using the product-market approach, specifically using the 

price premium as the most popular measure, which ultimately needs to translate into an improved brand 

performance within the market. This is largely dependent on the brand’s ability to charge more than 

competing brands, a view supported by Bougenvile and Ruswanti (2017:16). They also conclude that 

there is a significant relationship between brand equity and the willingness of consumers to pay a 

premium price for a product. The opportunity to charge a premium is also made possible when the brand 

name is an attribute that provides value to the brand (Hoeffler & Keller, 2003:424; Aaker, 1992:3). Davcik 

et al. (2015:11) raise a divergent perspective on this study by Ailawadi (2003) by criticising its myopic 

context, which only focuses on the revenue generation facets of brand equity. They suggest that a more 

integrative brand equity perspective could have been presented, by including the sources and drivers 

of brand equity.  
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Guitart et al. (2018) analysed brand equity from the product-market promotional perspective, with a 

particular focus on the advertising dimension. They assert that a strong correlation exits between 

advertising and brand equity. A synopsis of their findings reflects that the irregular implementation of 

advertising campaigns results in a reduction in brand equity. Variations exist in the extent of the influence 

of advertising on brand equity, based on the intensity of the advertising campaign, premium nature of 

the brand, and size of the market share. This existing schema or knowledge significantly influences how 

the incoming stimuli are processed and evaluated, thereby contributing to the formation of prototypes of 

advertisements within various product categories (Guitart et al., 2018:473). These prototypes serve as 

a framework against which incoming stimuli are processed to formulate perceptions regarding the high- 

or low-quality nature of the advertisement (Guitart et al., 2018:473). 

 

As alluded to earlier, in the study by Huang and Sarigollu (2014), the relationship between a higher 

market share cannot be solely attributed to higher brand equity, because of the convoluted factors that 

contribute to higher market share. Reynolds and Philips (2005:174) concur with this perspective, and 

also highlight that market share as a sole indicator of brand equity is flawed (Datta et al., 2017:17), 

despite its popularity as a means of measuring brand equity. As market share predominantly consists 

of the repeat purchases of loyal consumers, and their loyalty cannot be traced back solely to brand 

equity, Reynolds and Philips (2005:174) propose a model of categorising various factors that constitute 

loyalty viz. beliefs, behaviour, and trend, which represent the likelihood of future repeat purchases. The 

model is tiered and attached a weighted score to loyalty behaviour versus other factors that contribute 

to the brand’s sales to measure market share, which is purportedly a more accurate indicator as to how 

brand equity influences market share. Datta et al. (2017:18) propose removing the effects of the 

marketing mix and any other extrinsic attributes from the market share approach and suggest that a 

sales-based brand equity model is a more accurate model to measure brand equity. 

 

Glynn (2010:1227) views product-market brand equity from the distribution channel perspective, with a 

particular focus on business-to-business relationships. By considering brands as market-based assets, 

producers need to evaluate how best to support their brand within the distribution channel, to facilitate 

the consumer purchasing process. By adopting this distribution channel perspective, resellers enjoy 

additional benefits, such as advertising resources, as manufacturers consider how best to deploy their 

brand resources to enhance reseller support (Glynn, 2010:1232). Keller (2010:65) conducted a study of 

the influence of brand equity, marketing channels and communications efficiency, albeit within the multi-

channel consumer context. His findings align with Glynn (2010) where he concludes that strong brands 

generate significant pull from within the channel from a consumer demand perspective, contributing to 

market share growth and increased profitability. 
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2.7 Consumer-based perspective 

 

Research within the consumer domain is seated in the various fields of psychology, sociology and the 

humanities, and studies highlighting the relationship between consumers and brands often adopt a 

brand-focused perspective (Puligadda et al., 2012:127). A brand-focused perspective is congruent with 

a specific type of schema, and as previously stated, brand schematicity is a propensity to process stimuli 

according to the consumer’s relationship with the brand (Carsana & Jolibert, 2018:215).  

 

Bettman (1979:41) elucidates that the incoming stimuli or information related to a brand is processed in 

chunks, referred to as chunking. These are configurations that are familiar to consumers, which assist 

in the processing of information. These chunks are categorised into cognitive structures that increase in 

size, forming larger chunks, based on the volume of new brand information that is being added to it 

(Bettman, 1979:41). The evaluation and processing of large amounts of incoming stimuli in the form of 

firm-generated content (FGC) and UGC is processed using brand schema (Carsanaa & Jolibert, 

2018:215), ensuring that the stimuli are extrapolated against existing descriptive and evaluative criteria. 

This contributes to knowledge formation based on the functionality, symbolism, and various other 

associations of a brand, forming the foundation of CBBE (Halkias, 2015:442). 

 

The most common perspective from which to measure brand equity is the consumer-based perspective 

or CBBE (Prachaseree et al., 2022:65; Sarker et al., 2021:1; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2019:329). Aaker 

(1991) is regarded as the pioneer of this perspective in which the CBBE model identifies seventeen 

different methods, which stem from five sources or assets of brand equity. These five sources or assets 

of brand equity, viz. brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived brand quality, brand associations and 

other proprietary brand assets, provide the origin from which value is generated for the consumer 

(Aaker, 1992:30).  

 

As a result of a clearer understanding of what constitutes value for consumers, the process of building 

value by using various strategies and activities is more accurate and pertinent. These five sources or 

assets of brand equity are not all equally important, with the source of other proprietary brand assets 

being the least important (Aaker, 1992:30), while the brand associations source is regarded as the more 

popular and accepted source (Fitsum, 2019; Srinivasan et al., 2005; Netemeyer et al., 2004; Park & 

Srinivasan, 1994; Aaker, 1992).  

 

Brand awareness, or the ability to recall the brand name when provided with a cue about the brand, is 

an essential prerequisite for building brand equity. This step precedes the remaining two sources of 

brand equity which are brand loyalty and brand associations (Tufa & Workineh, 2022:44; Keller, 1993:3; 
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Aaker, 1992:30). Davcik et al. (2015:7) and Wong & Wickham (2015:440) assert that brand awareness 

is the association that a consumer has with the brand, and the corresponding levels of recognition 

associated with the brand and the organisation. This description of awareness makes subtle inferences 

about having a preference or commitment to the brand or the organisation and is a precursor to brand 

loyalty.  

 

Brand loyalty is an integral component of brand equity. Without the commitment to repurchase and to 

not switch to competing brands, brand equity will not be established. Oliver (1999:41) succinctly 

captures the relationship that exists between brand loyalty and brand equity, when defining brand loyalty 

as “an attained state of enduring preference to the point of determined defence”. Brand loyalty, which is 

based on consumer perceptions, is an invaluable ingredient of brand equity. Brand loyalty ensures that 

equity is added to both the brand and the firm, resulting in the corresponding benefits of consumer 

commitment to purchasing and the associated financial returns (Nuseir, 2022: 917; Keller, 2010:68).  

 

According to Tufa & Workineh, (2022:42), Fitsum (2019:21) and Aaker (1992:30) there is a direct 

relationship between brand awareness and brand loyalty, as higher levels of brand awareness 

contribute to an increased likelihood of commitment and loyalty towards the brand. Quality and a 

consumer’s judgment, beliefs or attitudes of what quality is, are commonly referred to as perceived 

quality (Keller, 1993:5; Zeithaml, 1988:3). Perceived quality is an important dimension of CBBE and an 

area of focus for many organisations when building brand equity. Netemeyer et al. (2004:210) view 

perceived quality as the most holistic and fundamental assessment of a brand’s performance and overall 

excellence, within the context of brand equity and its associated dimensions.  

 

The final and seemingly most important and accepted brand equity dimension is brand associations, 

which are regarded as a key driver of brand equity (Nyström, 2022:42; Wang & Finn, 2013:675). Brand 

associations are the top of mind associations or meanings that consumers have of a brand. These 

associations that are attached to the brand are often varied and range from imagery, features, benefits 

and country-of-origin associations amongst others, and these are often there to assist with product recall 

and processing product information, and provide reasons to purchase (Aaker, 1991:31). Keller (2013:59; 

2010:68) conceptualises brand associations into perceptions, which are formed on the basis of 

functional features and performance associated with the brand, within the context of the brand image 

(Van Thuy et al., 2022:232). 

 

Keller & Swaminathan (2020:68) and Keller (1993:2) describe CBBE as the difference in reaction by 

consumers when exposed to components of the marketing mix of a brand, compared to the consumer’s 

reaction when exposed to the same marketing mix of a generic product. CBBE is manifested when the 
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brand is known and familiar to the consumer, and favourable associations are triggered in the memory 

of the consumer as a result of this exposure. Keller’s (2013; 2010; 1993) perspectives of CBBE are 

useful for assisting with managerial decision-making and also for formulating the marketing strategy.  

 

Brand knowledge is the common construct in both aspects related to Keller’s (1993) definition, and this 

relates to the manner in which consumers react to marketing strategies and its associated effect on 

sales. Brand knowledge is therefore a key requirement for the formation of brand equity and its 

differential effects (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:71; Dedeoğlu et al., 2019:212; Keller, 2013:69). 

Marketers are constantly seeking innovative strategies to trigger the memory banks of consumers, in 

order to stimulate the existence of prior knowledge and exposure to the brand (Keller & Swaminathan, 

2020:71), as this significantly influences the success of future marketing strategies. 

 

Brand knowledge can be categorised into the two main components of brand awareness and brand 

image (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:71; Davcik et al., 2015:10; Keller 2013:73). Keller (2013:73; 1993:3) 

posits that brand awareness can be further categorised into brand recall and recognising the brand 

under various conditions, while brand image can be categorised as the associations or familiarity levels 

linked to memory and previous brand experiences. Brand recall and brand familiarity stem from the 

consumer’s memory, hence many studies that have been conducted within the context of CBBE are 

referred to as the associative network memory model studies (Keller, 2013:73; Keller, 1993:3). 

 

The associative network memory modelling process is used to measure CBBE (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 

2019; 2016; Krishnan, 1996) and uses a “node” representing brand concepts or brand information. 

These nodes within the minds of consumers are used for illustrative purposes and represent the 

features, benefits, and relationships that the consumer has with the brand. The nodes are linked via 

numerous and distinctive pathways based on exposure and encounters with the brand 

(Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016:5480). Krishnan (1996:391) further asserts that these nodes within the 

minds of consumers could also represent brands or products, with the links depicting associations 

between the respective brands or nodes. 

 

Krishnan’s study (1996:391) focuses on the relationship between memory associations and CBBE. This 

study reveals that these associations triggered by one aspect of brand equity, such as the brand name, 

can be both numerous and varied in the CBBE building process. These distinct brand associations 

develop as a result of a plethora of factors and are not necessarily product-feature oriented. However, 

these associations contribute to perceptions being formed and its analysis is therefore essential in the 

understanding of how CBBE is conceptualised. These positive or negative brand associations or 

perceptions are often embedded in the performance and features of the brand, or the associated 
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benefits that are attached to the brand (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:76). Bettman’s (1979:42) 

authoritative work asserts that network models in the context of memory schemata are closely related 

to chunking. These network models are important in the analysis of consumer choices, as these models 

assist in arranging the systems and structures related to specific brands. The memory schemata are 

used to draw certain conclusions and perceptions, which are based upon how CBBE is perceived. 

 

The critical aspects relating to the formation of CBBE stem from the formation of strong, favourable, and 

unique brand associations (Keller, 2013:77; Keller, 1993:3). It is evident in literature that brand 

associations are regarded as the most common and crucial component in the process of building CBBE 

(Keller & Swaminathan, 2020; Fitsum, 2019; Keller, 2013; Srinivasan et al., 2005; Netemeyer et al., 

2004; Park & Srinivasan, 1994; Aaker, 1992).  

 

Additional CBBE perspectives, conceptualised in accordance with Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), are 

presented by Pappu et al. (2005:145) where a correlative relationship between brand awareness and 

brand loyalty (Tufa & Workineh, 2022:44; Fitsum, 2019), as well as perceived quality and brand 

associations is presented. Despite the inclusion of additional brand personality measures, the findings 

suggest a high degree of congruency with the findings of Aaker (1991), highlighting the multi-faceted 

conceptualisation of CBBE as a construct. 

 

This multi-faceted, multi-dimensional or holistic approach to literature studies that measure the effect of 

various variables on CBBE are seemingly more popular as a methodology (Konecnik & Gartner, 

2007:413), particularly where the various dimensions of brand equity are attributed to various sources 

or assets of brand equity. Porto (2018:162) adopted this approach to prepare a model based on the 

CBBE sources or assets to measure brand performance based on consumer perceptions. Girard et al. 

(2017:53) employed the CBBE variables, using a multi-dimensional methodology, to prepare a model 

that measured CBBE within the context of private-label brands. Altaf and Shahzad (2018:605) used a 

combination of both the multi-dimensional and uni-dimensional approaches in their study of employee 

brand equity. Shabbir et al. (2017:420) adopted a uni-dimensional approach to measure the influence 

of one of the CBBE sources, viz. brand loyalty, and its influence on brand equity within the 

telecommunications industry. Xu and Chan (2010:177) also adopted a uni-dimensional approach in their 

CCBE study, which assumed that all of the brand features or dimensions within brand equity are 

identical, except for the equity attached to a brand name.  

 

Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016:5479) adopted a varied perspective in their CBBE study, as the 

examination of CBBE was based on the premise that CBBE is a construct that is in a state of flux, and 

is constantly evolving, as opposed to a static and rigid construct. CBBE, in their study, is viewed as a 
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process-driven phenomenon that is built around variables that are interrelated and able to co-exist. 

Variables such as consumers’ perceptions, brand encounters and feelings are viewed as being 

interrelated and not mutually exclusive in their contribution to the formation of CBBE. CBBE is also 

viewed as a complex system that passes through distinct and varied stages of development, built upon 

fluctuating concepts that result in high levels of CBBE (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016:5479). 

 

Netemeyer et al. (2004) conceptualised their CBBE study on the seminal work of Aaker (1996) and 

Keller (1993) by adopting a nomological research approach. The framework of the study by Netemeyer 

et al. (2004:210) consolidated Aaker’s core components of the Brand Equity Ten measurement system 

(Aaker, 1996:105) and Keller’s (1993:2) CBBE perspective into four core CBBE facets and “primary” 

associations respectively, viz. perceived quality, perceived value for the cost, uniqueness, and the 

contribution of these three facets’ influence on intention to pay a premium.  These “core” or “primary” 

CBBE facets were then juxtaposed with various brand association variables based on the work of Keller 

(1993), Aaker (1996) and Farquhar (1989) viz. brand awareness, familiarity, popularity, organizational 

associations, and brand image consistency.  

 

These brand association variables, which are regarded as being linked to the “core” and “primary” CBBE 

facets, were then used to determine the intention to pay a premium when purchasing a brand. The 

findings of the study reflect that their proposed model of CBBE and related facets showed internal 

consistency patterns and validity, when measuring CBBE using numerous brands. Additionally, the 

“primary” associations extracted from Keller (1993) and Aaker (1996) studies are important precursors 

for consumer willingness to pay a premium for a brand, alluding to the essential role these associations 

play in CBBE formation (Netemeyer et al., 2004:222). 

 

2.8 UGC  

2.8.1 CBBE 

 

It is evident from literature that CBBE is a delicate and complex construct that consists of numerous 

volatile variables that emanate from various sources (Sarker et al., 2021:1). CBBE is a perception-based 

phenomenon (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 2016) and perceptions are influenced as a direct result of the 

exposure to various traditional and digital media sources. Axelrod (1973:1249) asserts that schema 

theory is an information-processing model that entails cognitive and perceptual processes based on 

how a person observes the environment. UGC is therefore synonymous with the incoming stimuli, whilst 

CBBE is the perceptual outcome as a result of the cognitive processes. Bettman (1979:42) argues that 

schemata play a critical role in how consumers formulate perceptions of events within their environment. 

Schivinski et al. (2016:195) state that the use of the schema framework is well suited for research studies 
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measuring the relationship between UGC and brand equity as it aligns with communication stimuli, 

information processing and brand judgements. 

 

Information technology, specifically Web 2.0 and social media, have provided word-of-mouth 

communication with a powerful vehicle to share content and information, resulting in eWOM (Sijoria et 

al., 2017:528). Berthon et al. (2012:62) state that Web 2.0 can be thought of as the framework that 

affords the social phenomena of consumer-content, eWOM, or more specifically the phenomenon of 

user-generated content (UGC) – the platform for brand engagement. Schivinski et al. (2016:192) state 

that UGC has created powerful online communities where information is shared at an accelerated pace 

amongst fellow users or consumers with common interests. Traditionally, the building of brand equity 

was achieved by using firm-generated content (FGC), where the marketing strategy of the firm was used 

to create and influence CBBE (Rahmah et al., 2018:13). 

 

Gensler et al. (2013:243) assert that previously, when marketing or brand strategists directed their 

content at consumers (FGC), this content was always adapted and shared using various media, such 

as word-of-mouth communication and other traditional media forms such as newspapers and 

magazines. However, this content, when negatively received, could quite easily be ignored by 

organisations, as it never reached the critical mass, and brand reputations were left unscathed.   

 

Kuksov et al. (2013:295) underscore that the Internet and social media platforms have provided 

consumers with a channel of communication that can be used to engage with brands and in so doing, 

affect the brand’s reputation and image. The extent of consumer engagement with the brand and its 

content extends beyond communicating with the content generated by the organisation, but could also 

include content such as advertisements, blogs and other content generated by consumers (Arya et al., 

2022:1392). 

 

Social media has therefore enabled consumers to not only rapidly share content far more easily, but 

also to generate their own content (Schildmann et al., 2019:2). Goldsmith and Horowitz (2006:13) assert 

that eWOM or UGC emerges as a more persuasive phenomenon than advertising; however, they also 

conclude that consumers have largely varied motivations for engaging in UGC, as well as seeking out 

UGC. Interestingly, their study also highlighted that the reliance of consumers on UGC as a trusted 

source of information (Sethna et al., 2017:365) is also varied, but this tendency is potentially attributable 

to the initial varied motivations for seeking out UGC content in the first place. 

 

Due to the increasing prevalence of UGC, companies are gradually losing control over their brands and 

reputations online (Chelliah et al., 2022:425). Companies are attempting to build brand equity using 
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firm-generated content (Christodoulides et al., 2012:7), but as a sole measure this is proving rather 

ineffective. This could be attributed to the ever-increasing percentage of consumers stating that they 

are more trusting of UGC, 66% according to Nielsen (2015). Significantly, members of Generation Y 

tend to display the highest levels of trust in UGC at 85%, therefore, the judgements and perceptions of 

this category are most likely to be altered, ultimately influencing CBBE (Nielsen, 2015). Christodoulides 

et al. (2012:7) affirm that UGC production is on the increase, and this is being predominantly driven by 

the digital natives or members of Generation Y (Bolton et al., 2013:246; Jang et al., 2011:803), who 

constitute the sample selected for this study.  

 

A key finding in a study by Rachna and Khajuria (2017:7) is that UGC can influence CBBE both positively 

and negatively. Positive UGC that is created by online users, and that contributes to high levels of 

engagement, seemingly has the most significant influence on CBBE (Mishra, 2019:396; Schivinski et 

al., 2016:18; Malthouse et al., 2016:441; Kim & Johnson, 2016:107). Ho-Dac et al. (2013:48) argue in 

their study that negative UGC only adversely affects the CBBE of weaker brands. Interestingly, they 

state that negative UGC has no significant effect on brands that have a stronger brand equity in terms 

of sales. Tang et al. (2014:43) in their frequently cited study assert that UGC, specifically mixed-neutral 

and indifferent-neutral UGC, simply serve to exaggerate and reduce the effect of both positive and 

negative UGC respectively. Scholz et al. (2013:13) assert that mixed-neutral UGC provides a more 

balanced perspective and should therefore have a more significant influence on CBBE. 

 

Eckes (2016:32) posits that negative UGC has a negative effect on CBBE and can be regarded as more 

influential than the marketing mix elements. Rachna and Khajuria (2017:7) assert that UGC needs to be 

integrated into the marketing strategy of businesses due to its influence on CBBE (Schivinski, 

2019:599). Buzeta et al. (2020:94) and Wouters (2016:6) elucidate that both negative and positive UGC 

alter CBBE, while negative UGC has the greatest influence on CBBE and significantly damages brand 

reputations, the effects of which are lasting and formidable (Wouters, 2016:6). 

 

Lwin (2022:96) and Rachna and Khajuria (2017:7) assert that marketers need to focus and react swiftly 

when dealing with particularly negative UGC, using both their marketing and branding strategies to 

negate the influence of negative UGC on CBBE (Buzeta et al., 2020:94). Alam and Khan (2019:69) and 

Kuksov et al. (2013:295) state that UGC affects the image of a brand, which impacts on CBBE, and 

significantly, they also indicate that no adequate theoretical framework exists to deal with the impact of 

UGC or online consumer communications. Zailskaite-Jakste and Kuvykaite (2013:150) found that in 

order for brands to build brand equity using social media, an effective communication strategy is 

required. However, an integral prerequisite to ensure that brand equity is significantly influenced is high 
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consumer involvement or engagement in the social media communication process, a view supported 

by Zia et al. (2022:135) and Christodoulides and Jevons (2010:8).  

 

2.8.2 Dimensions of CBBE within the brand resonance model 

 

Keller’s (2001) popular CBBE model, referred to as the brand resonance model, is often used to both 

build and measure brand equity within various industries, as well as the effects of various variables on 

the dimensions that constitute CBBE. Studies involving the brand resonance model to measure brand 

equity include Jia-yi et al. (2022), Khanna et al. (2019), Duman et al. (2018), Ande et al. (2017), Sandhe 

(2016), Sinčić & Jelić (2015), Huang et al. (2015), Jung et al. (2014), Raut & Brito (2014), Aziz & Yasin 

(2010) and Kuhn & Alpert (2008). 

 

Duman et al. (2018:361) notes that Aaker’s (1991) model and Keller’s (1993) model are the two main 

CBBE models that are used when conducting research to measure brand equity. However, Kapferer’s 

(1992) hexagonal brand identity prism that includes a brand’s physique, personality, culture, 

relationship, reflection, and self-image is also a popular model for measuring brand equity (Burmann et 

al., 2009:396). Kapferer (2008:187) states that these six components are integrated into one entity that 

makes them dependent upon each other. However, the brand identity prism is modelled on one premise 

that “brands can only exist if they communicate” (Kapferer, 2008:187) and all brands can be a regarded 

as a form of communication.  

 

Steenkamp (2020:9) conducted an evaluation of Aaker’s (1991) model and Keller’s (1993) model and 

in essence concluded that both are very similar in terms of the methodological approach to measuring 

CBBE. Among the main theoretical framework differences, two distinct differences within the context of 

this study have contributed to influencing the decision to select Keller’s brand resonance model as 

opposed to Aaker’s (1991) model. Steenkamp (2020:9) highlights the perspective from which brand 

equity is measured, with Aaker’s (1991) model measuring it from both the organisation and the 

consumers’ perspective, with Keller only using the consumer perspective. Keller’s singular perspective, 

whereby CBBE is based on consumer perceptions as a fundamental construct of brand equity, aligns 

with this study’s theoretical framework.  

 

The second difference, as highlighted by Steenkamp (2020:8), relates to the role of brand loyalty.  Aaker 

(1991) regards brand loyalty as both a dimension and a result of brand loyalty, while Keller (1993) views 

loyalty as solely an attribute of strong brand equity. This study adopts Kellers’ perspective (Keller, 

2009:145) on loyalty, within the context of the brand resonance model (see Figure 2.1) which is used to 
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build brand resonance. The pinnacle of the pyramid represents the highest form of loyalty, which 

culminates in the highest form of brand equity.  

 

Figure. 2.1: The brand resonance model (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:108) 

 

 

Khanna et al. (2019:3) also asserts the significance of the hierarchical nature of the brand resonance 

model that represents the sequential structure for building CBBE. Duman et al. (2018:361) reinforces 

this perspective by stating that brand resonance is the pinnacle of the pyramid, and this stems from a 

consumers’ judgements and feelings, which originate from performance perceptions and brand imagery. 

However, Duman et al. (2018:361) highlight that in order to build brand resonance, the prerequisite is 

to establish brand awareness or brand salience (Tufa & Workineh, 2022:44), which is the base of the 

brand resonance model. 

 

Of interest to this study is that the brand resonance model is also used to measure and track the 

influence of various marketing communication formats on building brand loyalty, including its impact on 

brand equity. Keller (2009:145) regards UGC as a form of interactive marketing, where online 

consumers are building the brand and re-defining how consumers engage with brands. Significantly for 

this study, Keller (2009:45) states that UGC, as a form of interactive marketing, positively influences 

and impacts on every dimension of the brand resonance model. As retail brands are constantly 

attempting to build brand equity (Chhabra, 2017:453), many of the CBBE dimensions within the brand 

resonance model was used as building blocks, in their attempts to achieve this. As UGC is influencing 

all the CBBE dimensions, Keller’s brand resonance model has therefore been selected for this study to 

measure the effect of UGC on CBBE. 
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Keller (1993:2) states that brand knowledge within the memory of consumers is a key ingredient in 

perception formulation, particularly when the consumer is exposed to FGC or UGC. This statement 

coincides with the brand schematicity theory (Puligadda et al., 2012) and memory schemata (Bettman, 

1979). Bettman (1979:42) asserts that network models in the context of memory schemata are closely 

related to the chunking phenomenon. These network models are important in the analysis of consumer 

choices, as these models assist in arranging the systems and structures related to specific brands. 

Carsana and Jolibert (2018:214) argue that consumers’ individual characteristics and perceptual 

capabilities influence their brand schematicity, which coincides with the influence of these variables on 

memory schemata (Bettman, 1979:42). Both the memory schemata and brand schema are seemingly 

influenced and altered when exposed to UGC, affecting the formation of CBBE (Stojanovic et al., 

2018:91). 

 

Incoming information such as UGC is stored in specific schemas based on its alignment or link with 

specifications in the consumers’ mind, which are the existing and known CBBE schema (Lane & 

Fastoso, 2016:301; Puligadda et al., 2012:116; Axelrod, 1973:1250). The formation of the existing and 

known CBBE schema could originate from various information sources such as FGC or UGC (Aslam et 

al., 2018:89). According to Su and Kunkel (2019:254), consumers evaluate new information or UGC 

using either an assimilation or an accommodation process. Subsequent to the evaluation of the 

incoming content, if a high degree of congruency exists between the existing schema and the new 

information, the new information is seamlessly assimilated into the schema.   

 

Should consumers be exposed to new UGC that is incongruent with the existing category (Stojanovic 

et al., 2018:85) or schema, an accommodation process occurs (Su and Kunkel, 2019:254) where the 

existing brand schema is altered to accommodate the new information. This results in the credibility of 

the source of the UGC viz. the consumer coming into question (Ali et al., 2019:142). To interpret the 

new UGC, the incoming information is compared with the consumers’ known specifications. As the new 

UGC does not fit the old interpretation, the interpretive process juxtaposes the credibility of the source 

of the new information with that of the confidence of the old interpretation (Axelrod, 1973:1250). 

Significantly, when consumers encounter UGC that is incongruent with their existing schema, the UGC 

might be interpreted negatively, resulting in the formation of negative perceptions (Bhaduri & Ha-

Brookshire, 2017:294). 

 

The process of seeking a suitable schema into which the new UGC can be placed is referred to as the 

satisficing subroutine (Axelrod, 1973:1252). The process of selecting the most suitable schema for the 

new UGC is iterative in nature, as the knowledge of the type of case is used to select the most suitable 
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schema (Coelho et al., 2019:6). Should the selected schema not be suitable, the next most plausible 

schema is selected; this process is then repeated until the most suitable schema is found (Axelrod, 

1973:1252).  This is the satisficing subroutine modelling process that is used to filter incoming UGC, so 

that the consumer is able to understand the complexities of the world (Coelho et al., 2019:6), which 

ultimately alters their existing beliefs and perceptions (Halkias, 2015:439; Axelrod, 1973:1252). The 

satisficing subroutine modelling process is outlined in Figure 2.2 below: 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2: The satisficing subroutine modelling process (Axelrod, 1973:1252) 

 

 

Subsequent to interpretation, UGC is stored or categorised into two main types of schemas, which are 

category-related schemas and image-related schemas (Su & Kunkle, 2019:254). Su and Kunkle 

(2019:254) posit that brand associations are embedded within both these schemas, and these evoke 

consumer responses based on exposure to both FGC and UGC. The schema process is then concluded 

with the formulation of new perceptions and associations (Su & Kunkle, 2019:254) or an altered state of 

CBBE, as a result of the influence of the new UGC. Halkias (2015:439) concludes that the schema 

theory provides a comprehensive approach as to how consumers formulate their knowledge and 

perceptions of brands, and the analysis thereof. 
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The two most common streams of research involving UGC stem from either researching the various 

motivating factors for conducting UGC research or the influence of UGC on the various dimensions that 

constitute CBBE. Based on the latter approach, according to Cheong and Morrison (2008:4), the UGC 

aspects are often brand-related research, which is a focus of this study.  

 

Studies involving UGC and its effects on brand equity and the various related constructs of brand equity 

have been conducted, namely trust, attitudes, emotions, perceptions, purchase intentions and brand 

judgements (Schivinski et al., 2022; Demba, 2019; Scarth, 2018; Malthouse, 2016; Laroche et al., 2012). 

As previously stated, UGC is a semantically complex term and phenomenon, and the term often morphs, 

based on the context of the literature. UGC takes on various forms and this can be attributed to the 

pervasive nature of both social media and the internet as a whole; however, the most common form of 

UGC content that is being created, and potentially the most influential, is UGC content that is brand- or 

product-related, which is the focus of this study (Christodoulides et al., 2011:107). Literature highlighting 

the effect of UGC on the respective dimensions of CBBE is often convoluted within the e-WOM or social 

media literature context and its effect on CBBE dimensions, as in the studies of Raji et al. (2018) and 

Jalilvand and Samiei (2012), where e-WOM is categorised as a form of UGC. UGC is also termed or 

categorised as user-generated social media communication (Khadim et al., 2014:13), or as consumer-

generated content (Smith et al., 2012:103).  Figure 2.3 below illustrates the influence of FGC and UGC 

on CBBE:  

 

 

      Figure 2.3: Conceptual framework one (Adetunji et al., 2018:6) 
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The influence of UGC on CBBE will be discussed using the framework of Keller’s brand resonance 

model (2001) with a particular focus on the various dimensions or building blocks that constitute CBBE. 

This context will ensure that the review of the influence of UGC on the various dimensions of CBBE is 

performed holistically. However, Puligadda et al. (2012:117) maintain that brand schematicity that is 

used to process incoming information or UGC relating to brands, pertains only to the cognitive 

processing ability of the consumer. Therefore, the brand schema is not based on a specific construct 

such as brand awareness or brand loyalty but is rather a broad construct that is not brand specific 

(Puligadda et al., 2012:117). 

 

2.8.3 Brand salience or brand awareness  

 

Brand salience or brand identity is the first building block of the brand resonance model and the 

foundation upon which CBBE is built (Keller, 2013:108). Brand salience can be measured in terms of 

the consumer’s ability to recall the brand within the category, or according to Foroudi et al. (2018:472), 

brand salience ultimately stems from brand awareness, a key ingredient of CBBE. Ande et al. 

(2017:1496) assert that brand salience is an indicator of brand awareness, and stems from the ability to 

recognise the brand under varying conditions, based on certain brand associations or cues.  

 

Keller (2013:72) states that brand awareness, coupled with brand image, constitutes brand knowledge, 

which “consists of a brand node in memory with a variety of associations linked to it”. Ande et al. 

(2017:1495) also assert that brand salience, while being integral to building brand equity, will not build 

brand equity as a singular variable. The brand has to possess brand meaning in order to build brand 

equity in a sequential manner, and brand meaning is immersed within brand performance and brand 

imagery (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:108).  

 

Sankar & Sankarnath (2021:3111) and Jung et al. (2014:197) argue that brand awareness is a precursor 

to perceptions associated with the superior performance and the quality of the brand. As a result of the 

brand awareness, the brand could enjoy a salient position within the mind of the consumer, contributing 

to perceptions and brand judgments relating to brand quality and brand superiority. Raut (2015:42) also 

posits that brand salience extends beyond simply being aware of the brand and the related top-of-mind 

associations (Sandhe, 2016:298), but includes associations that a consumer has of a brand. The higher 

the propensity of these thoughts and related associations, the greater the probability of selecting the 

brand during the purchasing process.  

 

Huang and Sarigöllü (2015:141) found that when attempting to build brand awareness with online 

consumers, it is essential to build a relationship or provide the consumer with a relational experience, 
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which entails personalising the connection between the brand and the consumer. This relational 

experience contributes to increased brand awareness and contributes to brand loyalty. Chan et al. 

(2015:94) posit that the use of online advertising to build brand awareness is limited in its ability, as its 

effects do not stimulate desire for the brand. This finding, when juxtaposed with conventional 

advertising, reveals that conventional advertising stimulates both increased brand awareness and brand 

desire.   

 

Vasudevan and Kumar (2018:357) in their study conclude that UGC as a contributor to the brand 

awareness dimension represented a more significant source than word-of-mouth recommendations. 

Raji et al. (2018:5) reveal that a significant correlation exits between UGC and the variables of brand 

awareness and brand image, where increased exposure to UGC significantly impacts on consumer 

acceptance of a brand, its related perceptions and brand awareness levels (Zailskaite-Jakste & 

Kuvykaite, 2013:149). Rachna and Khajuria (2017:6) also found that UGC also has a significant effect 

on the CBBE constructs of brand awareness, brand associations, brand loyalty and perceived quality.  

 

Chari et al. (2016:1077) appraised the relationship between UGC that focuses on user-generated brand 

reviews or recommendations (UGBR) and trust, with specific reference to Facebook. The findings 

display an expected correlation between the degree of trust that exists between UGBR and the 

associated level of trust that exists between the individual and their respective Facebook friends, with 

higher levels of trust in UGBR aligning with the high level of trust in the Facebook friend or source.  

 

2.8.4 Imagery 

 

Brand imagery relates to the intangible and abstract associations that consumers have of the brand, 

based on their exposure to various forms of media or other sources of information, such as UGC (Keller, 

2013:11). These intangible or abstract associations attached to the brand stem from four main areas, 

namely user imagery, purchase situation, brand personality and values, and the history, heritage and 

experiences associated with the brand (Keller, 2013:116). Yuan et al. (2016:3070) state that brand 

image is based on the beliefs or perceptions that a specific segment of the market has of a brand. These 

beliefs or perceptions, which are subjective in nature, contribute to the formation of an image of the 

brand (Yuan et al., 2016:3070). The establishment of the appropriate brand image is an essential 

component of the formation of the brand’s identity and is a more enduring element in the formation of 

brand equity (Yu et al., 2018:446).  

 

Yu et al. (2018:446) elucidate that brand image, once established, contributes to a more resilient 

dimension in relation to brand attitude and purchase intention. Therefore, a customer’s image of the 
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brand, when exposed to external marketing stimuli, may not be significantly affected in any way. Latif et 

al. (2015:98) suggest a six-element model consisting of brand awareness, brand associations, 

superiority of the brand, brand affection, brand resonance and corporate social responsibility of the 

brand that serve as a precursor to building its image. A correlation is drawn between the significance of 

building a positive brand image using the six elements as antecedents of brand image and brand loyalty. 

Latif et al. (2015:98) argue that a positive brand image heightens brand loyalty levels, which reduces 

the likelihood of consumers switching brands.  

 

Wang et al. (2022: para.37) and Chakraborty and Bhat (2018:159) reviewed the influence of UGC, which 

consisted of online consumer reviews and its influence on brand image. Positive UGC or positive online 

consumer reviews exerted a significant effect on building a credible brand image (Brzozowska-Woś & 

Schivinski, 2019:18). Therefore, to enhance brand image, marketers should consider a more interactive 

and engaging strategy to stimulate positive UGC (Cheng et al., 2019:2). Baka (2016:150) states that 

UGC has a more profound effect within the tourism industry as compared to other industries. UGC within 

the travel sector is regarded as more credible, and it is regarded as a very reliable source to form an 

image of the brand (Perez-Aranda et al., 2018:8).  

 

Furthermore, Baka (2016:150) states that the influence of UGC has not merely influenced the tourism 

sector, but rather transformed it, because of the speed of information dissemination and the critical 

impact that UGC has on brand equity and brand reputation. UGC within the tourism sector, both positive 

and negative, is often disseminated using social media platforms such as Facebook, YouTube, 

Instagram, and Twitter. These channels are well suited to sharing visual imagery such as landscapes, 

scenery, and experiences, and significantly impact on brand imagery and CBBE (Dhanesh et al., 2022:6; 

Baka, 2016:150). Barreda and Bilgihan (2013:275) in a similar study also found that the hotel industry 

has been revolutionised from a marketing perspective, by the ability of UGC to alter the image of brands 

within the hotel industry.   

 

Jalilvand and Samiei (2012:462) reference UGC as e-WOM, and measured the effects of UGC on brand 

image within the motor industry, and the omnipresent variable of purchase intentions. Positive UGC was 

found to exert a considerable influence on the image of companies and brands. UGC also displayed a 

significant effect on the reduction of promotional budgetary spend and on increasing the purchase 

intention of consumers. Interestingly, they suggest that marketers should develop a communication tool 

to negate the influence of negative UGC on brand equity (Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012:472).  

 

Raji et al. (2017:2) also conducted a study on the motor industry, with particular focus on the influence 

of UGC on the functional and hedonic image of a brand, the latter relating to the perceptions, 
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associations, and feelings that the brand evokes. Their study reveals that UGC has a significantly 

greater influence on the hedonic brand image, which is consistent with the finding of other studies 

(Rachna & Khajuria, 2017; Zailskaite-Jakste & Kuvykaite, 2013; Bruhn et al., 2012:783), as opposed to 

the functional brand image. However, functional brand image exerts a greater influence over the 

purchase intention of consumers (Raji et al., 2017:2). Figure 2.4 illustrates the relationship between 

UGC and brand image: 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4: Conceptual framework two (Bruhn et al., 2012:774) 

 

 

2.8.5 Brand performance 

 

Keller and Swaminathan (2020:112) describe brand performance as being seminal to the creation of 

brand equity, as well as being a key element of meeting the functional needs of consumers. The  

performance of a brand is embedded in its various features, as well as its style, design, reliability and 

whether or not the price represents a value for money purchase for the consumer (Keller, 2013:113). 

Brand performance is often measured based on financial returns, such as market share and profitability 

(Li, 2022:1711; Tuan, 2012:43). Tuan (2012:43) also highlights the importance of the non-financial 

performance of the brand, which is based on its performance relative to the competition. Keller 

(2013:113; 2009:143) refers to brand performance within the context of how well the brand meets the 

needs of consumers, from a quality and functionality perspective.  
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Keller and Swamanithan (2020:113) and Keller (2013:113) outline five important types of features and 

benefits that constitute brand performance. Keller & Swamanithan (2020:113) refer to the first attribute 

as the primary or essential features of the brand, with the primary features relating to the functionality 

of the brand, while the secondary features relate to the augmenting features that support or assist the 

primary features, such as style and design. The second attribute relates to the reliability and durability 

of the product, which is essential to the performance of a product, supported by the ability of the 

company to support or repair the product, if required. The third attribute around which performance is 

measured relates to the ability to render efficient and effective service, to support the product in the 

market (Perera et al., 2022:16). Style and design represent the aesthetic dimensions of the brand, which 

represents the fourth performance attribute, with price as the fifth performance attribute, representing 

value for money associations (Keller & Swamanithan, 2020:113). Tuan (2012:43) categorises these into 

the physical aspects of the brand, specifically, product design as the product-related features or 

attributes; the secondary features, which are user imagery, are referred to as non-product related 

features or attributes. 

 

Brand equity in the service industry, referred to as service brand equity by Gautam and Kumar 

(2012:13), used Keller’s (2001) CBBE model and applied the six brand predictors or brand equity 

constructs, viz. salience, performance, imagery, judgements, feelings, and resonance to the service 

industry. Gautam and Kumar (2012:13) concluded that brand performance was found to be the most 

significant dimension, when attempting to build brand resonance. 

 

Zeithaml et al. (1988:15), in their seminal research on perceptions of service quality, state that 

perceptions of performance are based upon consumer expectations. These consumer expectations, 

which relate to product performance, are the needs and wants of consumers, and are not static, as they 

are in a constant state of flux. Zeithaml et al. (1996:35) state that these expectations can be set at two 

levels, which are desired service and performance, alternatively, adequate service or performance. The 

desired level represents the service or performance the consumer hopes to receive, while the adequate 

service or performance represents the service that the consumer will deem as being the minimum 

acceptable level of service or performance.  

 

Duan et al. (2013:3125) propose a five-dimension model that can be used to measure performance 

within the service industry. The SERVPERF model that was modelled on the basis of the widely used 

SERQUAL model by Parasuraman et al. (1985) used the same five dimensions of tangibles, reliability, 

responsiveness, assurance and empathy. According to Duan et al. (2013:3120), the SERVPERF model 

does not measure the gap between consumer expectations and perceptions as the SERVQUAL model 

does – the SERVPERF model measures the perceptions of the service performance received.  
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Xu et al. (2017:675) posit that consumer expectations are influenced by both the marketing strategies 

of companies, as well as consumer-related factors such as UGC. Duan et al. (2013:3124), in the findings 

of their study using the SERVPERF model, suggest that a company can stimulate the creation of UGC, 

which can then be used to manipulate consumer expectations, either by raising expectations or lowering 

them. This would enable a company to better manage performance-based perceptions, as they are able 

to influence consumer expectations accordingly. The findings of Sethna et al. (2017:365) align with Duan 

et al. (2013), as they also found that UGC affects consumer expectations and therefore the consumer’s 

experience of the performance of the brand. 

 

2.8.6 Judgements 

 

Francis et al. (2018:242) state that the growth of UGC significantly affects brand judgements. Brand 

judgements are described by Keller and Swaminathan (2020:117) as consumers’ opinions of a brand, 

which consist of a combination of the brand image and brand performance associations. Gautam and 

Kumar (2012:13) assert that brand judgement is the second most important construct, following brand 

performance, when building a relationship between the brand and the consumer and building brand 

resonance. Keller (2013:117) asserts that judgements are based on four main variables, viz. brand 

quality, brand credibility, brand consideration and brand superiority. According to Boolaky et al. 

(2017:569), these four variables are evaluated or judged according to a consumer’s rational assessment 

of the brand.  

 

2.9 Brand components 

2.9.1 Brand quality 

 

Zeithaml (1988:5), whose seminal study states that there are various interpretations or definitions of 

quality, and these are included in Zeithaml’s widely regarded perspective that quality, in the context of 

a brand, can be described as a brand’s excellence or superiority. The phenomenon of perceived quality 

is the consumer’s perception or judgement about the superiority of the brand and its related 

performance, and this is a subjective perspective, as with all quality perspectives.  

 

Xu et al. (2017:30) elucidate that perceived quality is an antecedent for customer satisfaction and is 

often viewed as a differentiating factor for attracting new consumers. However, Pappu and Quester 

(2006:10) argue that quality is not an antecedent for customer satisfaction and assert that an inverse 

relationship exists between these variables. They conclude that the higher the level of customer 

satisfaction, the higher the perceptions of quality. 
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Jahanshahi et al. (2011:255) add that, in order for customer satisfaction to occur, the perceived quality 

needs to equate to price. Jahanshahi et al. (2011:259) also conclude that increases in brand quality 

perceptions also contribute to increases in consumer loyalty levels. Scott et al. (2015:43) also highlight 

the importance of brand quality in customer satisfaction, and subsequent increases in the levels of 

consumer loyalty. In addition to this finding, they conclude that this contributes to increases in the overall 

brand equity of the company, resulting in the firm enjoying a competitive advantage within the market. 

 

These perceptions of quality are influenced by certain variables, one of which is the reputation of the 

brand, and this is where UGC potentially alters the quality perceptions of brands (Schivinski & 

Dabrowski, 2015:45; Zeithaml, 1988:7). Kim et al. (2012:316) conclude that UGC that has value has an 

ingrained interactive mechanism that includes content relating to quality, value and utility, referred to as 

valuable UGC. Valuable UGC seemingly exerts a significant influence on quality and value perceptions, 

which would impact on CBBE. Figure 2.5 below illustrates the relationship between UGC, perceived 

quality and its influence on brand loyalty (Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2015:35). 

 

 

 

Figure 2.5 Conceptual framework three (Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2015:35) 
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2.9.2 Brand credibility  

 

As a phenomenon, brand credibility is a perception-based, multi-dimensional construct that is founded 

on trust and expertise and is a significant contributor to influencing purchasing decisions and brand 

selection (Perea et al., 2022: 17; Jeng, 2016:2). Spry et al. (2011:898) suggest that a positive 

relationship exists between brand credibility, perceived quality and CBBE, but there are variables such 

as the marketing and brand strategies that are also employed, which influence this relationship.  

 

As a result of the influence of the various marketing and brand strategies on credibility perceptions (Spry 

et al., 2011:898), it is therefore safe to assume that UGC will also have an effect on brand credibility 

and therefore will affect CBBE. In Erdem and Swait’s research (1998) into the role that credibility plays 

in influencing CBBE, they state that credibility is a significant contributor to brand equity formation, and 

inconsistencies in service and product performance influence brand credibility and ultimately brand 

equity (Erdem & Swait, 1998:154). Dwivedi et al. (2018:1177) regard brand credibility, together with 

consumer satisfaction, as essential components within brand judgments that culminate in consumer-

brand relationships. Dwivedi et al. (2018:1194) also add that a consumer’s emotional attachment to the 

brand influences brand credibility as well as certain dimensions of CBBE. They further posit that in order 

to build CBBE, brand credibility as well as customer satisfaction must be prevalent. 

 

2.9.3 Brand consideration 

 

Vriens et al. (2019:105) state that the phenomenon of brand consideration is integral to decision-making 

during the purchasing process. This view is shared by Keller & Swaminathan (2020:118) who indicate 

that a strong correlation exists between a consumer’s purchase intentions, brand associations, brand 

image and ultimately brand consideration. Despite the brand quality and brand credibility associations, 

if the brand does not enjoy brand consideration, the equity of the brand and the purchase intentions will 

be negatively influenced. This finding is consistent with previous findings that UGC significantly affects 

brand image and negatively or positively influences purchase intention (Raji et al., 2017:5; Bahtar & 

Muda, 2016:341). Lăzăroiu et al. (2020:4) and Demba et al. (2019:145) highlight in their studies that 

UGC generates trust among consumers, leading to brand consideration, which is a prerequisite in the 

purchasing process. 
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2.9.4 Brand superiority  

 

According to Beig and Nika (2019:5), brand superiority arises when consumers view one brand as being 

more dominant or in ascendancy relative to another brand. As previously stated, within the context of 

brand quality, brand superiority is integral to the perceptions of brand quality (Zeithaml, 1988:3). Liu and 

Jiang (2020:142) posit that quality judgements or perceptions are how brands are evaluated and brand 

superiority or excellence is crucial to the evaluative process and subsequent purchasing intentions.  

 

Lassar et al. (1995:13) view brand superiority as a perception-based phenomenon, where one brand 

enjoys precedence over another brand. Their view is that brand superiority is viewed in a generic sense, 

whereby one brand has more equity than another, because of its increased value and desirability. Keller 

(1993:6) suggests that favourable associations or judgements and, by implication brand superiority, are 

prerequisites for a brand attempting to build equity over competing brands. UGC purportedly influences 

these consumers perceptions and the associated superior brand perceptions (Baalbaki & Guzmán, 

2016:33; Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2016:192; Kim et al., 2012:315). 

 

2.9.5 Brand feelings 

 

How consumers react to a brand, and the associated emotional responses which emanate from 

consumer perceptions based on the brand’s performance and imagery, can be regarded as brand 

feelings or judgements (Duman et al., 2018:361; Lithopoulos et al., 2018:380). Dwivedi et al. 

(2018:1177) conceptualise a framework encompassing emotional brand attachment and how CBBE 

was developed, whereby the judgements of brand credibility and consumer satisfaction influence the 

consumer’s relationship with the brand. The evoked emotions that are common between the consumer 

and the brand could range from fun and warmth to love and excitement, amongst others (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:117; Dwivedi et al., 2018:1177).  

 

It needs to be noted that brand feelings are not all positive, as a study by Sharma and Jain (2019:63) 

reveals, which posits that loyal brand relationships or attachments are often strong indicators of possible 

brand betrayal. In the event that the brand should fail to maintain the expected performance standards, 

despite strong brand associations, it often results in negative feelings toward the brand. UGC and its 

influence on brand feelings and emotions highlights that these variables associated with the formation 

of CBBE are part of an intricate system consisting of numerous permutations and variances (Raji, 

2017:2; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016:5479). 
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2.9.6 Brand resonance  

 

According to Keller (2010:61; 2013:120), brand resonance is the highest degree of loyalty and the 

ultimate relationship that a consumer can have with a brand. Keller and Swaminathan (2020:117) and 

Keller (2013: 2010) separate the concept of brand resonance into the intensity of the bond between the 

consumer and the brand, and the associated activities that emanate from the relationship with the brand. 

These two components are then divided into the four key categories viz. behavioural loyalty, attitudinal 

attachment, sense of community and active engagement.  

 

Khanna et al. (2019:4) highlight the importance of the brand’s ability to differentiate itself from competing 

brands, contributing to higher levels of brand equity. Brand equity is a prerequisite in creating 

behavioural loyalty, which culminates in increasing the resonance between the consumer and the brand 

(Moura et al., 2019:6). Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015:45) underscore the influence of UGC in 

increasing both the levels of brand equity (Malthouse et al., 2016:440) and the brand loyalty between 

the brand and the consumer.  

 

As alluded to previously, both positive and negative UGC have an influence on CBBE, but with the 

increased frequency and speed of negative UGC, brand loyalty is impacted upon more significantly 

(Malthouse et al., 2016:440). Loyal consumers experience feelings of betrayal and their trust being 

broken. As a consequence, brand resonance is being negatively affected (Malthouse et al., 2016:440).  

 

As previously stated, the first component into which brand resonance can be divided, viz. the intensity 

of the bond with the consumer or the attachment that the consumer has to the brand, can also be 

referred to as brand love, which can also occur at varying levels of intensity (Coelho et al., 2018:156).  

 

The second component into which brand resonance can be divided relates to the associated activities, 

such as repeat purchasing behaviours or conducting additional research about the brand (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:120). Zho et al. (2012:895) found in their study that a relationship exists between 

associated activities, as well as brand communities. They conclude that the engagement with other loyal 

brand followers, i.e., brand communities, increased the degree of association in terms of activities with 

the brand (Kuo & Hou 2017:265). 
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2.9.7 Brand resonance and behavioural loyalty 

 

Jalilvand et al. (2011:151) express a clear preference for describing brand loyalty from a behavioural 

perspective, as opposed to an attitudinal perspective. This stance is based on their premise that 

purchase intention is regarded as a greater display of loyalty, as opposed to the intention to be loyal to 

the brand. Varjonen (2018:13) describes behavioural loyalty in terms of purchasing behaviour, based 

on frequency and quantity of goods purchased. However, this description is qualified in that this 

sentiment cannot be regarded as the sole indicator of brand resonance, because brand resonance could 

also be a result of other factors, such as ease of purchase or the price-point in relation to competing 

brands.  

 

Keller (2013:120; 2010:69) refers to behavioural loyalty in the context of repeat purchases of the brand, 

and the amount or volume purchased in relation to the share of the category, hence purchase behaviour. 

Therefore, purchasing behaviour is a good indicator of behavioural loyalty. However, UGC is also 

potentially influencing the purchasing behaviour of consumers, and therefore also impacting on 

behavioural loyalty and ultimately brand resonance (Chokpitakkul & Anantachart,2020:398; Malthouse 

et al., 2016:431). Cheung et al. (2021:363) affirm the influence of UGC in firstly building consumer 

knowledge, thereby altering consumer perceptions, and how these perceptions ultimately affect 

purchase intentions.  

 

Mayrhofer et al. (2020:178) presented an additional variable regarding the influence of UGC on 

purchase intentions, whereby the effect of UGC on persuasion knowledge was measured. Persuasion 

knowledge, which can be described as a defensive mechanism, is triggered by exposure to external 

stimuli, such as an advertisement, to raise consumers’ defensive barriers. However, exposure to UGC 

seemingly does not trigger persuasion knowledge, thereby not triggering the “defensive barriers”, 

resulting in the consumer being more receptive to UGC. This leads to increased positive receptiveness 

to UGC, which increases the purchase intentions of consumers and contributes to brand resonance. 

 

Khanna et al. (2019:4) consider brand resonance to be a contributor to behavioural loyalty, resulting in 

a high degree of reciprocity between these two variables. This reciprocal relationship between 

resonance and loyalty contributes to high levels of interactivity between consumers (Khanna et al., 

2019:4). For Keller & Swaminathan (2020:122) and Keller (2013:122), however, their indicator of loyalty 

digresses from purchasing intent as an indicator of loyalty. The willingness to invest time to conduct 

research on the brand, attend brand events, or invest resources into the brand, are regarded as more 

affirmative indicators of behavioural loyalty. 
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Cheung et al. (2020:131) concluded that positive UGC assists with the reinforcement of product quality 

perceptions and associated benefits by consumers, which contributes to increasing levels of behavioural 

loyalty and purchasing behaviour (Calvo-Porral & Lévy-Mangin, 2017:94). Bruhn et al. (2012:782) 

postulate that both positive and negative UGC have an influence on the brand image, the subsequent 

purchase intentions, and the resultant levels of behavioural loyalty. In the case of positive UGC, there 

is a positive influence on the likelihood of purchasing, while negative UGC has the converse effect on 

the purchase intentions, with both having the resultant effect on behavioural loyalty.  

 

Kim and Johnson (2016:107) also confirm a strong correlation between UGC and favourable 

behavioural responses, such as the existence of future-purchase intention, which also has a resultant 

positive impact on brand sales. Jalilvand and Samiei (2012:472) also affirm the influence and the 

important role of positive UGC on increasing the propensity to purchase. Schivinski and Dabrowski 

(2015:46) also report an influence of UGC on brand loyalty, together with its influence on other CBBE 

variables, such as brand awareness and quality perceptions. 

 

Bahtar and Muda (2016:341) assert that UGC has a definitive effect on purchase intentions, but no 

distinction is made as to whether positive or negative UGC has a greater effect on purchase intentions. 

Eckes (2016:11) posits that negative UGC seemingly has a more profound effect on brand loyalty as 

opposed to positive UGC, but these findings varied across the respondent spectrum, based on the 

respective categories of consumers. The categories of consumers were based on the level of knowledge 

consumers had of the brand, with less knowledgeable consumers (novices) being affected more 

significantly, as opposed to the more knowledgeable consumers (experts). 

 

There is sufficient evidence to suggest that UGC influences purchase intentions (Christodoulides et al. 

(2012:13) and, by inference, behavioural loyalty and the resultant brand resonance – however, it is 

inconclusive as to where negative or positive UGC has the greater influence on this variable. Rachna 

and Khajuria (2017:7) found that negative UGC has a greater probability of being shared, as opposed 

to positive UGC. However, no inference can be drawn as to whether negative UGC has a greater 

influence than positive UGC, on both behavioural loyalty and brand resonance. 

 

2.9.8 Brand resonance and attitudinal attachment 

 

Keller and Swaminathan (2020:120) and Keller (2013:120) qualify the concept of behavioural loyalty, as 

an indicator of brand resonance, as being inadequate as a singular variable, as previously stated, while 

a strong attachment to the brand is a more significant indicator of brand loyalty and ultimately brand 

resonance. Keller (2010:67) makes reference to brand attachment as the psychological strength of the 
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degree of loyalty between the brand and the consumer. The brand is viewed as being special in a wider 

context, while attitudinal attachment is associated with brand love and pleasure highlighting the 

emotional connection between the brand and the consumer.  

 

Coelho et al. (2018:155) also categorise a consumer’s attachment to a brand as brand love, which 

epitomises the attachment or robust commitment a consumer has to the brand. This perspective of 

brand love represents the consumers’ attachment to the brand, and it is very different to interpersonal 

love. However, it includes a passionate bond and emotional commitment to the brand, a view shared by 

Albert and Merunka (2013:260). Qutywa (2020:38) makes reference to brand attachment and attitudinal 

attachment as interchangeable or generic terms, and reference is made to these two terms within the 

ambit of attachment to the brand. Jalilvand et al. (2011:151) argue that an attitudinal perspective, in 

terms of brand loyalty, signifies favourable preferences and a positive disposition towards the brand, 

indicative of high levels of brand resonance and purchase intentions (Castillo et al., 2022:75).  

 

Patwardhan and Balasubramanian (2011:304) postulate that attachment to the brand needs to 

symbolise a brand romance and should the romance level of engagement be high, attitudinal 

attachment, brand loyalty and brand resonance will also be high. This degree of attachment to the brand 

creates higher levels of attitudinal attachment than traditional loyalty programmes. Huang et al. 

(2013:187) provide a varying perspective, describing attitudinal attachment as a broader variable 

encompassing the psychological connections that a consumer has with the brand. The brand is 

therefore regarded as being special in a more holistic context, encompassing a deeper connection or 

higher levels of brand resonance, extending beyond attitudinal attachment. The perspective of analysing 

attitudinal and emotional connection to a brand within a psychological context is supported by Vernuccio 

et al. (2015:707). They amplify the view that the stronger the attachment between the consumer and 

the brand, the higher the loyalty levels and brand resonance, and the more likely a premium can be 

charged for the brand. 

 

A strong attitudinal and emotional attachment to the brand also increases the likelihood of brand support 

and acceptance of other product varieties with the range of the brand – a result of the higher levels of 

brand resonance (Wallace et al., 2014:39). Wallace et al. (2014:39) note that consumers who have 

brand love, or a strong attachment to the brand, will be more likely to generate positive UGC about the 

brand. This phenomenon is referred to as co-creation (Eusebius, 2020:212). However, despite this, they 

will not tolerate transgression or betrayal by the brand (Jain & Sharma, 2019:993). Wallace et al. 

(2014:39) affirm that these characteristics or indicators represent an authentic brand relationship and is 

a reflection of the consumers’ selves and a measure of their attachment to the brand.  
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There is limited literature that illustrates the relationship between UGC and attitudinal attachment as a 

specific variable within brand resonance. Many authors have addressed the relationship between UGC 

and brand loyalty within CBBE, UGC and brand loyalty as a single variable, UGC and brand attitude, 

but not within the narrow context of UGC and attitudinal attachment. Schivinski et al. (2016:192), in their 

study of the influence of firm-generated content (FGC) and UGC and its effect on brand equity and brand 

attitude, conclude that FGC only affects brand attitude, while UGC had a positive influence on both 

brand equity and brand attitude.  

 

Chakraborti & Bardhan, (2022:408) and Bruhn et al. (2012:784) also found that both positive and 

negative UGC impacts on brand attitudes, which strengthens or conversely weakens brand loyalty 

levels. Morra et al. (2017:14) corroborate this finding, whereby a relationship exists between the 

variables of UGC and its influence on both quality perceptions, as well as on brand loyalty levels. Abzar 

et al. (2014:825) assert that UGC displays a significant positive effect on brand attitude, which influences 

the purchase intention, leveraging the level of brand loyalty. Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold (2011:44) 

made reference to the variable of brand dilution, which consisted of negative UGC significantly 

weakening CBBE and consumer purchase intentions, thereby affecting their brand loyalty levels, which 

could negatively influence the consumer’s attitudinal attachment to the brand.  

 

Reichmann (2017:35) analysed the value of leveraging the positive outcomes of UGC on behalf of the 

brand, as a means of enhancing the relationship between the brand and the consumer, by strengthening 

the loyalty and the brand resonance levels. An inverse relationship between negative UGC and brand 

resonance levels was also revealed, whereby the impact of negative UGC reduced the levels of loyalty 

and brand resonance. Wouters (2016:139) corroborates this finding, whereby negative UGC impacts 

negatively on brand loyalty as a variable.  

 

An additional significant finding by Wouters (2016) was that brand loyalty displayed the most significant 

negative influence in relation to the other CBBE variables. This aligns with feelings of betrayal 

experienced by brand-loyal consumers who display higher levels of brand resonance (Jain & Sharma, 

2019:993; Malthouse et al., 2016:440). Interestingly in a study by Wouters (2016:135), UGC also 

depicted the most significant impact on the brand loyalty variable within the CBBE dimension for non-

loyal consumers. However, amongst brand loyal consumers, negative UGC displayed triple the impact 

on the brand loyalty dimension of CBBE, which highlights the brand betrayal sentiment, and displays 

the significance of the influence of brand loyalty on both the brand attachment and brand resonance 

variables (Wei et al., 2022:20; Wouters, 2016:135).  
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2.10 Sense of community 

 

Keller (2010:69) postulates that a sense of community is potentially the strongest display of loyalty, as 

a category within brand resonance. Here, loyal consumers both online and offline are prepared to 

interact with other loyal brand followers. This interaction with other loyal consumers could take various 

forms, ranging from joining brand-related clubs, being members within brand-related chat rooms or 

simply tweeting about the brand. Keller and Swaminathan (2020:120) also add that the phenomenon of 

sense of community, referred to as a brand community, takes on a broader meaning within this category 

of brand resonance, eliciting a sense of belonging and an affiliation with other loyal brand followers, 

fellow users, consumers, or employees of the company.  

 

Cheng et al. (2019:4) assert that a brand community is distinguished by a number of brand-loyal 

consumers who share values, traditions and a sense of belonging and identification. Veloutsoua and 

Black (2020:873) define a brand community in a more generic sense, referring to it as a group of varying 

members who unite around a common goal or purpose. Huang et al. (2013:187) state that brand 

communities also contribute to a sense of community and create a bond between members. This 

attachment or resonance displayed is referred to as a sense of kinship between members, a common 

example being Harley-Davidson consumers. 

 

Santos et al. (2022:11) and Hajli et al. (2017:136) assert that a brand community is modelled around 

the social engagement and interactions of brand users, and that it also provides marketing value for the 

firm. The marketing value of UGC that is co-created by brand communities seemingly has marketing 

value for the business, but little research evidence exists in this field (Hajli et al., 2017:136). Coelho and 

Bairrada (2019:155) suggest that brand communities are specialised groups of individuals who share a 

set of beliefs, and their relationship revolves around a specific feature, such as a brand (Arya et al., 

2022:1393). 

 

Luo et al. (2015:493) postulate that brand communities are groups of consumers whose common 

interest is a brand, who share a passion for the brand, adhere to a social identity and have common 

goals. Reichmann (2017:20) adds that a strong brand community or a sense of commitment by members 

also influences the behaviour of consumers, but more importantly, it also increases their loyalty and 

commitment levels.  

 

Online brand communities are also founded upon social relationships between consumers and admirers 

of the brand who enjoy expressing their views and sentiments online (Shaari & Ahmad, 2017:210). 

These online brand communities contribute to various components of brand resonance behaviour, such 
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as brand recommendations and brand satisfaction as a result of these interactions (Shaari & Ahmad, 

2017:210). Keller (2009:149) posits that frequent engagements between members within a brand 

community contribute to strengthening the bond between consumers and their attachment to the brand, 

contributing to brand resonance. 

 

According to Luo et al. (2015:493), the combination of brand communities and social media platforms 

contributes to an escalation in the volume of UGC that is generated, as an online brand community 

could potentially consist of a few hundred thousand consumers. This increased interaction between 

brand community members contributes to higher levels of brand resonance, mostly as a result of UGC 

co-creation (Harrigan et al., 2018:395; Luo et al., 2015:493). Brand communities have multiple 

stakeholders, who could include users, brand employees, or any individuals or organisations which have 

an interest in the brand (Vallaster & von Wallpach, 2013:1506).  

 

Mangold and Faulds (2009:361) assert that consumers are gregarious by nature, and enjoy the 

company of like-minded individuals within online brand communities. They suggest that brands leverage 

off these behavioural tendencies, whereby consumers co-create UGC and interact with the brand to 

improve brand interaction and communication with their brand communities (Pereira et al., 2022:17; 

Maslowska et al., 2017:24). Brodie et al. (2013:112) conclude that the interaction process within brand 

communities needs to be understood, as it has consequences for brand marketers because  brand 

control is shifting to brand communities. Their study also argues that marketers are able to join these 

brand communities, if their interaction has a value-adding role. Laroche et al. (2012:81) also highlight 

the potential benefits associated with online brand communities for brands, which include increasing 

information dissemination (Santos et al., 2022:11; Schivinski et al., 2016:192), and enhancing the bond 

and engagement between brand community members (Brodie et al., 2013:112).   

 

Pereira et al. (2022:17) and Goh et al. (2013:103) assert that brand community engagement in UGC 

results in an increase in consumers’ purchases. This influence stems from persuasive and interactive 

engagements from within the brand community. Laroche posits that the more significant potential 

benefits associated with brand communities entail improving the consumers’ relationship with the brand. 

This includes increasing the brand loyalty levels, and increased resistance to negative UGC (Vernuccio 

et al., 2015:713). However, Laroche et al. (2012:81) qualify this perspective by highlighting the inherent 

negative consequences associated with brand communities when it generates negative UGC, and the 

negative impact on the associated brand loyalty and brand resonance levels.  

 

Ho-Dac et al. (2013:50) argue that the strength of the brand equity determines the extent of the effect 

of the influence of UGC, specifically online consumer reviews (OCR), which have a significant impact 
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on purchase intention and brand resonance (Bahtar & Muda, 2016:338). It is essential for newer brands 

with weaker brand equity to negate the influence of negative UGC by generating positive UGC, thus 

increasing their brand equity within these brand communities (Ho-Dac et al., 2013:50). However, 

stronger brands are not immune to the effects of negative UGC and if ignored, the accumulation of the 

volume of negative UGC, which is steadily increasing (Chang et al., 2013:498), will influence the brand, 

should brand resonance wane (Gensler et al., 2013:50; Ho-Dac et al., 2013:50).  

 

Brands that possess higher levels of brand equity also only enjoy the benefits of increased co-creation 

and increased brand resonance within the brand community (Christodoulides et al., 2012:14). Quach 

and Thaichon (2017:63) refer to the co-creation process as an interactive process and as dialogue 

between active consumers and the firm. Koivisto and Mattila (2020:571) make reference to the co-

creation process as the “new brand logic”, where the interactive process between consumers 

contributes to brand equity. Cheng et al. (2019:6) validate the relationship between consumer interaction 

and heightened levels of brand equity and CBBE. This interaction and engagement between online 

community members results in the brand representing the phenomenon of co-creation, ultimately 

culminating in the brand “being the experience” (Cheng et al., 2019:6). Social media platforms have 

provided perfect platforms and opportunities for brand communities to engage in the co-creation process 

of generating brand-related content (Koivisto & Mattila (2020:571; Vallaster & von Wallpach, 

2013:1506). 

 

Coelho et al. (2018:156) suggest that companies create brand communities, both online or offline, in 

order for consumers to engage with other loyal brand followers around their love of the brand. These 

brand communities potentially increase the intensity of the relationship with the brand, resulting in higher 

levels of resistance to the influence of negative UGC. Notably, when dealing with negative UGC, one-

to-one communication may not be the most suitable option, while addressing the negative UGC within 

the brand community could assist in retaining brand resonance levels (Gensler et al., 2013:50). 

However, this also presents the danger of brand equity dilution within the brand community, when the 

response to or engagement with negative UGC is not favourable (Bowden et al., 2017:878).  The 

resultant reaction from the consumer and brand community might also be negative (Gensler et al., 

2013:50), harming the brand equity, purchase intentions Estrella-Ramón & Ellis-Chadwick (2017:20) 

and brand resonance. 

 

Cheng et al. (2020:7) assert the value of brand communities in generating positive emotions and feelings 

towards the brand, increasing the affinity between the brand and the consumer, resulting in higher levels 

of brand loyalty and resonance. Keller (2010:69) argues that interaction between users strengthens the 
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bond between the brand and the consumer, culminating in consumers becoming brand ambassadors, 

and displaying very high levels of loyalty and resonance.  

 

2.11 Active engagement 

 

Keller (2013:121; 2010:69) postulates that active engagement is the strongest display of loyalty, 

exceeding purchase intention and brand consumption as displays of brand loyalty and resonance. 

These displays of engagement could entail willingness to conduct research on the brand, investing time 

or any other acts of positive interest as means of engaging with the brand or other brand users (Keller, 

2013:121; 2010:69). Cheng et al. (2019:4) argue that active engagement includes, amongst others, 

sharing positive UGC, receiving recommendations and suggestions relating to the brand (Anwar et al., 

2022: 330; Wirtz et al., 2013:229), and being a member of brand communities, which contribute to brand 

loyalty and brand resonance.  

 

Cheng et al. (2019:2) posit that engagement with the brand, which could be in the form of website 

engagements, customer support interactions, being active members of loyalty programmes and any 

other attempts to be engaged with the brand, contributes to relationship equity. These attempts to build 

an interactive relationship with the brand through active engagements can also be referred to as 

consumer brand engagements (CBE), which culminate in the formation of CBBE and relationship equity 

for the brand (Cheng et al., 2019:2; Wirtz et al., 2013:236). So et al. (2014:307) conceptualises 

consumer brand engagement as consisting of five variables or dimensions viz. interaction, enthusiasm, 

attention, absorption, and identification. 

 

Beccari and Valerio (2019:24) describe engagement as any participation or association with the brand, 

while online or social media engagement entails engaging with the brand using social media. Unal et al. 

(2017:354) make reference to the active engagement process of consumers in an online domain as 

online consumer engagement (OCE). However, they add that the variable consumer engagement is a 

relatively unknown variable and is often also referenced as brand engagement.  

 

Unal et al. (2017:357) also highlight that within existing literature, emphasis is placed on the engagement 

process and a single variable viz. the brand, as opposed to the engagement process and multiple 

variables such as the consumer, the brand, brand equity, etc. Active engagement as a type of behaviour 

towards a brand, where UGC is generated, displays the highest level of brand affirmation (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:121). Schivinski et al. (2016:18) assert that as brands increase their CBBE, there 

is a corresponding increase in engagement with the brand, contributing to higher levels of brand loyalty 

and resonance.  
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Muntinga et al. (2011:14) conceptualised the COBRA typology of consumer online brand-related 

activities as a behavioural construct, which is used as a framework to reflect on online consumer 

engagement activities with the brand. The COBRA typology is a continuum that is used to measure 

various online brand behaviours and social media interactions, based on consumer usage and 

consumption patterns. Numerous studies have been conducted using the COBRA typology to analyse 

consumers’ online brand engagement behaviours and activities (Cheung et al., 2020; Buzeta et al., 

2020; Schivinski et al., 2019; Piehler et al., 2019; Muntinga et al., 2016; Schivinski et al., 2016). It is 

notable in various studies (Buzeta et al., 2020:93; Roosen & Lüttje, 2020:23; Muntinga et al., 2011:14) 

that UGC is discussed within the COBRA context, and includes all consumer-to-consumer interactions 

and engagements. 

 

The COBRA typology is a continuum that categorises how online users engage with online content in 

terms of their usage, such as consuming, or contributing and creating content. This categorisation holds 

implications for the active engagement variable and brand resonance (Muntinga et al., 2011:16). The 

three variables along the continuum represent the usage of online brand-related content with 

consumption representing the lowest form of online brand engagement activity, therefore representing 

the lowest level of COBRA or brand engagement and brand resonance (Keller, 2013:121). The types of 

engagement activities that occur here include watching and downloading content, reading comments, 

and viewing likes without responding (Khan, 2017:237). The contribution or participation variable 

represents the second highest display of usage of COBRA and brand-related content in terms of brand 

activity and engagement (Muntinga et al., 2011:14). The type of engagement with COBRA or any other 

brand- related content could include sharing user-to-user content, liking and commenting (Piehler et al., 

2019:1848; Khan, 2017:237). 

 

The creation variable represents the highest display of engagement with COBRA in terms of activity and 

interaction with brand-related content (Mishra, 2019:396; Malthouse et al., 2016:441). Muntinga et al. 

(2011:17) describe creating content as the production of content that is consumed and contributed to or 

participated in by other online users. Created content or UGC that is actively created could include all 

content such commenting on websites, producing video content, writing blogs and product reviews 

(Malthouse et al., 2016:430; Muntinga et al., 2011:17). 

 

Buzeta et al. (2020:94) refer to the latter two types of consumer usage and consumption patterns of 

COBRA, viz. contribution and creation, as the higher order that COBRA represents. This categorisation 

represents the highest level of brand activity and involvement and has the potential to exert the most 

influence over other consumers. The importance of these categorisations is that both the positive UGC 
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and positive COBRA represent the highest level of brand engagement, which subsequently also 

represent the highest display of brand equity and resonance (Mishra, 2018:396; Malthouse et al., 

2016:441; Schivinski et al., 2016:21).  

 

Mishra (2019:396) and Muntinga et al. (2011:34) also reveal that the rationale or motivational factors 

behind UGC or COBRA creation is driven by the desire or motivation of consumers within online brand 

communities to alter other consumers’ perceptions and purchase intentions. Buzeta et al. (2020:94) 

qualify this by adding that the higher-order motivational factors of COBRA can have both a positive or 

negative influence on CBBE, depending on the nature and type of engagement with the brand. Buzeta 

et al. (2020:94) posit that negative UGC could be factual content, or UGC that is generated for malicious 

reasons, and has the potential to influence consumer perceptions. Negative UGC therefore potentially 

negatively influences CBBE and results in the brand resonance being negatively influenced (Mishra, 

2019:396; Estrella-Ramón & Ellis-Chadwick, 2017:20) 

 

Since the higher-order motivational factors of COBRA, viz. contribution and creation, have the potential 

for the highest level of active engagement, it is vital for brands to generate positive FGC (firm-generated 

content) that will stimulate further engagement by consumers (Buzeta et al., 2020:94; Calise 2019:171) 

and build brand resonance. However, as stated previously by Schivinski et al. (2016:192), FGC 

seemingly only influences the attitudinal dimension of brand resonance, while UGC potentially 

influences all the dimensions of brand resonance. Majid and Laroche (2019:24) assert that consumers 

evaluate FGC with a negative sentiment, as opposed to UGC that is evaluated more positively, but this 

positive sentiment is only temporary, as repeated UGC posts by a consumer are eventually viewed as 

being a form of advertising or FGC.  

 

It is imperative for firms to produce FGC that trigger the higher-order motivational factor of COBRA, 

specifically content creation, to strengthen the consumer-brand engagement process (Cheung et al., 

2021:371). Muntinga (2015:16) suggests that all three motivational factors in terms of COBRA need to 

be factored into the planning and generation of FGC, to ensure that all the respective consumer needs 

and motivations in terms of COBRA are satisfied. Cheung et al. (2021:370) analysed the relationship 

between the social media marketing activities (SMM) of an organisation (FGC using social media) and 

COBRA and concluded, amongst other findings, that the FGC needs to be entertaining, customised, 

interactive and include trendy information for the engagement process to be optimal. 

 

Muntinga (2015:16) asserts that the need for content such as FGC or SMM that is entertaining in nature, 

contributes to the consumption and contribution factors of COBRA (Buzeta et al., 2020:92; Schivinski 

et al., 2016:23), although this content never triggers high levels of content or UGC creation. FGC or 
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SMM that is interactive in nature results in the highest levels of content or UGC creation (Muntinga, 

2015:16), which is the key higher-order COBRA. UGC has the greatest influence on purchase intentions, 

resulting in high levels of active engagement between the brand and the consumer, contributing to high 

levels of brand resonance (Cheung et al., 2021:370) 

 

Liu et al. (2021:823) also conclude that luxury brands have also increased their social media 

engagement with their users, as this stimulates active engagement with consumers, contributing to an 

increase in purchase intentions, which positively influences brand resonance. The influence of UGC on 

online users results in interactive engagement behaviours such as social interaction, social consensus 

and purchasing review (Naeem & Ozuem, 2020:11), which are precursors for brand engagement and a 

key building block of brand resonance.  

 

Naeem and Ozuem (2020:1) conclude that there is inadequate conclusive evidence regarding 

understanding consumer motivations that surround the generation, exchange or contribution and 

consumption of UGC. They propose a UGC SBE model (social brand engagement) that assists with 

measuring the influence of the social parameters of UGC on the behaviour of other social media users. 

Naeem and Ozuem (2020:11) conclude their findings by arguing that the UGC generated by other online 

users such as friends, or brand communities, exert the most significant influence over other online 

consumers.  

 

2.12 Models to manage UGC 

 

The literature is limited with respect to strategies and approaches that companies can use to manage 

and control the influence of UGC on brand equity (Lim et al., 2020:932). It is further evident from 

literature that the models and strategic frameworks that have been conceptualised to manage UGC 

have been predominantly built from a marketing perspective within the context of reputation 

management (Aureli & Supino, 2017:103). Killian and McManus (2015:539) observe that despite the 

significant growth in the engagement between brands and online consumers using social media 

platforms, very little research has been conducted in this area.  

 

There is a particular dearth of literature that deals with the models and frameworks that companies can 

integrate into their strategic marketing strategies to manage UGC and other social media 

communications (Killian & McManus, 2015:539). Nicoli and Papadopoulou (2017:326) notably assert 

that additional strategies to manage UGC such as response strategies, timing of responses and 

managing the reputation of the brand need to be integrated into a strategic marketing and 

communication strategy.  
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Aureli & Supino (2017:88) state that the majority of the studies involving UGC and its influence on brand 

equity has been conducted from a monitoring perspective and there are no clear formalised strategies 

to deal with the influence of UGC. Notably, they add that there is an absence of specialised skills within 

companies to deal with UGC, a view supported by Nicoli & Papadopoulou (2017:323), and strategies 

are primarily reactive, as opposed to being proactive, when managing UGC and its effects.  

 

Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018:1) assert that as UGC continues to increase its influence on consumer 

perceptions and purchasing behaviour, companies need to develop a communication strategy that will 

manage the influence of UGC on the reputation of the brand accordingly. Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018:2) 

propose a model that is based on the SERVQUAL model (Parasurman et al., 1985), and it is used to 

measure the gap between consumer expectations and the perceptions of the service received.  

 

The proposed gap analysis of the online reputation model by Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018:4) has three 

components, while the main component of the model is a communication framework that attempts to 

manage consumer perceptions better than competitors. These perceptions emanate from the 

differences between expected and perceived service. The communication framework has therefore 

been formulated to manage the online brand equity and reputation of the brand in a generic sense, and 

not within the context of the CBBE dimensions. See Fig 2.6 below: 

 

 

Figure 2.6: Gap analysis of the online reputation (Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018:4) 
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Baka (2016:158) proposes a conceptual model to manage the influence of UGC on the reputation of 

hotel brands within the tourism industry. The purpose of the model is to highlight the need to improve 

managerial insights and modify strategies for the management of UGC and its influence on a brand. 

The model is based on an integrative approach that entails the monitoring of UGC using various 

technological tools.  

 

The purpose is for a company to be proactive in its engagement with UGC and implement an appropriate 

reactive strategy (Baka, 2016:160). Baka (2016:160) concludes that the conceptualisation and use of 

the model has highlighted the importance of implementing one integrated business strategy towards 

managing the influence of UGC, encompassing both online and offline strategies. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.7: A conceptual model towards managing online reputation, inspired by Fombrun (1996) and 

adapted in the context of UGC (Baka, 2016:160). 

 

 

A deficiency of this model is that its focus is primarily on the management of corporate reputations with 

a particular focus on reputation rankings within the travel and tourism sector. The conceptual model is 
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also modelled around UGC that emanates solely from TripAdvisor, hence its specificity to the tourism 

sector (Baka, 2016:160). 

Gu and Ye (2014:579) assert that the influence of UGC within the travel industry is growing rapidly and 

companies are adopting an active role to engage with consumers. Their research was conducted from 

a company perspective, whereby the effectiveness of company responses to UGC was measured in 

relation to consumers’ perceptions of the response received, and the associated customer satisfaction 

levels. Gu and Ye (2014:571) notably state that dealing with UGC is an essential component in a 

company’s communication strategy; however, very little literature exists on how to deal with UGC.  

A panel data model was developed by Gu & Ye (2014:570) to measure the efficacy of management 

responses, within the context of negative UGC. Their findings suggest that a high degree of variability 

exists in terms of consumer perceptions of the company responses. Another notable outcome from the 

use of the model was the observation of the negative impact of the company’s response on other online 

consumers’ perceptions. It was found that because of their exposure to the company’s response, the 

perception of these consumers was also altered, which has implications for the CBBE also being 

negatively affected (Gu & Ye, 2014:579). A deficiency of the model is that it only based on repeated 

reviews of the same hotel. It is also only based on the response of management, which is then measured 

for heterogeneity using regression analysis (Gu & Ye, 2014:574). 

 

Lim et al. (2020:932) proposed a model using hierarchical regression analysis, with brand equity and 

social media activity outcomes as the dependent and independent variables respectively. Social media 

outcomes are described as being online tactics that a company employs to retain its competitiveness. 

These online tactics are categorised into social media outcomes, and are aligned with the company’s 

marketing strategies to maintain its brand equity.  

 

The model of Lim et al. (2020:927) is designed on the premise that companies have limited knowledge 

of the efficacy of social media strategies, contributing to inefficiencies in the allocation of their resources. 

The model highlights which social media strategies a company needs to employ to target a specific 

online consumer, to achieve a particular social media outcome, and in so doing integrate these into their 

social media marketing strategies to build brand equity (Lim et al., 2020:927). A major drawback of the 

model is that it does not measure the influence of UGC on brand equity – the model focuses 

predominantly on FGC and its impact on the profitability of the firm (Lim et al., 2020:934)  

 

Qu et al. (2019:1) elucidate that the influence of UGC, particularly negative UGC, is well-documented in 

literature and has contributed to companies having to respond using FGC or EGC (enterprise-generated 

content). The study measures the influence of an interactive EGC-UGC model to control the proliferation 

of negative UGC. The model of UGC propagation is based on the assumption that when users post 
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UGC that is product- or service-related, it is exposed to other users, who then form perceptions about 

the UGC (Qu et al., 2019:5), which results in the UGC being shared, contributing to propagation.  

 

FGC or EGC is then subsequently generated in an attempt to manage or influence the negative UGC. 

The model categorises the UGC propagation into four stages, based on the EGC-UGC influence and 

the opinion sponsor. The model of UGC propagation reveals the most optimal methodology for using 

EGC or FGC to manage and diffuse negative UGC. Qu et al. (2019:16) indicate that the response speed 

of EGC, increasing the quantity of the EGC, as well as increasing the frequency of interactions between 

the company and the user, assists with negative UGC diffusion. A flaw of this model is that it focuses 

primarily on negative UGC and does not include the influence of positive UGC. An additional drawback 

is that the model categorises UGC into only product- or service-related UGC and not brand-related 

UGC, therefore excluding various dimensions of brand equity (Qu et al., 2019:5). 

 

 

 

Figure 2.8: Four cases of opinion propagation – Model of UFC propagation (Qu et al. (2019:4). 

 

 

Manaman et al. (2016:94) proposed an online reputation monitoring system using an N-gram learning 

approach, which is based on algorithms, to monitor the reputation of a company. The model is based 

upon a sentiment analysis process, which categorises the attitude of an online user who has generated 

UGC. Using a Likert-type scale, the content is polarised into positive, negative, neutral and irrelevant 

UGC. The results are then analysed to ascertain how the UGC could affect the perceptions of online 

consumers and the reputation of the company (Manaman et al., 2016:99). The deficiency of this model 

is that it is designed on UGC emanating predominantly from Twitter and therefore does not consider 
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many other social media platforms. Also, the algorithm used is modelled solely around the name of the 

company, and not on a more varied algorithm for tracking brand-related UGC (Manaman et al., 2016:94). 

 

The models reviewed reflect various commonalities and tendencies, in terms of managing the influence 

of UGC on the reputation of the company and the associated brand equity. Many of the models focus 

on the monitoring, classification and control of the spread of UGC. There are limited models in literature 

that focus on the response strategies that need to be employed to manage UGC and its effects on 

CBBE. The model proposed by Rodríguez-Díaz et al. (2018:4) is potentially the most comprehensive 

as it advances a modelling process that alters the CBBE of online consumers. However, the design of 

the model is intrinsically not focused on CBBE, but its focus attempts to alter consumer perceptions 

within the context of service quality gaps, in relation to that of competitors. Additional considerations 

evident in literature regarding the modelling of the various frameworks, speed of response, quantity of 

FGC content and the frequency of interaction with the consumer are all seemingly important brand-

related factors that assist with managing UGC and its influence. 

 

Research studies involving UGC and its influence on various CBBE dimensions, as well as Keller’s 

brand resonance model (Keller, 2001) are well documented, which align with the theoretical and 

methodological framework of this study. A recurring and critical recommendation is that any proposed 

model or framework to manage UGC and its effects on CBBE needs to be integrated into the strategic 

marketing and communication framework of the company. There is no evidence in the literature of a 

strategic communication framework to manage the influence of UGC on CBBE, which is the primary 

objective of this study. 

 

2.13 Literature gap and contribution of the study 

 

Keller (2010:57) underscores the love-hate relationship that exists between researchers and 

practitioners alike, in the manner in which brand equity is conceptualised. Brand equity as a variable 

has magnified the significance of the brand when designing marketing strategies, and stimulated 

researchers’ interest in this phenomenon – this represents the “love” dimension. The “hate” dimension 

is reflected in the multifarious ways in which brand equity is defined, measured, and conceptualised 

(Keller, 1993:2). This literature review reflects the various perspectives from which brand equity can be 

measured, with Aaker’s (1991) consumer-based perspective and Keller’s (1993) theories being the most 

popular within the literature. Keller’s (2001) conceptualisation of CBBE dimensions into the brand 

resonance model is arguably the most popular and commonly researched brand equity model in recent 

years. 
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Previous studies that have measured the influence of UGC on CBBE and its variables have all 

concluded that UGC influences CBBE, albeit in a nomological manner.  The influence of UGC on CBBE 

variables displayed variances with regards to the specific CBBE variable being studied and the industry 

within which the study was conducted. Positive and negative UGC also displayed varying effects on 

CBBE (Zia et al., 2022:124; Rachna & Khajuria, 2017:7), with inconclusive evidence available as to 

whether positive or negative UGC exerted a greater influence on CBBE (Christodoulides et al., 2012:13). 

However, negative UGC displayed the greater propensity for being shared and the viral speed with 

which it is shared is faster than positive UGC (Hornik et al., 2015:279). 

 

The combination of the complex nature of the CBBE and UGC variables makes the analysis and 

management of these two variables an extremely difficult task. UGC, in its absolute form, is a relatively 

new and unknown variable, and its influence on CBBE variables, as well as its influence on consumer 

behaviour, has not been extensively researched. Studies involving UGC and various CBBE variables 

have been conducted within the context of various industries, including the retail industry (Jayasuriya, 

2022; Naeem & Wilson, 2020; Pappu & Quester, 2006). Various models and frameworks to manage the 

influence of UGC, as well as its variables have also been conducted. Kuksov et al. (2013:295) state that 

despite UGC affecting brand image and impacting on CBBE significantly, no adequate theoretical 

framework exists to deal with this phenomenon. 

 

A key aspect of their suggested research focus revolves around a need for a deeper understanding and 

a different perspective as to how UGC influences CBBE (Bruhn et al., 2012:783). The gap in the body 

of knowledge relates to the absence of a strategic communication framework that retailers could use to 

manage the influence of UGC on CBBE. Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015:43) elucidate that additional 

research is needed when using Keller’s CBBE framework (Keller, 1993, 2009). The strategic 

communication framework proposed in this study to manage UGC is in accordance with Keller’s brand 

equity pyramid, as this is one of the most recognised models for building CBBE, and all these 

dimensions are influenced by UGC. 

 

2.14 Conceptual framework 

 

The conceptual framework by Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015:35) was developed to measure the effect 

of UGC on brand equity and its effect on purchase intentions. This conceptual framework forms the 

basis of the conceptual model used in this study due to the strong correlation between the variables 

included in this study. Additionally, the conceptual framework of Schivinski and Dabrowski (2015:35) is 

also embedded in the schema theory, as this conceptual framework aligns with the processing of the 

incoming information in the form of FGC and UGC, stored knowledge, and the formation of CBBE. 
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Stojanovic et al. (2018:86) posit that there are similarities in the effect of both FGC and UGC, as they 

relate to brand awareness (Zia et al., 2022:134) and ultimately brand equity, when modelled on the 

schema theory (Bettman, 1979; Axelrod, 1973).   

 

He (2016:27) asserts that since FGC is only positive in nature, while UGC can be both positive and 

negative, it results in a differential effect on CBBE. Similarly, Bruhn et al. (2012:775) in their study of 

brand equity explain that schema theory is well suited as a theoretical framework for processing 

communication stimuli such as UGC. He’s (2016) study on the effect of UGC on brand equity was 

formulated upon the conceptual framework of Bruhn et al. (2012). The schema theory, as a theoretical 

framework from which to build a conceptual framework to examine the influence of UGC on CBBE, is 

seemingly the most appropriate theory (Ali et al., 2019:139).  

  

The UGCF (user-generated communication framework) model was used to construct the conceptual 

framework of this study to illustrate relationship between the UGC and CBBE within the retail industry. 

The conceptual model is based on two main variables with UGC being the independent variable as it 

displays a causal effect on CBBE. UGC is also regarded as a form of communication that is out of the 

ambit of control of the company, hence its classification as an independent variable (Schivinski et al., 

2016:190). As CBBE is the primary variable of interest and CBBE is affected by variances in the 

composition of UGC, i.e. negative or positive, CBBE is regarded as the dependent variable (Saunders 

et al., 2009:367). This study will be a quantitative study whereby the potential influence and relationship 

of UGC (independent variable) on CBBE (dependent variable) will be measured, allowing for a larger 

sample size, to assess the causal relationship between these two variables (Hallgren et al., 2018:12; 

Rachna & Khajuria 2017:7; Wouters, 2016:64). 

 

The rationale behind the design of the UGCF model is based on various assumptions. The first 

assumption is that FGC is no longer the most effective means of building CBBE, as firms are no longer 

in complete control of their FGC (Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2013:14). The second assumption is that 

major retail firms in the Cape Metropole do not have a strategic communication framework to deal with 

the influence of UGC on their CBBE (Tunçel & Yılmaz, 2020:110). The third assumption is that the effect 

of negative UGC is diluting CBBE (Malthouse et al., 2016:440) and affecting the purchasing intentions 

of consumers of major retail brands in the Cape Metropole. 

 

The influence of UGC on CBBE is altering consumer perceptions and impacting on the manner in which 

consumers respond to the brand. Studies involving UGC and its influence on the CBBE variables are 

relatively extensive (Rachna and Khajuria, 2017:7; Schivinski et al., 2016:192; Schivinski and 
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Dąbrowski, 2013:14; Kuksov et al., 2013:295; Christodoulides et al., 2012:7). These studies are all 

consistent in their findings that UGC has an influence on CBBE.  

  

Figure 2.9: User-generated communication framework model (UGCF Model) 

Source: This researcher 

 

 

This is contrary to studies involving FGC and its influence on CBBE, where the literature is limited and 

often contradictory in nature. There are two main perspectives evident in the literature. Firstly, the 

influence of FGC on CBBE is measured, and secondly, where the influence of FGC on the behaviour of 

consumers is measured (Yao, 2021:19). Kumar et al. (2016:7) and Schivinski and Dabrowski (2013) 

found that FGC has a positive effect on consumer behaviour and purchase intentions, while Berthon et 

al. (2012:269) and Cheong & Morrison (2008:20) reported contrasting results, concluding that FGC 

content is not as credible as UGC content, and the influence of FGC on CBBE is waning.  

 

Sagynbekova et al. (2020:6), Yi et al. (2019:31), Bashir et al. (2017:756), Zailskaite-Jakste and 

Kuvykaite (2013:150) elucidate that an integrated approach is needed, whereby the UGC is integrated 

into FGC. This will increase the credibility and trustworthiness of the FGC, thereby reducing consumer 

scepticism. Colicev et al. (2018:100) suggest that both UGC and FGC as variables influence the 

spending propensity of consumers equitably, while UGC exerts greater influence in terms of brand 

awareness.  

 

In line with these findings, with specific reference to the findings of Schivinski and Dąbrowski (2013) and 

Christodoulides et al. (2012), the following hypotheses have been developed: 
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H1: UGC has a positive influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. 

 

Studies outlined above in the literature review suggest that a correlation exists between UGC and CBBE. 

Schivinski and Dąbrowski (2013:14) and Bruhn et al. (2012:770) displayed evidence of the positive 

influence of UGC on CBBE dimensions. The latter study also concludes that brand attitude has an 

impact on CBBE; as UGC positively affects the brand attitude dimension within CBBE, the purchase 

intentions of consumers are correspondingly influenced. In addition, Christodoulides et al. (2012) also 

conclude that UGC has a positive effect on CBBE and purchase intentions. Mayrhofer et al. (2020) state 

that when increasing consumer involvement with UGC, the significance of the impact on CBBE variables 

are heightened, which is consistent with the findings of Buzeta et al. (2020:94).  

 

The influence of positive UGC on CBBE or on the various elements that constitute CBBE is also well 

documented, but potentially not as extant as the influence of negative UGC on CBBE. Xu et al. (2021:11) 

assert that positive UGC alters brand image perceptions, which contribute to the purchasing intentions 

of consumers. This finding correlates with that of Llopis-Amorós et al. (2019:141) who also state that 

positive UGC exerts a significant influence on all the elements that constitute brand equity, and similarly 

influences purchasing intentions, often regarded as the culmination of CBBE. Malthouse et al. 

(2016:441) and Machado el al. (2019:382) concur as they elucidate that UGC has a positive impact on 

CBBE, with the former also stating that the effect of positive UGC has a sustained effect on purchasing 

behaviour. Kim and Johnson (2016:98), while in agreement regarding the positive influence of UGC on 

consumer behaviour, also conclude that brand engagement and brand sales increase as a result. 

 

This study therefore hypothesises that UGC exerts a positive influence on the CBBE of retail businesses 

in the Cape Metropole. As the influence of UGC on CBBE can be both positive and negative the following 

hypothesis has been developed: 

 

H2: UGC has a negative influence on the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole. 

 

UGC can be either positive or negative: while positive UGC emanates from positive consumer 

experiences, negative UGC originates from unsatisfactory consumer experiences (Hornik et al., 

2015:273). Bruhn et al. (2012:359) confirm that negative UGC has a negative effect on brand attitudes, 

which negatively influences CBBE.  Buzeta et al. (2020:94) corroborate this finding, concluding that 

negative UGC is a threat to CBBE. Kim and Johnson (2016:107) found that not only does negative UGC 

have a more significant influence than positive UGC on purchase intentions and brand engagement, 

which are essential components of CBBE, but negative UGC has the potential to spread faster and 

damage CBBE more significantly.  
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Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold (2011:38) found that negative UGC has a considerably greater 

negative effect (Daugherty & Hoffman, 2013:96) on purchase intentions, and consequently also on 

CBBE, a phenomenon referred to as brand dilution. This study further concluded that negative UGC has 

implications not only for negatively influencing CBBE, but also includes inferences on retailer reliability, 

and this negative sentiment is magnified when the retail brand is unfamiliar. 

 

Therefore, in line with these findings the study assumes that UGC also exerts a negative influence on 

CBBE. As the influence of UGC on CBBE variables could either be positive or negative, the possibility 

exists that the influence of UGC on CBBE is neutral (Daugherty & Hoffman, 2013:87), whereby 

consumer perceptions are impartial to UGC and are not influenced by it in any way.  

 

Therefore, as this study hypothesises that UGC can exert either a positive or a negative influence on 

the CBBE of retail businesses in the Cape Metropole, the following null hypothesis has been developed: 

 

H0: UGC does not influence the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. 

 

Limited literature exists in which the influence of mixed-neutral UGC on CBBE has been measured 

(Tang et al., 2014:43). Bruhn et al. (2012:782) elucidate that UGC by its very nature can be regarded 

as a neutral form of communication, as it is seemingly mostly devoid of any firm influence. This 

perception of neutrality associated with UGC facilitates the view that UGC is more trustworthy and 

authentic. Tang et al. (2014:43) describe UGC that is neutral as mixed-neutral UGC, as it contains an 

equal amount of both positive or negative content, while content that has neither positive nor negative 

claims, is termed indifferent-neutral UGC. Tang et al. (2014:46) conclude that mixed or indifferent-

neutral UGC does exert some form of influence on CBBE, albeit indirectly in the form of influencing 

brand awareness and brand associations. Interestingly, two additional findings emerge from Tang et al. 

(2014:55): firstly, mixed-neutral UGC is seemingly regarded as more trustworthy and credible and more 

likely to be evaluated and considered by consumers; and perhaps more importantly, neutral UGC 

amplifies the positive and negative effects of UGC.  

 

Sonnier et al. (2011:713) underscore that both positive and negative UGC have a greater effect than 

mixed-neutral UGC, although all three variables exert an influence on the purchasing behaviour of 

consumers. Mudambi and Schuff (2010:188) found that UGC in the context of online reviews of a 

moderate or neutral nature was more useful than extremely positive or negative reviews. Morra et al. 

(2017:15) found that UGC exerted no influence on CBBE variables, as it was regarded as generated by 

non-expert consumers, and therefore could not be regarded as trustworthy. Negoro and Alif (2020:15) 
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found that UGC had no effect on CBBE, despite also finding that UGC had an influence on brand 

attitudes. However, this finding is questionable, considering that brand attitude is an integral component 

of brand equity (Keller, 2010:61).  Yu (2019:10) found that the influence of UGC, while not neutral, was 

limited in its influence on CBBE to only quality perceptions and brand loyalty, which aligns with Rachna 

and Khajuria (2017:7) where a low correlation between UGC and CBBE variables was revealed.  

 

The literature is ambivalent as to the effect of neutral UGC on CBBE, with varying findings in this regard, 

ranging from UGC having an effect on CBBE, to UGC having no effect on CBBE, therefore this 

hypothesis is inconclusive at this stage.  

 

 

2.15 Chapter summary 

 

This chapter presents the schema theory (Eysenck, 1984; Axelrod, 1973) framework in which this 

literature study is embedded. The various approaches and perspectives from which brand equity can 

be measured are presented. The CBBE perspectives of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) are the most 

popular approaches from which brand equity can be measured. Keller’s (2001) brand resonance model 

with its associated dimensions is considered and forms the axis of the literature review. The influence 

of UGC on the various sub-dimensions within the hierarchical structure of the brand resonance model 

is clearly articulated. Various models that are in existence to deal with UGC are evaluated, while 

highlighting their respective deficiencies. The conclusion is drawn that no strategic communications 

framework currently exists that can adequately deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE. A UGCF 

conceptual framework modelled on Schivinski and Dabrowski’s (2013) framework outlines the influence 

of UGC on CBBE. 
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Chapter 3  

Research Design and Methodology 

The key aim of this chapter is to enunciate the philosophical assumptions that underpinned this research 

study, as well as introduce the research design, the research strategy and the empirical techniques that 

were applied in order to solve the research problem. This chapter specifically outlines the resesearch 

methodology adopted for this study, which is based on the research process onion of Saunders, et al., 

(2019). This process delineates the research approaches and techniques that were used to achieve the 

research requirements of this study. A mono-method quantitative research methodology was utilised, 

and the data was collected using self-administered online surveys, distributed according to a simple 

random sampling method. 

As UGC as a social phenomenon and its influence on CBBE are not within the control of the researcher, 

and a mathematical and scientific analysis was required to measure the influence of UGC on CBBE, a 

quantitative research method was adopted to complete this study. 

When conducting systematic research, it is imperative to have an initial understanding of the nature of 

the knowledge applied to the phenomena under study, and the logical relationships that exist between 

the variables (Saunders et al., 2019:79). The researcher thus has to have clear epistemological, 

ontological and axiological positions before a research framework can be developed for the study 

(Saunders et al., 2009:106).  

3.1 The research paradigms: Ontological, epistemological, axiological and methodological 

considerations 

According to Saunders et al. (2019:138), a paradigm is defined as “a way of examining social 

phenomena from which particular understandings of these phenomena can be gained and explanations 

attempted”. Social theory can be conceived in terms of four paradigms based upon various sets of 

theoretical assumptions that researchers can make (Saunders et al. 2019:138). These four assumptions 

are objectivist, subjectivist, regulatory, and radical and four possible paradigms are extracted based on 

how these assumptions are plotted. These four paradigms that could be used when studying 

organisations consist of the functionalist, interpretative, radical humanist and the radical structuralist, 

and each of these paradigms is able to evaluate organisational questions. These four paradigms are 

embedded in the more commonly adopted epistemological and ontological considerations (Bryman et 

al., 2014:20), with the functionalist paradigm aligning with positivism, interpretative with interpretivism, 

the radical humanist paradigm with subjectivism and the radical structuralist paradigm with the 

objectivist standpoint respectively, based on Burrel and Morgan’s (1985:20) seminal research study.  



82  

Easterby-Smith et al. (2012:17) posit that ontology is a philosophical assumption that is concerned with 

the nature of reality, whereas epistemology is concerned with the relationship between the researcher 

and that reality. A researcher’s ontological position shapes the way he or she sees and studies the 

research objects (Saunders et al., 2016:124).  

Two main ontological positions are followed in social research, viz. objectivism and subjectivism. 

Objectivism portrays the position that social entities exist in reality, external to social actors concerned 

with their existence. Bryan (2004:29) defines objectivism as “an ontological position that implies that 

social phenomena confront us as external facts that are beyond our reach or influence”. The second 

position, i.e., subjectivism, holds that social phenomena are created from the perceptions and 

consequent actions of those social actors concerned with their existence (Saunders et al., 2009:110), 

while Morgan and Smircich (1980:497) define subjectivism as follows: “The appreciation of world 

phenomena is seen as being dependent on the ability to understand the way in which human beings 

shape the world from inside themselves”. 

For this study an objective reality exists, as the social phenomena of UGC and their effects on CBBE 

are beyond the ambit of control of the researcher and beyond his reach or influence. These social 

phenomena are best measured in an objective manner, whereby the researcher has distanced himself 

from the research to ensure that the variables observed were free of any bias and influence on the 

findings, hence the adoption of a quantitative research method (Ataro, 2020:3; Saunders et al., 

2009:110). 

In this study, the research objects were members of Generation Y who are customers of the various 

retail business in the Cape Metropole. When this research study was conducted, the researcher decided 

on what constitutes acceptable, valid and legitimate knowledge in the field of study. According to Crotty 

(1998:8), epistemology can be defined as “how we know what we know”. Al-Ababneh (2020:72) 

postulates that epistemology is one’s perspective of viewing the world and making sense of it. Saunders 

et al. (2016:127) postulate that knowledge exists in different forms, which range from numerical and 

textual data, visual data, data in the forms of stories, narratives and even fictional accounts. The 

adoption of a certain epistemological position has thus influenced the researcher’s choice of particular 

research methods and the kind of data that has been collected and analysed. The epistemological 

consideration that this study has adopted was that of positivism.  

The perspectives of Alharahsheh and Pius (2020:41), Bryan (2004:24) and Grix (2002:178) include an 

epistemological stance that supports the application of natural scientific methods that are inclusive of 

the observable reality within social reality or society as a whole, that contribute to the production of 
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generalizations. The positivist epistemological position was applied to the measurement of the influence 

of UGC on CBBE which has been measured using quantitative and scientific methods. 

When conducting this research study, the researcher took cognisance of his own values to predicate 

those of his research participants. This was especially important to ensure that the research results 

could be regarded as credible and therefore the researcher’s choice of the research philosophy and 

research methods was a reflection of his values (Saunders et al., 2016:128). According to Saunders et 

al. (2019:134), “axiology refers to the role of values and ethics within the research process”. The 

researcher’s axiological position thus determined his ethical stance with regards to issues such as 

confidentiality, anonymity, informed consent, voluntary participation and withdrawal, plagiarism, 

honesty, and integrity. High levels of confidentiality and anonymity were thus maintained around all the 

data that was collected.  

3.2 The research process 

In order to give a proper structure and direction to this study, the researcher adopted the research 

process onion as proposed by Saunders et al. (2019:130. As indicated in Figure 3.1 below, the research 

process onion highlights the different choices, philosophies, strategies and approaches adopted during 

this systematic research process. The rest of this chapter will thus be arranged in line with the layers of 

the research onion, starting with a discussion of the research philosophy, approach, strategy, choices, 

time horizon, data collection and data analysis methods chosen. 

 

 

Figure 3.1: The research process onion (Source: Saunders et al., 2019:174) 



84  

 

 

3.3 Research philosophy 

A research philosophy is a belief about the way in which data about a phenomenon should be collected, 

analysed, and used. Each and every research study should be based on underlying philosophical 

assumption(s) about what constitutes “valid” research and the research question(s) which is/are 

appropriate for the development of knowledge in a particular study. Saunders et al. (2016:124) describe 

a research philosophy as a system of beliefs and assumptions about the development of knowledge in 

a particular field of study.  

Easterby-Smith et al. (2012:17) elucidate that the research philosophy is the most important element of 

methodology as it provides the starting point and guide to the rest of the research process. The research 

philosophy has thus guided the researcher to be able to determine the appropriate methodological 

decisions with regards to the structure of the research, the research design, that is, the methods that 

were used to collect, analyse, and interpret the data. In essence it can be described as a researcher’s 

assumptions about the world, which underpin the research strategy, and the methods that are adopted 

(Saunders et al., 2019:131). 

As highlighted in Figure 3.1 above, there are four major research philosophies viz. positivism, realism, 

interpretivism and pragmatism. When conducting a research study, one may adopt one or more 

research philosophies. This study has assumed a mono-method quantitative approach through the 

adoption of the positivist research philosophy, which aligns with the approach of Hussain et al. (2020:5); 

Efanny et al. (2018:201) and Hinestroza (2017:15). 

According to Bryan (2004:24), positivism is “an epistemological position that advocates the application 

of the methods of the natural sciences to the study of social reality and beyond’. Positivism is “a 

perspective which assumes that the properties of the social world can be studied using objective 

scientific methods” (Buchanan & Bryman, 2007:15).  In this study, the positivist epistemological position 

was used to investigate the influence of UGC on CBBE which was measured using quantitative and 

scientific methods; the use of a quantitative approach and positivism is emphasised by Bryman et al. 

(2014:31).   This ensured that credible statistical data was generated to test the study’s hypotheses and 

a quantitative approach was appropriate to determine the relationships between the respective 

variables, viz. UGC and CBBE, and to predict phenomena as found in previous studies (Eusebius, 

2020:65; Dube, 2013:86).  

An alternative research philosophy is Bhaskar's critical realism theory which stems from his initial theory 

on transcendental realism and critical naturalism (Corson, 1991:223). Bhaskar (2008:15) states that 
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transcendental realism can be regarded as “objects of knowledge as the structures and mechanisms 

that generate phenomena; and the knowledge as produced in the social activity of science”. Saunders 

et al. (2019:147 posits that critical realism is what is experienced as “sensations” which are images of 

the real world and not the objects directly. As our senses are receiving these images, we are often 

deceived about what reality actually is. Critical realism posits two main steps, which are the events and 

sensations experienced, and the mental assimilation after being exposed to the stimuli (Saunders et al., 

2019:147). This displays a strong correlative relationship with UGC as the stimuli, and the processing 

of this stimuli being CBBE. 

3.4 Research approaches 

Saunders et al. (2016:145) notes that when conducting a research study, a researcher has the option 

of either using the deductive approach, the inductive approach, or a combination of the two approaches. 

This study has adopted a deductive approach. The adoption of this approach is supported by Hussain 

et al. (2020:5) and Hinestroza (2017:15). 

A deductive approach was found to be suitable as this study was founded upon a theoretical framework 

originating in the sub-fields of UGC and CBBE. The theoretical framework was specifically structured 

around the theory of customer-based brand equity, specifically on Keller’s customer-based brand equity 

model (1993) and categories within the model and the influence of UGC on these categories. According 

to Bryman et al. (2014:9), deductive theory represents the most common approach of the association 

between theory and research. Ali and Birley (1999:103) state that “in deductivist research there is a well-

established role for existing theory since it informs the development of hypotheses, the choice of 

variables, and the resultant measures which researchers intend to use”. While deduction owes more to 

positivism and induction to interpretivism, Saunders et al. (2019:154) state that such labelling is 

potentially misleading and of no real practical value. The deductive approach entailed the process of 

developing the research questions and this approach is strictly guided by theory and these theories 

were rigorously tested. The deductive approach was also the most appropriate method that could be 

used to fulfil this study’s main objective which was to measure the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

A deductive approach also aligns itself to scientific research and this was used to measure causal 

relationships between the respective variables, hence the use of a quantitative research method for the 

empirical dimension of the study. A deductive approach was therefore suitable to assess the causal 

relationship between UGC and CBBE, as well as being suitable to test the hypotheses above concerning 

the influence of UGC on the CBBE of retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. The deductive approach 

also lends itself to greater generalisations and inferences that could potentially be drawn beyond the 
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geographical boundaries of the Cape Metropole regarding the influence of UGC on CBBE within the 

South African market, despite the size of the sample used (Saunders et al., 2019:154) 

Ali and Birley (1999:103) postulate that deduction and induction are two extremes on a continuum on 

which researchers position themselves, thus they need not restrict themselves fully to only one 

approach.  As no additional data was collected subsequent to the study being completed to test the 

veracity of the initial data collected, which is a key requirement of the abductive approach, the abductive 

approach was not considered (Saunders et al., 2016:145). 

This scholarly task has been approached using a wide lens (funnel approach) perspective and over the 

duration of the study, an increasingly narrow focus on specific variable was implemented (Putnam & 

Mumby, 2014:246). This assisted the deciphering of important theoretical questions, and more 

specifically within the context of this proposed study, the potential relationships between various 

variables. The wide lens or broad theory stage commenced with an initial literature review of the topic 

and the related variables, as delineated in the previous chapter.  

This study was conducted from a communication theory perspective, pointedly from a word-of-mouth 

communication sub-field (Katz, 1957:61). However, as previously stated, the research study specifically 

focused on the measurement of the influence of UGC on CBBE, a phenomenon that is embedded in 

schema theory (Eysenck, 1984; Bettman, 1979; Axelrod, 1973). 

3.5 The research strategies  

Saunders et al. (2019:189) argues that there are several strategies that a researcher may adopt when 

conducting a research study. These strategies include archival research, ethnography, grounded theory, 

case studies, action research, survey, and experiments. 

Wiid and Diggines (2013:110) state that the survey method is the most common method of gathering 

primary marketing information. They also state that the researcher approaches either the consumer or 

the intermediary directly, therefore facilitating the research process as a result of direct contact with the 

respondent. It is also well suited for collecting information on motives, opinions, attitudes and intentions 

of both consumers and enterprises. According to Saunders et al. (2019:193), the survey strategy is 

usually associated with the deductive approach; and as surveys are able to collect large amounts of 

quantitative data that can be standardised, this study therefore used a mono-method quantitative 

approach. The survey method as a research strategy was further justified, as it was highly versatile in 

collecting the primary data (Cooper & Schindler, 2011:243). The survey as a research strategy was also 

fittingly designed to allow for comparisons and relationships between variables, which was required for 

this study. Another major feature of using surveys is that once the data was analysed and extrapolated, 
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it was used to produce the conceptual model that encompassed the causal relationship between the 

respective variables. As one of the main research objectives of this study was to prepare a strategic 

communication framework model for major retailers to use to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE, 

it further validated the survey strategy as an appropriate research strategy. In the studies of both 

Hirschfelder (2015:19) and Friedrich (2014:73), surveys were used to measure attitudes based on 

exposure to particular phenomena, which aligns well with this study where the exposure to UGC and its 

influence on CBBE was measured. 

3.6 The mono-method approach 

A mono-method quantitative approach was used for this study, as its epistemological considerations 

included a positivist method, hence the adoption of a quantitative research methodology. Teddlie and 

Tashakkori (2006:16) define the mono-method research approach as “a type of research design in which 

only the qualitative or quantitative approach is utilised across all stages of the study”, while Al-Ababneh 

(2020:88) posits that a mono-method is a single means of collecting data. Both these mono-method 

perspectives are supported by Saunders et al. (2019:179), but they further qualify the mono-method by 

stating that it is a single data collection technique supported by a corresponding data analysis procedure. 

Hussain and Ahmed (2020), Hallgren et al. (2018), Stojanovic et al. (2017) and Ali et al. (2019) similarly 

adopted a quantitative mono-method approach for their respective brand equity studies.  

 

3.7 Time horizon 

The time horizon for this study was cross-sectional as this is well suited to the use of surveys (Saunders 

et al., 2019:212). A research study can either be longitudinal or cross-sectional in nature. Cooper and 

Schindler (2014:128) state that longitudinal studies, which are repeated over an extended time period, 

are ideally suited to tracking changes such as consumer responses, but an element of bias is often 

prevalent in this kind of study which could therefore affect the findings. Bryman et al. (2014:109) 

corroborate that this type of research design is rarely used in business and management research 

because of the time and high cost implications. According to Kumar (2011:105), a cross-sectional study 

is more suitable as it has an extremely simple design, the researcher is able to contact the respondents, 

and it is an appropriate design to use when studying attitudes, or the effectiveness of an intervention or 

strategy that has been implemented. It was therefore well suited specifically to measure the influence 

of UGC on CBBE.  

 

 



88  

3.8 Research design 

Cooper and Schindler (2014:124) state that there are many definitions of research design, similarly there 

are many characteristics associated with the concept, but they distil the various definitions around a 

number of essential characteristics. Their interpretation of the essentials of research design revolves 

around the fact that research design is the blueprint used to outline all research activities attached to 

timelines, formulated around research questions. It also specifies the types of sources of information, 

indicates the relationships between variables, the types of information to be collected, as well as 

outlining the respective timelines. Saunders et al. (2016:164) define a research design as a general plan 

of how to go about answering the research question(s). Research design specifies the sources from 

which the researcher collected and analysed the data, as well as the discussion of the ethical issues 

and the constraints that were encountered. Bryman et al.,(2014:46) describes a research design as a 

structure for data collection and data analysis which reflects aspects of the research process, particularly 

the causal relationships between variables. Saunders et al. (2019:176) and Bryman et al. (2014:36) both 

concur that when adopting a quantitative research design a strong emphasis is placed on the 

quantitative elements of the study which would entail adopting a deductive approach, coupled with 

positivism as the research philosophy. 

 

3.9 Quantitative data 

The quantitative data was collected using a survey research method by means of self-administered 

online surveys or internet-mediated questionnaires as the data collection instrument (Saunders et al., 

2019:540).  Nayak and Narayan (2019:33) suggest that online surveys allow the researcher to reach a 

large and diverse target population within a short time frame, which would enable easier access to 

participants within the sample who would not usually be accessible (Cooper & Schindler, 2011:72). 

Bryman et al. (2014:106) suggest that self-administered online surveys still need to be designed with a 

high degree of rigour, as with conventional surveys. These internet-mediated questionnaires were 

distributed using Survey Monkey from an online database, where the data collected was monitored in 

real time, which allowed for faster analysis and recording. 

3.10 Data collection 

The type of data collected for this study can be classified as categorical data (Kaur et al., 2018:61), as 

it cannot be accurately quantified using numerical values (Bhattacherjee, 2012:65), though it can be 

classified into groups or sets (Saunders et al., 2019:567). However, categorical data can be further sub-

divided into dichotomous, nominal, or ordinal categories (Kaur et al., 2018:61). For this study the data 
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was collected using ordinal or rank categories, whereby numbers were allocated to the various 

categories (Baak et al., 2020:3) without objective values being added, with predominant use of a Likert-

type scale being used. Saunders et al. (2019:567) regards nominal data collection as a more accurate 

means of categorising data.  

For this study the quantitative data was collected using a broad survey of 513 self-administered online 

questionnaires directed at Generation Y members to determine the extent of the influence of UGC on 

CBBE. The validity of the responses was controlled by the monitoring of the completion times of the 

questionnaires. Completion times is an indicator of the accuracy and comprehensiveness with which 

respondents have completed the questionnaire (Leiner, 2019:242). The average completion for the 513 

respondents was fourteen minutes and in exceptional cases where questionnaires were completed 

within an unusually shorter time, these responses were disregarded and regarded as invalid. A guiding 

-rule was applied whereby any questionnaires completed in less than eight minutes was regarded as an 

invalid response. Completed questionnaires were also quality checked for completeness by selecting 

individual check questions, which were then cross-checked against follow-up questions to ensure 

response validity (Saunders, et al., 2016:452). 

This representative sample size ensured that sufficient data was collected to draw findings that could 

be generalized to the population (Bryman et al., 2014:168). The sample size was determined using 

online sampling software Raosoft.com (Raosoft, 2019). The sample size chosen ensured an acceptable 

confidence level of 95% (see sampling size section), a confidence level supported by Smith and Albaum 

(2010:135). 

The primary data collected during the quantitative component of the study was analysed using both 

descriptive and inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics ensured that the variables were 

numerically described and compared (Saunders et al., 2016:527). The use of descriptive and inferential 

statistics in the measurement of UGC on CBBE was well justified, based on Wouters (2016:101) where 

each of the dimensions of CBBE was measured using descriptive statistics, and the negative impact of 

UGC on CBBE was measured using inferential statistics. In Hirschfelder’s study (2015:19) it is also 

stated that in the field of marketing the use of descriptive statistics is common practice. According to 

Van Elst (2019:41) one of the important uses of inferential statistics is to “estimate the plausibility or 

likelihood of hypotheses given the observational evidence for them”. In this study it is hypothesised that 

UGC does significantly affect the CBBE of major retail brands; however, through the use of inferential 

statistics, predictions or inferences about a population were drawn through the analyses of a sample 

(Hirschfelder, 2015:125). As CBBE is a perception-based phenomenon, the inferential statistics for the 

survey questionnaire that deal with perceptions will be factor analysis. This method was used to identify 
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the various dimensions affecting CBBE, which will be followed by the reliability analysis method to 

determine the reliability of the factors chosen (Matsunaga, 2010:99). 

Reliability is the degree to which a measuring instrument provides consistent results (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2011:283), hereby ensuring that results are consistent and accurate. To assess the internal 

consistency and reliability of the three constructs being measured Cronbach’s Alpha scores were used 

(Malhotra & Birks, 2006:313). The Cronbach’s Alpha scores depicting the reliability of the research 

instrument is discussed in chapter four. 

Saunders, et al., (2016:451) asserts that a robust research instrument coupled with a well 

conceptualised research design significantly contributes to the validity of the findings of the research 

findings. The research design adopted for this study was the research process onion by Saunders, et 

al., (2019) which is a commonly adopted research design, hence the validity of the research findings. 

The internal validity relates to the ability of the questionnaire to measure what needs to be measured, 

while the content validity ensures that adequate coverage of the research objectives was attained 

(Saunders, et al., 2016:450). Based on the the literature reviewed and the components that constitute 

brand equity, the research instrument incorporated both internal and content validity into its design 

(Saunders, et al., 2016:450).  

A selection of possible questions to be included in the questionnaire of the self-administered online 

survey is included in Appendix A. The questionnaire used a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Bhattacherjee (2012:48) states that Likert-type scales allow for 

more specificity, and it also makes allowance for neutrality in terms of the respondents’ choice within 

the questionnaire. The over-arching design of the questionnaire was modelled on measuring the 

influence of the three variables viz positive, negative and mixed-neutral UGC and its corresponding 

effects on CBBE. The questionnaire commenced with a combined set of filter and list questions 

(Saunders, et al., 2016:457) to ensure respondent applicability of the questionnaire. These filter 

questions related to the various social media and digital platforms that the respondent uses, degree of 

exposure to UGC, time spent online and spending patterns. A high degree of UGC involvement was a 

requirement in order for the respondent to be able to respond to the questions relating to the UGC 

dimensions, and in no way resulted in any bias within the data. A series of category questions which are 

well suited to collecting the demographic characteristics of respondents was then used (Saunders, et 

al., 2016:455). The relevant data measuring the influence of UGC on CBBE was collected using a five-

point Likert-type rating scale. This type of design is appropriate for measuring the specific opinions of 

respondents, based on how strongly they agree or disagree with various statements (Saunders, et al., 

2016:457). A series of questions modelled on the components that constitute CBBE formation informed 
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the design of the questionnaire, and this was used to determine the influence of positive, negative and 

mixed-neutral UGC on CBBE. 

 

3.11 Population and Sampling  

Bhattacherjee (2012:65) defines a population “as all people or items with the characteristics that one 

wishes to study”, a view shared by Cooper and Schindler (2011:364) who express the perspective that 

it is the total collection of all the elements about which we wish to draw conclusions or inferences. 

Iacobucci and Churchill (2010:283) make reference to the target population as the totality of all the cases 

that comply or conform to some designated specification. The target population for this study are 

members of Generation Y who are online shoppers, are active on social media, and who reside in the 

Cape Metropole. 

In order to extract the samples for this study, the researcher has adopted the six-step procedure 

recommended by Iacobucci and Churchill (2010:283): 

 

 

Figure 3.2: Source: Iacobucci & Churchill (2010:283) 

 

 

Step 1
• Identify the target population

Step 2
• Identify the sampling frame

Step 3
• Select a sampling procedure

Step 4
• Determine the sampling size

Step 5
• Select the sampling elements

Step 6
• Collect data from the elements
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The six respective steps in the sampling process have been applied as follows: 

1. Identify the target population 

The target population will be members of Generation Y who purchase goods and services both online 

as well as from the major brick and mortar retail businesses in the Cape Metropole. This target 

population consists of active online users who engage with the various social media platforms, such as 

WhatsApp, Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter. The specific characteristics and parameters outlining this 

target population are discussed below. A significant statement by Bolton et al. (2013:246) is that service-

based managers need to monitor and understand the online social behaviour of members of Generation 

Y as it will signal and alter future behaviours of consumers. The behavioural changes include the altering 

of service expectations, frequency and intensity of brand engagement, purchasing behaviours and 

ultimately brand loyalty (Bolton et al., 2013:246). 

 

2. Identify the sampling frame 

Kumar (2011:178) describes a sampling frame as a list that specifies or identifies the various elements 

or units within a target population. He further highlights that if these units cannot be individually identified, 

a sampling frame cannot be constituted for that study population. Camilleri (2018:16) states that a 

sampling frame reflects the names of all the items in a universe from which the sample is extracted. This 

is qualified as a list of the various units within the target population that can be included in the sample, 

which may include households, institutions, or individuals (Camilleri, 2018:16). A sample is defined by 

Malhotra and Birks (2006:385) as a “subgroup of the population selected for participation in the study”. 

Bryman (2012:187) defines a sample as “a segment of the population that is selected for investigation”. 

Bhattacherjee’s perspective (2012:65) pays particular attention to the statistical processes whereby the 

subset is extracted from the target population, as well as how statistical inferences can be drawn from 

the population.   

The sampling frame for this quantitative study was drawn from a database consisting of 40 000 

respondents who was procured from a commercial syndicated market research company (discussed in 

detail in Chapter 1, section 1.10.2). Using pre-qualifying selection criteria outlined in Table 3.1 the 

relevant sampling units were extracted from the sampling frame. Through the manipulation of data in 

line with the pre-qualifying criteria of the sampling unit, a sample of 513 respondents was drawn. 
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Table 3.1: Criteria for respondent selection 

Respondent Profile 

Members of Generation Y 

Demographic 

Male and Female 

Age 21-40 

Geographic 

The geographic boundaries of the location 

of the respondents should be limited to 

the Cape Metropole 

Psychographic 

Sociable and outgoing 

Reads online reviews and online service 

experiences 

Enjoys receiving recommendations 

Active on social media platforms e.g., 

Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, Twitter etc. 

Shops online frequently 

Behavioural 

Value conscious 

Price sensitive 

Pragmatic shopper 

Cautious in their purchasing decision-

making 

 

The sample of members of Generation Y, who were selected from the sampling frame according to their 

specific demographic, psychographic, geographic and behavioural characteristics, would typify and 

overlap the population and ensure adequate representation of the sampling population. 

These members of Generation Y or digital natives are broadly defined by Bolton et al. (2013:246) as “all 

people born between 1981 and 1999 – regardless of their circumstances, actively contribute, share, 

search for and consume content – plus work and play– on social media platforms”. Permission for the 

completion of the questionnaire was secured via a consent letter, and consent was also implicit in the 

respondent’s willingness to be a member of the syndicated market research company’s database. 

3. Select a sampling procedure 

Since this study has adopted a mono-method quantitative approach, a probability sampling technique 

was used in selecting the appropriate sample for this study. Bryman (2012:187) describes probability 

sampling as method whereby each element or unit of analysis has a known, equal, or non-zero 

probability of being included in the sample (Bryman et al., 2014:170; Smith and Albaum, 2010:11). 
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Probability sampling, as well as non-probability sampling, have various types of sampling techniques 

that can be used during the sampling process. A few of these will be discussed below, with the 

identification and justification of the most appropriate technique that were used for this study. Probability 

samples are those based on simple random sampling, systematic sampling, stratified sampling and 

cluster or area sampling (Saunders et al., 2019:567; Malhotra & Birks, 2006:363). Kumar (2011:185) 

describes simple random sampling as one of the purest sampling techniques, which is very closely 

aligned with the definition of randomisation, where every unit of analysis has an equal or known chance 

of being selected in the sample. Simple random sampling was used for this study as access to the 40 

000-member sampling frame was easily accessible (Saunders et al., 2019:309). Every nth member 

within the 40 000-member sampling frame was randomly selected up to a maximum of the targeted 

number of 1200 respondents. This secured the completion of 513 self-administered online surveys, 

thereby ensuring a representative sample size.  

Systematic sampling involves selecting the sample at regular intervals from the sampling frame; it is a 

useful sampling method if the population covers a relatively small geographic area, which was not 

applicable to this study as online users are mostly likely to be dispersed across the entire Western Cape 

region (Saunders et al., 2019:309). Smith and Albaum (2010:133) state that is sometimes required to 

segment or divide a population into segments or strata based on various characteristics to ensure that 

the total population is divided into homogenous segments, then a simple random sample can be drawn 

from each stratum or segment, which is known as stratified sampling. Kumar (2011:186) posits that 

stratified sampling is not suitable when the target population is large and geographically dispersed. In 

that case, cluster sampling is more suitable and then the population is divided into clusters, using 

geographic boundaries, and random samples are drawn from these clusters, with all units within the 

selected cluster being measured. This sampling method was not selected as the target population did 

not consist of a complete list of clusters, but rather of individual cases (Saunders et al., 2019:313). 

Non-probability sampling includes convenience sampling, purposive or judgmental sampling, quota 

sampling and snowball sampling techniques (Cooper and Schindler, 2011:386). Bhatterjee (2012:69) 

asserts that as the selection of the sample units to be included in a sample are non-random, this does 

not allow for the calculation of sampling errors and may include a degree of sampling bias, ultimately 

influencing inferences to the target population. As a sampling frame from which sample units could be 

selected was available, a selected sampling method using probability sampling, such as simple random 

sampling, was deemed to be more suitable for this study (Saunders et al., 2019:313). 

Smith and Albaum (2010:130) and Iacobucci and Churchill (2010:286) describe a convenience sample 

as a method that is used based on accessibility and convenience, and the term is often used generically 

to select respondents following various ad hoc procedures. Malhotra and Birks (2006:364) postulate 
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that quota sampling may be viewed as a form of judgemental sampling consisting of a two-stage 

restricted process that is commonly used during street interviews.  Bhatterjee (2012:69) defines quota 

sampling as “segmenting the population into mutually exclusive subgroups (as in stratified sampling), 

and then a non-random set of observations is chosen from each subgroup to meet a predefined quota”. 

The quota sample selected therefore needs to display the same characteristics as the population from 

which the sample was drawn.  

Kumar (2011:190) describes snowball sampling as the process of selecting a sample using networks, 

where a homogenous group of individuals is selected and the required information is collected from 

them, after which a referral type of system is used, where the first sample identifies other people within 

the sample frame, who could be included in the next sample, who also display homogenous traits in 

common with the first sample, which is repeated until saturation point is reached. 

A simple random sampling method is therefore the most suitable sampling method to be used to answer 

the research questions and to achieve the research objectives of this study. 

4. Determine the sampling size 

The sample size for the quantitative sample was calculated using Raosoft.com (Raosoft, 2019). For the 

calculation of sample size of the quantitative aspect of the study, a population size of 2 423 893 which 

represents the total number of members of Generation Y that are based in the Western Cape (Statistics 

South Africa, 2019). This figure represents the total size of the population and represents the population 

that was used to secure a representative sampling frame of 40 000 sample units from a syndicated 

market research company.  

Using a commonly accepted 5% margin of error and a confidence rate level of 95% represents a 

tolerable uncertainly level and a response distribution of 50%. This in turn represents the probability of 

the expected results and makes allowance for skewness of responses within the sample, and 

subsequently provides the largest possible sample size of 385 (Raosoft.com, 2019). A sample size of 

385 will ensure saturation point is reached. According to Saunders et al. (2017:1895), saturation means 

that no additional data and no further sampling will alter the properties of the category; a sample size of 

385 respondents will therefore ensure saturation point, and is the minimum recommended size for a 

survey (Raosoft.com, 2019). As stated previously, this representative sample size ensured that sufficient 

data would be collected to draw findings that would be generalizable to the population (Bryman et al., 

2014:168). 

5. Select the sampling elements 
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The sample size of 513 members of Generation Y consisted of males and females between the ages of 

21 and 40 years of age, who displayed characteristics of members of Generation Y in the demographic, 

geographic and psychographic terms outlined in Table 3.1.  The respondents would need to be active 

online users who engage with social media, and who are exposed to UGC. They would be qualified 

using the initial screening questions within the questionnaire. 

6. Collect data from the elements 

A total of 513 self-administered online questionnaires was used collect the data for this quantitative 

study. These self-administered online survey or internet-mediated questionnaires were distributed 

using Survey Monkey, an online database, where the data collected could be monitored in real time 

which allowed for faster analysis and recording. The primary data collected was analysed using both 

descriptive and inferential statistics by using SPSS version 27. The inferential statistics used in the 

survey questionnaire was factor analysis. 

 

3.12 Chapter summary 

This chapter outlines a research process which is founded upon Saunders’s (2019) research onion. This 

research process outlines the primary choices, approaches and research techniques that were 

employed to execute the research requirements of this study. A mono-method quantitative research 

methodology was employed, and the data was collected using self-administered online surveys, 

distributed according to a simple random sampling method. The following chapter discusses the 

associated results of the data collection process, and their implications for the hypotheses and research 

objectives of this study. 
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Chapter 4 

Results Discussion  
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
The previous chapter outlined the research methodology and design that was adopted for this research 

study. This results discussion chapter will be structured around the questionnaire used to collect the 

data for this study, and the chapter outline will be formulated around the respective questions within the 

questionnaire (Appendix A). The sections of this chapter align with the various measurement sets and 

the associated research objectives of the study. The chapter begins with an illustrative depiction and 

discussion of the demographics of the respondents. This is followed by an analysis of their social media 

behaviours, their associated responses based on UGC exposure, followed by the influence of UGC on 

consumption patterns. A detailed discussion of the influence of positive, negative and the neutral 

influence of UGC on CBBE is then presented. The chapter concludes by providing a summation of the 

tested hypotheses in terms of acceptance and rejection thereof, as well as the major findings of the 

study. 

 

4.2 Data analysis and presentation approach 

 

IBM SPSS (Statistics 27.0) was the statistical software package used to generate the statistics and 

analyse the data collected from which various interpretations and inferences were drawn. The various 

statistical results were extracted and presented in various illustrative formats ranging from pie charts, 

bar charts and tables, which were then discussed and interpreted. The data analysed was drawn from 

the 513 Generation Y respondents who completed the questionnaire, the data was analysed using 

frequency distributions, and descriptive statistics were used to summarise the data. 

 

4.3 Demographic profile of respondents 

 

Figure 4.1 below presents a total of 513 respondents who completed the questionnaire, with 65% being 

female, 34% male and 1% as non-binary. The skewed percentage of female respondents was also 

found in a study of online shopper behaviours in South Africa by Makhitha and Ngobeni (2021:5), while 

Ata and Sezer (2021:42) also found that female were in the majority in terms of online shopping 

purchases, and the frequenting of shopping websites, with 76% and 63% respectively. 
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Zhang et al. (2020:11) also report that women are more likely to spend more time on social media than 

men, which could account for the skewed gender representation, as the survey was conducted online.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.1: Gender distribution 
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The respondents included in the sample were 513 members of Generation Y or Millennials between 21 

– 40 years of age (Bolton et al., 2013:246). The breakdown in terms of the age profile of the 513 

respondents was as follows: 31% were aged 26 – 30 years, 30% were aged 21 – 25 years, 21% were 

aged 31 – 35 years and 18% were aged 36 – 40 years old (Figure 4.2). 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Age distribution 
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Figure 4.3 below outlines the educational breakdown of respondents, which indicates that 45% of the 

respondents completed a post-matric diploma/certificate/degree, 25% completed Grade 12, while only 

1% indicated that they did not have any formal qualification. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 4.3: Education distribution 
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Figure 4.4 below highlights the respective ethnic groups of the respondents included in the study. The 

majority of the respondents (69%) were Black African, followed by Whites who made up 17% of the 

respondents, 11% of the respondents were Coloured, and 3% classified themselves as Indian. The 

ethnic representation is well aligned with the population statistics of South Africa, with Black African 

making up 80.7% of the population, followed by 8.8% Coloured and 7.9% White (Statistics South Africa, 

2019). 

 

 

 
Figure 4.4: Population group distribution 

 

 

The results in Figure 4.5 below outline the social media platforms used most frequently by respondents, 

viz. WhatsApp, Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, Twitter, and LinkedIn. WhatsApp displayed the highest 

incidence of use with 98.2% of the respondents selecting it as the most frequently used social media 

platform. The emergence of WhatsApp as the most popular social media platform is aligned with the 

findings of Zian and Shami (2021:13) where WhatsApp was found to be the most popular and most 

frequently used communication platform, which can be attributed to its convenient conversational, 
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sharing, and interactive nature.  

 

Rosenfeld et al. (2018:648) also confirm WhatsApp’s status as the most popular social media platform, 

with the most users and the social media brand with the highest level of brand recognition.  

 

Facebook is used by 94% of the respondents, while YouTube is used by 84.6%. LinkedIn is the least 

used social media platform with only 53.6% of the respondents indicating its use, predominantly as a 

job-searching platform (Marin and Nilă, 2021:7). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.5: Which social media platforms do you use most frequently? 

 

  

9
4

,0
% 9
8

,2
%

6
7

,1
%

7
7

,2
%

5
3

,6
%

8
4

,6
%

Facebook WhatsApp Twitter Instagram LinkedIn YouTube



103  

The frequency distribution for all the various digital platforms (Figure 4.6), inclusive of the social media 

platforms that respondents engaged with, also indicates that the most respondents (95.5%) engaged 

with WhatsApp. Zian & Shami (2021:13) further highlight WhatsApp’s popularity as a sociable 

communication platform. This was followed by Google which is used by 94.3% of respondents, while 

91.8% engaged on Facebook, 86.5% on Gmail and 83.6% on YouTube. Only 6.6% of the respondents 

engaged with Daily Motion and 7.6% engaged on Vimeo.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.6: Which digital platforms do you engage with? 
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Figure 4.7 below shows that 42.3% of the respondents often read posts that had been written by other 

consumers (UGC) that contained service or product experiences, while 31.2% always read posts and 

only 3.9% rarely read these posts. This indicates that a strong tendency, representative of a total 

majority of 73.5% of respondents, read UGC content. This is consistent with consumers’ information-

seeking behaviours in terms of opinions and advice, coupled with the increasing popularity of social 

media sites (Piehler et al., 2019:1838). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.7: How often do you read posts that have been written by other consumers (UGC) that contain 

service or product experiences? 
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Piehler et al. (2019:1838) expound that consumers’ information-seeking behaviour is often brand-, 

product-, usage-, or purchase-related, which corroborates the finding in Figure 4.8 that 79.1% of the 

respondents read posts related to other consumers’ brand reviews (Singh & Kumar, 2022: 157; Tsai & 

Men, 2017:6) and service experiences to stay informed about brands. A further 74.2% read posts to 

make more informed purchasing decisions, 27% read posts because they were just curious, while 10.9% 

read posts to pass the time.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.8: Why do you read posts related to other consumers’ brand and service experiences? 
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Furthermore, 33.7% of respondents spent 4 hours or more engaging in online activities per day 

searching for or sharing product information, 13.3% spent approximately 3 hours, 21.1% spend 2 hours, 

24.2% spent ½ hour to an hour, while only 7.8% spent less than half an hour engaging in online activities 

(Figure 4.9).  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.9: How many hours do you spend engaging online per day searching for or sharing for product 

information? 
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The spending patterns are reflected in Figure 4.10 below, which indicates that 21.6% spent less than 

R250, 36.5% of respondents spent R251 to R500 on average per month using digital platforms, while 

19.1% spent between R501 to R750.  The rest of the respondents (12.5%) spent R751 to R1000 and 

(10.3%) spent more than R1000 on average per month while using digital platforms.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.10: How much do you spend on average per month using digital platforms? 
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The 35.9% of respondents indicated that UGC negatively influenced their perceptions of brands; this 

figure consisted of 25% (agree) plus 10.9% (strongly agree), a percentage significantly lower than the 

75.4% who indicated that UGC positively influenced their perceptions. This finding corroborates the 

findings of Estrella-Ramon et al. (2019:8), Colicev et al. (2018:12), Estrella-Ramón & Ellis-Chadwick 

(2017:20), Eckes (2016:33), Wouters (2016:146), Daugherty and Hoffman (2014:96) and Park and Lee 

(2009:65). 

 

 

Figure 4.11: Influence of UGC on CBBE 
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indicated that UGC has no effect on CBBE. The findings of Smith et al. (2012:108) display a similar 

tendency whereby neutral UGC also displayed a more significant influence than negative UGC. The 

high percentage tendency of neutral UGC contrasts with the finding of Daugherty & Hoffman (2014:95) 

where neutral UGC had the lowest influence on CBBE. Hallgren et al. (2018:26) conclude that UGC has 

a neutral effect on CBBE, as UGC displayed no significant influence on CBBE; however, a limitation 

indicated in their study suggests that the specific nature of the UGC used in the study, viz satirical 

internet memes, could have influenced this finding.  

 

Tang et al. (2014:55) in their often-invoked study are emphatic in their findings that neutral UGC 

significantly influences UGC, displaying a tempering and altering effect on positive and negative UGC. 

They also posit that studies measuring the influence of neutral UGC on CBEE often display inconsistent 

results, as researchers view neutral UGC as a hybrid between positive and negative UGC i.e., mixed 

neutral UGC. This current study therefore considered this finding and neutral UGC is viewed as a mixed 

neutral variable. However, users process positive and negative UGC differently when exposed to mixed 

neutral UGC (Tang et al., 2014:45). Sonnier et al. (2011:713) assert, on the basis of their findings, that 

both positive and negative UGC displayed a greater influence than neutral UGC. Khobzi et al. (2018:14) 

corroborates this finding that neutral UGC displayed the lowest level of influence on perceptions, as 

opposed to positive and negative UGC within the context of liking behaviours, thereby also reducing 

brand engagement activities. Contrary to these findings, Mudambi and Schuff (2010:188) found that 

UGC in the context of online reviews of a moderate or neutral nature are more useful than extremely 

positive or negative reviews.  

In addition, the respondents who indicated that positive UGC influences their perceptions of brands are 

profiled in Table 4.1 below. These are specifically respondents who agreed or strongly agreed that 

positive UGC influenced their perceptions of brands. The majority of the respondents indicating a 

positive influence of UGC on CBBE were females (64.9%), while 30.7% of the respondents were aged 

between 26 and 30 years and 29.5% were aged between 21 and 25 years. Of the respondents indicating 

a positive influence, 44.4% had a post-matric diploma/certificate/degree while 22.2% completed Grade 

12, while the majority of the respondents were Black (71.2%).  
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Table 4.1: Profile of respondents indicating a positive influence of UGC 
 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Gender 

Male 134 34.6% 

Female 251 64.9% 

Non-binary 2 0.5% 

Age 

21 - 25 years 114 29.5% 

26 - 30 years 119 30.7% 

31 - 35 years 87 22.5% 

36 - 40 years 67 17.3% 

Education 

Grade 8 – 11 16 4.1% 

Grade 12 46 11.9% 

Completed Grade 12 86 22.2% 

No qualification 3 0.8% 

Post-matric diploma/certificate/degree 172 44.4% 

Postgraduate degree 60 15.5% 

Other 4 1.0% 

Population group 

Black 274 71.2% 

Coloured 37 9.6% 

Indian 10 2.6% 

Asian 1 0.3% 

White 63 16.4% 

 
 

The respondents who indicated that negative UGC influenced their perceptions of brands are profiled in 

Table 4.2 below. These are respondents who agreed or strongly agreed that negative UGC influenced 

their perceptions of brands. Most of the respondents indicating a negative influence of UGC on CBBE 

were also females (59.8%) and 40.2% were males, while 34.8% of the respondents were aged between 

26 and 30 years and 28.3% were aged between 21 and 25 years. From the respondents indicating a 

negative influence on CBBE, 41.8% had a post-matric diploma/certificate/degree while 21.7% 

completed Grade 12, while the majority of the respondents were also Black (67.8%).  
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Table 4.2: Profile of respondents indicating a negative influence of UGC 

 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Gender 

Male 74 40.2% 

Female 110 59.8% 

Non-binary 0 0.0% 

Age 

21 - 25 years 52 28.3% 

26 - 30 years 64 34.8% 

31 - 35 years 35 19.0% 

36 - 40 years 33 17.9% 

Education 

Grade 8 – 11 8 4.3% 

Grade 12 21 11.4% 

Completed Grade 12 40 21.7% 

No qualification 2 1.1% 

Post-matric diploma/certificate/degree 77 41.8% 

Postgraduate degree 34 18.5% 

Other 2 1.1% 

Population group 

Black 124 67.8% 

Coloured 20 10.9% 

Indian 7 3.8% 

Asian 0 0.0% 

White 32 17.5% 

 
 
The profile of respondents who indicated that they were indifferent to the influence of UGC is presented 

below (Table 4.3). These are the respondents who agreed or strongly agreed that they were indifferent 

to the influence of UGC and that brand reviews did not alter their perceptions of a brand. The majority 

of the respondents indicating that UGC had no influence on CBBE were female (62.7%), while 36.8% 

were males. The age distribution within this segment consisted of 30.8% of the respondents who were 

aged between 26 and 30 years, and 26.9% were aged between 21 and 25 years. Furthermore, the 

respondents indicating that they were indifferent to the influence of UGC, 42.3% had a post-matric 

diploma/certificate/degree while 23.4% completed Grade 12; additionally, 68.5% of the respondents 

were Black and 16% were White.  
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Table 4.3: Profile of respondents indicating no influence of UGC 
 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Gender 

Male 74 36.8% 

Female 126 62.7% 

Non-binary 1 0.5% 

Age 

21 - 25 years 54 26.9% 

26 - 30 years 62 30.8% 

31 - 35 years 48 23.9% 

36 - 40 years 37 18.4% 

Education 

Grade 8 – 11 8 4.0% 

Grade 12 27 13.4% 

Completed Grade 12 47 23.4% 

No qualification 1 0.5% 

Post-matric diploma/certificate/degree 85 42.3% 

Postgraduate degree 32 15.9% 

Other 1 0.5% 

Population group 

Black 137 68.5% 

Coloured 22 11.0% 

Indian 9 4.5% 

Asian 0 0.0% 

White 32 16.0% 

 
 

 

4.4 Positive UGC 

 

Furthermore, it can be deduced from Table 4.4 below that the respondents indicating that UGC positively 

influenced their perceptions, 98.2% used WhatsApp to look for product information, with 94.3% 

displaying a preference for Facebook, which corresponds with the findings of Sangwan et al. (2021 :150) 

and Darshan (2018:977), while 84.8% used YouTube (Table 4.4).  
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Table 4.4: Social media usage and engagement pattern for those indicating a positive influence 
 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Which social media platforms do you 
use to look for product information?  

Facebook 365 94.3% 

WhatsApp 380 98.2% 

Twitter 259 66.9% 

Instagram 295 76.2% 

LinkedIn 211 54.5% 

YouTube 328 84.8% 

Which social media platforms do you 
engage with?  

Google 367 94.8% 

Yahoo 98 25.3% 

Bing 62 16.0% 

Facebook 358 92.5% 

Instagram 293 75.7% 

Twitter 240 62.0% 

YouTube 325 84.0% 

Daily motion 27 7.0% 

Vimeo 32 8.3% 

WordPress 57 14.7% 

Tumblr 40 10.3% 

Gmail 340 87.9% 

WhatsApp 373 96.4% 

Pinterest 191 49.4% 

TikTok 249 64.3% 

How often do you read posts that 
have been written by other 
consumers (UGC) that contain 
service or product experiences?  

Rarely 10 2.6% 

Sometimes 75 19.4% 

Often 166 42.9% 

Always 136 35.1% 

How many hours do you spend 
engaging online per session 
searching for or sharing for product 
information?  

Less than half an hour 30 7.8% 

Half to 1 hour 90 23.3% 

2 hours 82 21.2% 

3 hours 56 14.5% 

4 hours or more 129 33.3% 

How much do you spend on average 
per month using digital platforms? 

Less than R250 80 20.7% 

R251 - R500 144 37.2% 

R501 - R750 75 19.4% 

R751 - R1000 52 13.4% 

R1001 - R2000 17 4.4% 

R2001 - R3000 5 1.3% 

R3001 - R4000 4 1.0% 

R4001 or more 10 2.6% 

Why do you read posts related to 
other consumers’ brand and service 
experiences? 

To stay informed about brands 314 81.3% 

To make more informed purchasing decisions 291 75.4% 

I just read them to pass the time 38 9.8% 

I am just curious 100 25.9% 
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Prasad (2018:405) found that the majority of the respondents (57%) regarded YouTube as being 

trustworthy, while Sangwan et al. (2021:150) found that YouTube was the second most popular source 

in their study (93.8%). The preference for WhatsApp as the most popular social media engagement 

platform, used by 96.4% of respondents, can be attributed to ease of use and versatility across 

smartphones and other devices (Modak & Mupepi, 2017:51), followed by Google, which was used by 

94.8% of the respondents, and 92.5% used Facebook.  

 

Table 4.4 illustrates the respondents who indicated that UGC positively influenced their perceptions; a 

total of 78% of respondents indicated that they often read posts that contain service or product 

experiences. This strong tendency consisted of 42.9% of respondents who indicated that they often 

read UGC posts of other users, as well as 35.1% of respondents who indicated that they always read 

UGC posted by other users. The primary reasons for reading and engaging with UGC was to stay 

informed about consumer brand and service experiences (81.3%) and to make more informed 

purchasing decision (75.4%). 

 

Table 4.4 further indicates that the spread of the amount of time respondents spent engaging in online 

activities was largely varied, with 33.3% of respondents who indicated a positive influence of UGC on 

their perceptions spending four hours or more per session engaging in online activities such as 

searching for or sharing product information. The only other category displaying a significant tendency 

were those respondents who spent between 30 minutes to an hour online, and 23.3% of respondents 

fell into this category. The high degree of heterogeneity in terms of time spent online is consistent with 

the findings of Machado et al. (2019:379). This finding aligns with the tendencies displayed in Jamaludin 

et al. (2021:58) who also found that Millennials tend to spend more time online. Additionally, de Almeida 

(2019:41) also found an increased propensity of UGC sharing amongst Millennials, thus increasing the 

exposure to UGC and the resultant influence on CBBE. 

 

Of the cohort that was influenced by positive UGC (Table 4.4) a total of 57.9 % of respondents spent 

less than R500 on online transactions, consisting of 37.2% of respondents spending between R251 to 

R500 on average per month using digital platforms, while 20.7% spend less than R250 per month. This 

relationship correlates well with the findings of Ansari et al. (2019:9) and Kim and Johnson (2016:107). 

 

With specific reference to the frequency of the statements relating to the influence of positive UGC on 

brand perceptions, a high degree of generality exists whereby the majority of the respondents either 

agreed or strongly agreed with the statements (Table 4.5a). The highest propensity (91.5%) related to 

brand reliability and the formation of positive perceptions; an integral dimension of brand performance 

as found by Steenkamp (2016:230). This was followed by 90.4% of respondents who agreed that 
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positive UGC in the form of brand reviews relating to brand performance resulted in their forming positive 

perceptions (Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:159; Chari et al., 2016:1077).  

 

 

Table 4.5a: Positive UGC influence on brand perceptions of major retail businesses 
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Q10.1 
UGC positively influences my 
perceptions of brands 

N 15 19 92 251 136 387 
0,738 

% 2.9% 3.7% 17.9% 48.9% 26.5% 75.4% 

Q10.2 

Positive UGC (brand reviews) 
relating to brand being reliable, 
results in my forming positive 
perceptions 

N 3 3 27 192 162 354 
0,796 

% 0.8% 0.8% 7.0% 49.6% 41.9% 91.5% 

Q10.3 

Positive UGC (brand reviews) 
relating to brand performance, 
results in my forming positive 
perceptions 

N 1 3 33 201 149 350 
0,794 

% 0.3% 0.8% 8.5% 51.9% 38.5% 90.4% 

Q10.4 
Positive UGC relating to positive 
service experiences influence 
my purchasing decisions 

N 2 3 38 178 166 344 
0,788 

% 0.5% 0.8% 9.8% 46.0% 42.9% 88.9% 

Q10.5 
Positive UGC (pictures) 
influences my purchasing 
choices significantly 

N 2 9 43 179 154 333 
0,766 

% 0.5% 2.3% 11.1% 46.3% 39.8% 86% 

Q10.6 
Positive UGC (video clips) 
influences my purchasing 
choices significantly 

N 3 4 43 183 154 337 
0,798 

% 0.8% 1.0% 11.1% 47.3% 39.8% 87.1% 

Q10.7 

Positive UGC (pictures and 
video clips) of service quality 
experiences positively influences 
my perceptions 

N 3 4 34 192 154 346 
0,794 

% 0.8% 1.0% 8.8% 49.6% 39.8% 89.4% 

Q10.8 

Positive UGC (video clips) of 
service quality experiences 
positively influences my 
perceptions 

N 3 3 38 184 159 343 
0,806 

% 0.8% 0.8% 9.8% 47.5% 41.1% 88.6% 

Q10.9 
Positive UGC alters the overall 
image I have of the brand 

N 1 12 41 190 143 333 
0,785 

% 0.3% 3.1% 10.6% 49.1% 37.0% 86% 

Q10.10 
I quickly forget about positive 
UGC after being exposed to it. 

N 42 97 65 99 84 183 
0,279 

% 10.9% 25.1% 16.8% 25.6% 21.7% 47.3% 

 

 

 



116  

Further, 89.4% and 87.1% of respondents agreed that positive UGC in the form of pictures and video 

clips of service quality experiences positively influenced their perceptions and purchasing choices 

respectively, which is consistent with the findings of Plieijers and Kristal (2021:40), Schivinski et al. 

(2015:1058) and Mayrhofer et al. (2019:173). Significantly, 86% of respondents indicated that positive 

UGC altered their perceptions, which ultimately positively affected the overall image that they had of the 

brand, a similar finding to Mishra (2019:396), Chakraboty and Bhat (2018:159) and Schivinski et al. 

(2016:18). Interestingly, 47.3% quickly forget about positive UGC after being exposed to it. 

 

In terms of reactions, after being exposed to positive UGC (Table 4.5b), 83.2% of the respondents 

indicated that positive UGC altered their feelings towards the brand, which transcended into positively 

influencing behaviours and ultimately purchasing choices. Hence 86% of respondents indicating that 

they would consider this specific brand when making their next purchasing choice. This finding that 

positive UGC alters brand feelings and influences purchasing behaviours correlates with Gajenderan et 

al. (2020:284) and Kim and Johnson (2016:107). Additionally, 84.8% of respondents indicated that their 

relationship with the brand was positively affected (Reichmann (2017:35), while 84.8% of the 

respondents revealed that positive UGC resulted in their being more loyal to the brand.  

 

These high frequencies are an indication that for this group of respondents, positive UGC had a 

significant effect on the CBBE of consumers, which positively impacted on the brand equity of major 

retail businesses. Interestingly, these respondents also showed that 47.3% of them quickly forgot about 

positive UGC after being exposed to it. 
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Table 4.5b: Positive UGC influence on brand perceptions of major retail businesses  
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Q10.11 

I quickly forget about the 
associated positive brand 
perceptions after being 
exposed to positive UGC 

N 49 110 74 94 60 154 

0,259 

% 12.7% 28.4% 19.1% 24.3% 15.5% 39.8% 

Q10.12 
Positive UGC alters my 
feelings towards the brand 

N 5 15 45 196 126 322 

0,677 

% 1.3% 3.9% 11.6% 50.6% 32.6% 83.2% 

Q10.13 
Positive UGC affects the 
confidence I have in a 
brand 

N 14 21 49 175 128 303 

0,598 

% 3.6% 5.4% 12.7% 45.2% 33.1% 78.3% 

Q10.14 
I tend to like the brand 
more after being exposed 
to positive UGC 

N 2 12 46 167 160 327 

0,776 

% 0.5% 3.1% 11.9% 43.2% 41.3% 84.5% 

Q10.15 

I regard the brand as 
being more credible after I 
am exposed to positive 
UGC about the brand 

N 4 8 46 193 136 329 

0,785 

% 1.0% 2.1% 11.9% 49.9% 35.1% 85% 

Q10.16 

My overall opinion 
regarding the quality of 
the brand is influenced 
when exposed to positive 
UGC 

N 2 10 50 188 137 325 

0,770 

% 0.5% 2.6% 12.9% 48.6% 35.4% 84% 

Q10.17 

I will consider the brand 
when making my next 
purchase after being 
exposed to positive UGC 

N 4 5 45 187 146 333 

0,727 

% 1.0% 1.3% 11.6% 48.3% 37.7% 86% 

Q10.18 

My relationship with the 
brand is positively affected 
after being exposed to 
positive UGC 

N 3 10 46 195 133 328 

0,730 

% 0.8% 2.6% 11.9% 50.4% 34.4% 84.8% 

Q10.19 
Positive UGC results in 
me being loyal to the 
brand 

N 2 9 48 185 143 328 

0,756 

% 0.5% 2.3% 12.4% 47.8% 37.0% 84.8% 

Q10.20 
I tend to actively engage 
with the brand after being 
exposed to positive UGC 

N 3 10 59 182 133 315 

0,743 

% 0.8% 2.6% 15.2% 47.0% 34.4% 81.4% 
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4.5 Negative UGC 

 

A high degree of correlation exists between the responses of the respondents within the positive and 

the negative categories in terms of their social media usage. The social media usage and engagement 

pattern is presented in Table 4.6 below, in which similarly 97.8% of these respondents also used 

WhatsApp to look for product information, 92.4% used Facebook and 81% used YouTube. 

Correspondingly, 94.6% also used WhatsApp as their primary engagement platform, followed by 

Google, which was used by 91.8% of the respondents, while 89.7% used Facebook. This aligns with 

the findings of Rosenfeld et al. (2018:648) that suggests that similarities in age and demographic 

characteristics result in similarities in usage and engagement on WhatsApp. 

 

Table 4.6 also highlights the likelihood of reading negative UGC that was written by other consumers 

that contain service or product experiences. A total of 75% of respondents indicated that they read the 

negative UGC posts of other consumers. This consisted of 38.6% who said that they always read the 

posts of other consumers and 36.4% who often read the posts of other consumers. While the 75% total 

(negative UGC) is marginally lower by 3%, than the 78% total (positive UGC) of respondents who 

indicated that they always read the posts of other respondents, its impact on CBBE is more significant 

(Buzeta et al., 2020:94; Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2016:195; Wouters, 2016:146). 

 

The amount of time spent online by Millennials (Melović et al., 2021:8) also displays homogenous 

patterns of behaviour (Ladhari et al., 2019:120) compared to that of the group that was positively 

influenced by UGC, with 35.9% of respondents who indicated a negative UGC influence on perceptions, 

spending four hours or more, and 22.8% spending two hours online engaging in online activities and 

searching for or sharing product information. 

 

The influence of negative UGC on the purchasing transaction value displayed no significant differences 

with the group who indicated that positive UGC had a greater impact on their perceptions, with a total 

of 54.9% spending less than R500, consisting of 35.9% of the negatively influenced respondents 

spending between R251 to R500 per month, while 19% spent less than R250. These differences in 

spending patterns are typical of Generation Y or Millennials and the varied spending behaviours 

displayed is consistent with the findings of Ladhari et al. (2019:118) whereby demographic 

characteristics significantly influence purchasing behaviours.  

Table 4.6 also outlines the main reasons why these respondents’ read posts related to other consumers’ 

brand and service experiences, with 80.4% of respondents indicating that it ensured that they remained 

informed about consumer brand and service experiences and to make more informed purchasing 

decisions (68.5%).  
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Table 4.6: Social media usage and engagement pattern for those indicating a negative influence 

 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Which social media platforms do you 
use to look for product information?  

Facebook 170 92.4% 

WhatsApp 180 97.8% 

Twitter 116 63.0% 

Instagram 141 76.6% 

LinkedIn 92 50.0% 

YouTube 149 81.0% 

Which social media platforms do you 
engage with?  

Google 169 91.8% 

Yahoo 44 23.9% 

Bing 27 14.7% 

Facebook 165 89.7% 

Instagram 139 75.5% 

Twitter 111 60.3% 

YouTube 144 78.3% 

Daily motion 12 6.5% 

Vimeo 13 7.1% 

WordPress 28 15.2% 

Tumblr 15 8.2% 

Gmail 156 84.8% 

WhatsApp 174 94.6% 

Pinterest 80 43.5% 

TikTok 108 58.7% 

How often do you read posts that 
have been written by other 
consumers (UGC) that contain 
service or product experiences?  

Rarely 10 5.4% 

Sometimes 36 19.6% 

Often 67 36.4% 

Always 71 38.6% 

How many hours do you spend 
engaging online per session 
searching for or sharing for product 
information?  

Less than half an hour 10 5.4% 

Half to 1 hour 37 20.1% 

2 hours 42 22.8% 

3 hours 29 15.8% 

4 hours or more 66 35.9% 

How much do you spend on average 
per month using digital platforms? 

Less than R250 35 19.0% 

R251 - R500 66 35.9% 

R501 - R750 38 20.7% 

R751 - R1000 21 11.4% 

R1001 - R2000 11 6.0% 

R2001 - R3000 2 1.1% 

R3001 - R4000 3 1.6% 

R4001 or more 8 4.3% 

Why do you read posts related to 
other consumers’ brand and service 
experiences? 

To stay informed about brands 148 80.4% 

To make more informed purchasing decisions 126 68.5% 

I just read them to pass the time 23 12.5% 

I am just curious 49 26.6% 
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Table 4.7a: Negative UGC influence on brand perceptions of major retail businesses 
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Q9.1 
UGC negatively influences my 
perceptions of brands 

N 70 99 160  128 56 184 
0,469 

% 13.6% 19.3% 31.2% 25% 10.9% 35.9% 

Q9.2 

Negative UGC (brand reviews) 
relating to brand being unreliable, 
results in my forming negative 
perceptions 

N 1 14 30 93 46 139 
0,664 

% 0.5% 7.6% 16.3% 50.5% 25.0% 75.5% 

Q9.3 

Negative UGC (brand reviews) 
relating to poor brand performance, 
results in ye forming negative 
perceptions 

N 5 5 19 104 51 155 
0,711 

% 2.7% 2.7% 10.3% 56.5% 27.7% 84.2% 

Q9.4 
Negative UGC relating to poor 
service experiences influence my 
purchasing decisions 

N 1 12 19 87 65 152 
0,722 

% 0.5% 6.5% 10.3% 47.3% 35.3% 82.6% 

Q9.5 
Negative UGC pictures influences 
my purchasing choices significantly 

N 0 10 26 94 54 148 
0,733 

% 0.0% 5.4% 14.1% 51.1% 29.3% 80.4% 

Q9.6 
Negative UGC (video clips) 
influences my purchasing choices 
significantly 

N 1 7 23 94 59 153 
0,702 

% 0.5% 3.8% 12.5% 51.1% 32.1% 83.2% 

Q9.7 
Negative UGC (pictures) of poor 
service quality experiences 
negatively influence my perceptions 

N 3 5 27 93 56 149 
0,747 

% 1.6% 2.7% 14.7% 50.5% 30.4% 81% 

Q9.8 
Negative UGC (video clips) of poor 
service quality experiences 
negatively influence my perceptions 

N 2 5 18 108 51 159 
0,715 

% 1.1% 2.7% 9.8% 58.7% 27.7% 86.4% 

Q9.9 
Negative UGC alters the overall 
image I have of the brand 

N 5 5 34 87 53 140 
0,731 

% 2.7% 2.7% 18.5% 47.3% 28.8% 76.1% 

Q9.10 
I remember the negative UGC for a 
long time after being exposed to it 

N 1 15 37 72 59 131 
0,746 

% 0.5% 8.2% 20.1% 39.1% 32.1% 71.2% 

 
Both of these tendencies pose negative implications for CBBE. Despite the tendency of negative UGC 

being lower than that of respondents who are positively influenced in terms of purchasing decisions, the 

influence of negative UGC on purchasing decisions is more pronounced (Maksimova, 2018:49; 
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Wouters, 2016:6). 

 

Table 4.7a outlines the frequency of statements relating to the influence of negative UGC on CBBE. For 

respondents who responded that negative UGC negatively influenced their brand perceptions, 86.4% 

indicated that negative UGC in the form of video clips of poor service quality experiences negatively 

influenced their perceptions, compared to 89.4% who were positively influenced.  

 

This represents the most significant negative influence on CBBE, which corresponds with the findings 

of Szabist (2019:51), while Muntinga (2018:8) and Malthouse et al. (2016:430) suggest that UGC which 

includes videos and photographs increases engagement, and therefore this form of UGC has a greater 

negative influence on CBBE. 

 

Similarly, a high prevalence was displayed by respondents (84.2%) who indicated that negative UGC in 

the form of brand reviews, specifically relating to poor brand performance, coupled with 82.6% who 

indicated that negative UGC relating to poor service experiences influences their purchasing decisions, 

resulting in their forming negative perceptions. This is compared to 90.4% and 88.9% respectively on 

the equivalent positive dimension. Significantly, Chakraborty and Bhat (2018:151) assert that negative 

UGC in the form of reviews is regarded as being more credible and has a more profound influence on 

CBBE than positively framed UGC recommendations, and has implications for purchasing behaviour. 

Accordingly, with regard to influence on purchasing choices, 83.2% of the respondents indicated that 

negative UGC in the form of video clips, and 81% in the form of pictures of poor service quality 

experiences, significantly influenced their purchasing choices. Schivinski et al. (2015:1059) corroborate 

this finding and confirm that UGC imagery impacts on CBBE and purchase intentions. Additionally, the 

influence of UGC on CBBE and purchase intentions can be significantly increased by consumer 

involvement in the creation of the content (Schivinski et al., 2015:1059; Christodoulides et al., 2012:14). 

 

Interestingly, only 76.1% had their overall image of the brand altered by negative UGC, in relation to 

86% of respondents who indicated that positive UGC altered their perceptions. Notably, 71.2% of the 

respective respondents remembered the negative UGC, and the associated negative brand perceptions 

for a long time after being exposed to it. This tendency is vastly higher than the associated positive 

dimension, in which 47.3% quickly forget about positive UGC after being exposed to it. This finding 

correlates with Buzeta et al. (2020:94) and Wouters (2016:6) who also conclude that negative UGC has 

the greater influence on CBBE, the effects of which are lasting and more formidable than positive UGC’s 

influence on CBBE. 

 
In terms of reactions, after being exposed to negative UGC (Table 4.7b), 82.1% of the respondents 
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revealed that negative UGC affected their feelings and the confidence they had in the brand. While 

70.7% had their overall perceptions regarding the quality of the brand influenced when exposed to 

negative UGC, this was significantly lower compared to 84% of respondents whose perceptions were 

altered when exposed to positive UGC. Buzeta et al. (2020:94), Kim and Johnson (2016:107) and Ecke 

(2016:32) assert that the impact of negative UGC on CBBE is greater than that of positive UGC, so 

while the influence of negative UGC on CBBE might be lower than that of positive UGC, the impact is 

deemed greater. 

 

After being exposed to negative UGC, 70.1% of the respondents indicated that their relationship with 

the brand was negatively affected, compared to 84.8% who were positively affected. While 66.3% of 

respondents no longer regarded the brand as credible after being exposed to negative UGC, the 

corresponding effect was that 64.7% were no longer loyal to the brand, and 62.5% tended to dislike it, 

with all these tendencies being significantly lower than the influence of positive UGC. Despite these 

lower tendencies, Dwivedi et al. (2021:27) conclude that negative UGC has severe implications for 

brand credibility, trust and the associated virality (Lappeman et al., 2018:14). 

 

The frequency of distribution of respondents who indicated that negative UGC would result in their not 

considering the brand when making their next purchase was 61.4%, while 60.9% indicated that they 

would no longer actively engage with a brand after being exposed to negative UGC. Comparatively, the 

influence of positive UGC on CBBE was 86%, although Park and Lee’s frequently cited study (2009:66) 

confirms the influential role of negative UGC, asserting that negative UGC has a more significant 

influence on purchase intentions than positive UGC. Muda and Hamza (2021:13) posit that negative 

UGC needs to be present, as it adds authenticity and believability to the positive UGC, thereby 

influencing brand equity (Maksimova, 2018:49) and purchase intention.  

 

This finding is an indication that the perceptions of respondents are negatively influenced by negative 

UGC. Despite the frequency distributions of negative UGC not being as pronounced as in the case of 

the positive influence of UGC on CBBE, negative UGC has a more lasting effect on CBBE (Buzeta et 

al. (2020:94). It therefore negatively influences the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape 

Metropole.  
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Table 4.7b: Negative UGC influence on brand perceptions of major retail businesses 
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Q9.11 

I remember the associated 
negative brand perceptions for a 
long time after being exposed to 
negative UGC. 

N 6 15 33 80 50 130 
0,697 

% 3.3% 8.2% 17.9% 43.5% 27.2% 70.7% 

Q9.12 
Negative UGC alters my 
feelings towards the brand 

N 1 9 23 93 58 151 
0,727 

% 0.5% 4.9% 12.5% 50.5% 31.5% 82.1% 

Q9.13 
Negative UGC affects the 
confidence I have in a brand 

N 4 7 22 89 62 151 
0,720 

% 2.2% 3.8% 12.0% 48.4% 33.7% 82.1% 

Q9.14 
I tend to dislike the brand after 
being exposed to negative UGC 

N 3 17 49 70 45 115 
0,724 

% 1.6% 9.2% 26.6% 38.0% 24.5% 62.5% 

Q9.15 

I no longer regard the brand as 
being credible after I am 
exposed to negative UGC about 
the brand 

N 1 23 38 76 46 122 
0,734 

% 0.5% 12.5% 20.7% 41.3% 25.0% 66.3% 

Q9.16 
My overall opinion regarding the 
quality of the brand is influenced 
when exposed to negative UGC 

N 3 19 32 84 46 130 
0,738 

% 1.6% 10.3% 17.4% 45.7% 25.0% 70.7% 

Q9.17 

I will not consider the brand 
when making my next purchase 
after being exposed to negative 
UGC 

N 4 23 44 64 49 113 
0,708 

% 2.2% 12.5% 23.9% 34.8% 26.6% 61.4% 

Q9.18 
My relationship with the brand is 
negatively affected after being     
exposed to negative UGC 

N 2 17 36 78 51 129 
0,768 

% 1.1% 9.2% 19.6% 42.4% 27.7% 70.1% 

Q9.19 
Negative UGC results in my no 
longer being loyal to the brand 

N 6 20 39 73 46 119 
0,766 

% 3.3% 10.9% 21.2% 39.7% 25.0% 64.7% 

Q9.20 
I will no longer actively engage 
with the brand after being 
exposed to negative UGC 

N 6 25 41 74 38 112 
0,715 

% 3.3% 13.6% 22.3% 40.2% 20.7% 60.9% 

 
 
 
4.6 Mixed-neutral UGC 

 

Table 4.8 below illustrates the frequency distribution of respondents, indicating that mixed-neutral UGC 

has no influence on their perceptions. With reference to the social media usage and engagement 

patterns, 98% of respondents used WhatsApp to look for product information, while 94.5% used 
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Facebook and 83.1% used YouTube and 95% used Google to engage. These frequency distribution 

patterns are consistent and strongly aligned with both the positive and the negative sets of respondents. 

 

Similar tendencies as far as reading mixed-neutral UGC are evident where a total of 79.1% of 

respondents indicated that they often read mixed-neutral UGC that contained service or product 

experiences that had been written by other consumers; this total consisted of 42.8% who indicated that 

they always read the posts of other consumers and 35.8% who often read these posts.  

 

The mixed-neutral group displayed the highest tendency with 43.3% of respondents indicating that they 

spent four hours or more per session engaging online or sharing product information and 19.4% spent 

approximately two hours online per session. Interestingly, despite this group of respondents indicating 

that mixed-neutral UGC did not influence their perceptions, a total of 55.2% of these respondents spent 

less than R500 on online purchases, which consisted of 35.3% of these respondents spending on 

average between R251 to R500 using digital platforms per month, while 19.9% spent less than R250. 

This figure is marginally lower than the respondents who were positively influenced (57.9%) and higher 

than the group which was negatively influenced (54.9%).  

 

Tang et al. (2014:55) corroborate this finding when they assert that mixed-neutral UGC exerts an 

influence on sales, because of its more informative nature. Scholz et al. (2013:13) likens the effects of 

mixed-neutral UGC to that of the influence of positive UGC, as mixed-neutral UGC contains purer and 

more balanced information which consumers find more valuable, hence its influence on CBBE and 

purchasing intentions (Cunha, 2021:37). The main reasons why these respondents read posts related 

to other consumers’ brand and service experiences was to stay informed (82.1%) and to make more 

informed purchasing decisions (66.7%). These tendencies aligned with the other two cohorts, with the 

tendency to make more informed decisions being slightly lower than the positive cohort at 68.5%, which 

confirms the findings of Scholz et al. (2013:13).  
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Table 4.8: Social media usage and engagement pattern for those indicating no influence 

 

Variables Frequency Percent 

Which social media platforms do you 
use to look for product information?  

Facebook 190 94.5% 

WhatsApp 197 98.0% 

Twitter 140 69.7% 

Instagram 153 76.1% 

LinkedIn 96 47.8% 

YouTube 167 83.1% 

Which social media platforms do you 
engage with?  

Google 191 95.0% 

Yahoo 58 28.9% 

Bing 34 16.9% 

Facebook 183 91.0% 

Instagram 152 75.6% 

Twitter 128 63.7% 

YouTube 170 84.6% 

Daily motion 18 9.0% 

Vimeo 18 9.0% 

WordPress 31 15.4% 

Tumblr 24 11.9% 

Gmail 170 84.6% 

WhatsApp 189 94.0% 

Pinterest 97 48.3% 

TikTok 131 65.2% 

How often do you read posts that 
have been written by other 
consumers (UGC) that contain 
service or product experiences?  

Rarely 9 4.5% 

Sometimes 34 16.9% 

Often 72 35.8% 

Always 86 42.8% 

How many hours do you spend 
engaging online per session 
searching for or sharing for product 
information?  

Less than half an hour 17 8.5% 

Half to 1 hour 28 13.9% 

2 hours 39 19.4% 

3 hours 30 14.9% 

4 hours or more 87 43.3% 

How much do you spend on average 
per month using digital platforms? 

Less than R250 40 19.9% 

R251 - R500 71 35.3% 

R501 - R750 34 16.9% 

R751 - R1000 27 13.4% 

R1001 - R2000 10 5.0% 

R2001 - R3000 4 2.0% 

R3001 - R4000 4 2.0% 

R4001 or more 11 5.5% 

Why do you read posts related to 
other consumers’ brand and service 
experiences? 

To stay informed about brands 165 82.1% 

To make more informed purchasing decisions 134 66.7% 

I just read them to pass the time 31 15.4% 

I am just curious 47 23.4% 
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Additionally, with respect to the frequencies on the statements relating to mixed-neutral UGC having no 

influence on brand perceptions, the majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statements (Table 4.9). Contrary to the finding of Cunha (2021:37), 76.1% of these respondents agreed 

that the overall image they had of a brand was not altered when exposed to mixed-neutral UGC. 

Therefore mixed-neutral UGC has no influence on CBBE, as brand image is integral to CBBE (Yuan et 

al., 2016:3070; Kuksov et al., 2013:295) while Keller & Swaminathan (2020:118) highlight the strong 

relationship that exists between brand image and perceptions (Keller, 2010:68; 1993:3) and purchase 

intentions (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:118). Also 75.1% of respondents would continue to engage with 

a brand after being exposed to mixed-neutral UGC.  

 

With regards to purchasing decisions, a high frequency of respondents indicated that mixed-neutral 

UGC in the form of video clips (72.6%) and pictures (70.6%) had no influence on their purchasing 

choices, which conflicts with the overall finding of Tang et al. (2014:55). Similarly in contrast to Scholz 

et al. (2013:13), 69.7% of respondents revealed that their overall opinion regarding the quality of the 

brand was not influenced when exposed to mixed-neutral UGC, and 67.7% showed that their feelings 

or emotions towards the brand were not influenced by UGC. 

 

Of the respondents within the mixed-neutral cohort, 65.7% of respondents indicated that they did not 

trust UGC. This should be juxtaposed against the respondents (82.1%) who indicated that they read 

posts related to other consumers’ brand and service experiences to stay informed (82.1%) and to make 

more informed purchasing decisions (66.7%). While Tang et al. (2014:43) assert that UGC is regarded 

as more trustworthy, Morra et al. (2017:15) found that UGC exerted no influence on CBBE as 

respondents regarded UGC as content that was generated by non-experts. Chari et al. (2016:1077) 

posit that for UGC to be regarded as more trustworthy, the source of the UGC needs to be regarded as 

more credible, hence UGC generated by Facebook friends is regarded as being more credible and 

trustworthy, despite these sources being non-expert.  
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Table 4.9: No UGC influence on brand perceptions of major retail businesses 
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Q11.1 
Mixed neutral UGC does not 
alter my perception of brands 

N 40 122 150 141 60 201 
0,758 

% 7.8% 23.8% 29.2% 27.5% 11.7% 39.2% 

Q11.2 
UGC (pictures) has no 
influence on my purchasing 
choices 

N 11 17 31 88 54 142 
0,806 

% 5.5% 8.5% 15.4% 43.8% 26.9% 70.6% 

Q11.3 
UGC (video clips) has no 
influence on my purchasing 
choices 

N 7 21 27 92 54 146 
0,861 

% 3.5% 10.4% 13.4% 45.8% 26.9% 72.6% 

Q11.4 

My overall opinion regarding 
the quality of the brand is not 
influenced when exposed to 
UGC 

N 8 14 39 89 51 140 

0,845 
% 4.0% 7.0% 19.4% 44.3% 25.4% 69.7% 

Q11.5 
The overall image I have of 
the brand is not altered when 
exposed to UGC 

N 5 12 31 100 53 153 
0,869 

% 2.5% 6.0% 15.4% 49.8% 26.4% 76.1% 

Q11.6 
UGC does not alter my 
confidence in the brand as I 
do not trust UGC 

N 7 19 43 88 44 132 
0,853 

% 3.5% 9.5% 21.4% 43.8% 21.9% 65.7% 

Q11.7 
My feelings or emotions 
towards the brand are not 
influenced by UGC 

N 5 20 40 85 51 136 
0,849 

% 2.5% 10.0% 19.9% 42.3% 25.4% 67.7% 

Q11.8 
I will continue to engage with 
the brand after being exposed 
to UGC 

N 4 4 42 94 57 151 
0,612 

% 2.0% 2.0% 20.9% 46.8% 28.4% 75.1% 

 
 

 

4.7 Data reliability and validity 

 

Table 4.10: Assessment of reliability and validity of the constructs 

 

Constructs Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items 

Positive  0.943 20 

Negative 0.948 20 

No influence 0.891 8 
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Malhotra and Birks (2006:313) states that reliability is the degree to which a scale generates congruous 

results based on the constructs being measured, should the measurement process be repeated. Kumar 

(2011:168) posits that reliability within the context of the use of a measuring instrument is established 

when consistent and stable outcomes are produced if repeated measurements are conducted under the 

same conditions. Saunders et al. (2019:213) conclude that reliability is consistency when replicated, 

while validity embraces the suitability of the measurement instruments, the exactness of the analysis 

and whether the conclusions drawn are generalisable. Malhotra and Birks (2006:314) refer to validity as 

the presence of certain characteristics within a measurement based on the variables being studied.  

 

Cronbach’s Alpha scores were used to determine the internal consistency and reliability of the three 

constructs being measured, a common approach whereby several items are totalled to form a total score 

for the scale (Malhotra & Birks, 2006:313). The acceptable average standard of these split-half 

coefficients is between 0 to 1 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011:53), with high levels of internal consistency 

reflected with the values closer to 1 (Hair et al., 2013:6). As the Cronbach’s Alpha scores for the three 

constructs of the influence of positive, negative and mixed neutral UGC on CBBE are 0.943, 0.948 and 

0.891 respectively, the internal consistency is deemed to be robust and acceptable (Hair et al., 2013:6). 

It can therefore be concluded from these scores that the same construct was measured and a degree 

of connectedness exist between the related scale items being investigated (Tavakol & Dennick, 

2011:53).  

 

The factor loadings in Tables 4.5a, 4.5b, 4.7a, 4.7b and Table 4.9 were calculated to determine patterns 

of correlation between the variables (Jeon and Yoo, 2021:381). The investigated variables displayed a 

factor loading above 0.5, with the exception of three variables, which were not eliminated from the study, 

as the majority of the variables displayed a high factor loading (Vinh et al., 2019:711). The measurement 

device used in this study therefore displays acceptable levels of convergent validity (Saunders et al., 

2019:517). 

 

4.8 Hypotheses 

 
In order to determine the influence of UGC on the CBBE of major retailers in Cape Metropole, three 

research hypotheses were tested using Wilcoxon signed rank test. A non-parametric test was used 

(Ledwaba, 2020:58; Kumar & Chanda, 2020:6668; Chen, 2015:88) for one-sample and for two-related 

samples (Daboul, 2020:153). This test was used because the statements measuring the influence of 

UGC on brand perceptions were measured on a Likert-type agreement scale, ranging from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), which is commonly treated as an ordinal scale. The test was used to 

determine if the central location (i.e., the median) of the responses of the UGC statements differ from 3, 
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which represents the average sentiment. The choice of 3 is based on the central tendency using the 

50th percentile (Malhotra, 2006:45), using the scale of strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), while 

3 is the central tendency and represents a neutral position, which is neither a positive nor a negative 

influence.  

 

In this one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test the null hypothesis is that the median is equal to 3, and if 

it is rejected, it means that the respondents either agree or disagree with the positive or negative UGC 

statements and their influence on CBBE. This would therefore be an indication that either negative or 

positive UGC influences CBBE.  

 

To determine statistical significance, a significance level of 0.05 was used for all the analysis in this 

study (Saunders et al., 2019:607). A p-value that is less than 0.05 indicates statistical significance, while 

a p-value that is greater than 0.05 indicates statistical insignificance. The null hypothesis is rejected 

when the p-value is less than 0.05 (Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016:129), therefore the level of agreement 

is statistically different from the median of 3.  

 

Consideration must be given to whether the specific median being tested is lower or higher than 3. If it 

is lower than 3, it is an indication that the respondents disagree with that particular statement, and if it 

is higher than 3 it is an indication that the respondents agree with that particular statement.  

 

The results of the one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test are presented in Table 4.11 below.  

 

 

Table 4.11: Wilcoxon signed rank tests 

 

Variables 

One-Sample (test 
value = 3) 

Related samples 

p-value Conclusion p-value Conclusion 

Negative UGC influences my perceptions of brands 0.04 Different (>) 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC influences my perceptions of brands 0.00 Different (>) 

Negative UGC influences my perceptions of brands 0.04 Different (>) 

0.02 Negative Mixed-neutral UGC relating to a brand does not alter my 
perceptions of a brand 

0.02 
Different (>) 

Positive UGC influences my perceptions of brands 0.00 Different (>) 

0.00 Positive Mixed-neutral UGC relating to a brand does not alter my 
perceptions of a brand 

0.02 
Different (>) 

 

 

For the hypothesis that UGC does have a positive influence on the CBBE of retail businesses in the 

Cape Metropole, the p-value is 0, which is less than 0.05. The mean and median for this statement is 



130  

greater than 3 and this is an indication of a positive influence of UGC on brand perceptions.  

 

Similarly, there is support that UGC has a negative influence on the CBBE of retail businesses in the 

Cape Metropole as well as a group of respondents who indicate that UGC has no influence of how they 

perceive a brand. Another statistical hypothesis test called the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test 

(Andersen et al., 2020:878; Munyau, 2017:78) was used to evaluate whether there is a significant 

difference between the negative and positive influence of UGC on CBBE hypotheses and which one 

presents the most significant influence on CBBE.  

  

The test was conducted in the following format:  

 

i. Positive UGC has no influence on CBBE 

ii. Negative UGC has no influence on CBBE 

iii. Negative and positive (mixed neutral) UGC has no influence on CBBE  

This scenario requires use of Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test (Andersen et al., 2020:878) 

because all the respondents answered questions about the influence of negative UGC on CBBE and 

the influence of positive UGC on CBBE, while the influence of mixed-neutral UGC – being a combination 

of positive and negative UGC (Tang et al., 2014:43) – potentially has no influence on CBBE. Therefore, 

a comparative analysis of the two types of UGC and its influence on CBBE is measured. The results of 

the Wilcoxon matched-pairs test show that the influence of positive UGC on CBBE is statistically 

different from the negative influence of UGC on CBBE, as well as the influence of mixed-neutral UGC 

on CBBE. Significantly, the influence of positive UGC on CBBE has the highest median.  

 

Moreover, the influence of negative UGC on CBBE is significantly different from the mixed-neutral UGC 

effect on CBBE, with the influence of negative UGC on CBBE having a higher median.  

 

These results reveal that positive UGC influences CBBE more significantly than does negative UGC (Xu 

et al., 2021:11; Kim & Johnson, 2016:107; Malthouse et al., 2016:441; Schivinski et al., 2016:202 and 

Christodoulides et al., 2012:13), while the influence of negative UGC on CBBE (Estrella-Ramon et al., 

2019:8; Colicev et al., 2018:12; Wouters, 2016:146; Daugherty and Hoffman 2014:96) is notably more 

pronounced than the influence of mixed-neutral UGC on CBBE (Khobzi et al., 2018:14; Tang et al., 

2014:45; Sonnier et al., 2011:713).  

 

Positive and negative UGC therefore have a significant influence on CBBE, with the influence of positive 

UGC being more dominant than negative UGC. while the tendency of respondents who indicated that 
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mixed-neutral UGC does not influence their perceptions of brands is significantly lower than the 

influence of positive and negative UGC on CBBE. In addition, this study sought to establish whether 

positive or negative UGC has a more significant influence on various brand-related factors which 

influence CBBE. To measure the effect of these factors, the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test 

is used to compare the paired individual statements with reference to the positive and negative influence 

of UGC on CBBE (Table 4.11a).  

 

Table 4.12a: Wilcoxon signed rank test for different statements 

 

 

  

One-Sample  
(Test value = 3) 

Related samples 

 
p-value 

Conclu
sion 

p-value Conclusion 

 

Negative UGC (brand reviews) relating to brand 
being unreliable results in my forming negative 
perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (brand reviews) relating to brand being 
reliable results in my forming positive perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC (brand reviews) relating to poor brand 
performance results in my forming negative 
perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (brand reviews) relating to brand 
performance results in my forming positive 
perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC relating to poor service experiences 
influences my purchasing decisions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC relating to positive service 
experiences influence my purchasing decisions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC pictures influence my purchasing 
choices significantly 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (pictures) influences my purchasing 
choices significantly 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC (video clips) influences my 
purchasing choices significantly 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (video clips) influences my purchasing 
choices significantly 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC (pictures) of poor service quality 
experiences negatively influences my perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (pictures) of service quality 
experiences positively influences my perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC (video clips) of poor service quality 
experiences negatively influences my perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC (video clips) of service quality 
experiences positively influences my perceptions 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

Negative UGC alters the overall image I have of the 
brand 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC alters the overall image I have of the 
brand 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 

 

I remember the negative UGC for a long time after 
being exposed to it. 

0.00 
Reject 

H0 
0.00 Negative 

I quickly forget about positive UGC after being 
exposed to it. 

0.03 
Reject 

H0 
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The majority of the brand-related factors is influenced more significantly by positive UGC than by 

negative UGC. The influence of positive UGC on brand-related factors such as reliability, brand 

performance, and service quality experiences have a significantly higher influence than the influence of 

negative UGC on these brand-related factors (Schivinski et al., 2016:202). Positive UGC in the form of 

pictures and video clips also has a significantly higher influence on purchasing choices in comparison 

to the influence of negative UGC in the form of pictures and video clips (Plieijers and Kristal, 2021:40). 

 

Additionally, positive UGC has a more profound effect on the feelings and overall brand image 

consumers have of a brand, relative to the influence of negative UGC on feelings and brand image. 

However, the influence of negative UGC seems to be more enduring in relation to the influence of 

positive UGC, as respondents indicated that they remember the influence of negative UGC and the 

associated negative brand perceptions for a longer time after being exposed to it in relation to positive 

UGC (Lappeman et al., 2018:14). In terms of the effect of both positive and negative UGC on brand 

confidence, there is no difference between the effect of negative and positive UGC in this regard. 

 

Table 4.11b below also indicates that positive UGC has a more notable influence on building affinity for 

a brand, as respondents tend to like the brand more after being exposed to positive UGC and 

consequently regard the brand as more credible after being exposed to positive UGC. Similarly, and 

expectedly, the influence of positive UGC on brand loyalty and active engagement is also more 

pronounced compared to negative UGC 

 

Therefore, a summation of these tendencies and results proves that positive UGC has a more profound 

influence on CBBE in relation to negative UGC; however, negative UGC poses various challenges as 

far as CBBE is concerned. Negative UGC has a more damaging influence on CBBE and its effects on 

CBBE is more enduring which has a negative effect on brand image.  
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Table 4.12b: Wilcoxon signed rank test 

 
   

One-Sample (test 
value = 3) 

Related samples 

  p-value Conclusion p-value Conclusion 

 

I remember the associated negative brand perceptions 
for a long time after being exposed to negative UGC. 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Negative 

I quickly forget about the associated positive brand 
perceptions after being exposed to positive UGC 

0.23 Retain H0 

 
Negative UGC alters my feelings towards the brand 0.00 Reject H0 

0.00 Positive 
Positive UGC alters my feelings towards the brand 0.00 Reject H0 

 
Negative UGC affects the confidence I have in a brand 0.00 Reject H0 

0.26 
No 

difference Positive UGC affects the confidence I have in a brand 0.00 Reject H0 

 

I tend to dislike the brand after being exposed to 
negative UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

I tend to like the brand more after being exposed to 
positive UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 

 

I no longer regard the brand as being credible after I 
am exposed to negative UGC about the brand 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

I regard the brand as being more credible after I am 
exposed to positive UGC about the brand 

0.00 Reject H0 

 

My overall opinion regarding the quality of the brand is 
influenced when exposed to negative UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

My overall opinion regarding the quality of the brand is 
influenced when exposed to positive UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 

 

I will not consider the brand when making my next 
purchase after being exposed to negative UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

I will consider the brand when making my next 
purchase after being exposed to positive UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 

 

My relationship with the brand is negatively affected 
after being exposed to negative UGC  

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

My relationship with the brand is positively affected 
after being exposed to positive UGC  

0.00 Reject H0 

 

Negative UGC results in my no longer being loyal to 
the brand 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

Positive UGC results in my being loyal to the brand  0.00 Reject H0 

 

I will no longer actively engage with the brand after 
being exposed to negative UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 
0.00 Positive 

I tend to actively engage with the brand after being 
exposed to positive UGC 

0.00 Reject H0 

 

 

4.9 Chapter summary 

 

This chapter outlines the data patterns and the notable results based on interpretation of the frequency 

distribution tendencies. These results reveal that consumers are constantly seeking out sources of 

information that could assist them in making more informed purchasing decisions, and UGC fulfils a vital 

role in this regard. Positive UGC displayed the most significant influence on CBBE, followed by negative 

and mixed-neutral UGC respectively. Both positive and negative UGC exerted an influence on the 

various elements that constitute CBBE, which include altering respondents’ feelings toward the brand, 
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brand image and ultimately their purchasing decisions. Notably, positive UGC displayed significantly 

lower endurance levels in relation to negative UGC, in so far as its influence on CBBE is concerned, 

adding credence to the more damaging effects of negative UGC on CBBE. The next chapter presents 

the key findings drawn from this study, acceptance of the hypotheses, recommendations, and the 

proposed strategic communication framework. 
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Chapter 5:  

Presentation of the proposed framework, conclusions, and recommendations 

 

5.1 Introduction 

 

The previous chapter outlines the data analysis and the discussion of the results which are based on 

the manner in which consumers engage and respond to UGC and its associated influences on consumer 

perceptions. Some of the more notable findings displayed related to the social media platform usage 

with WhatsApp and Facebook consistently the being the most popular platforms. It is also highly evident 

that irrespective of the type of UGC that consumers are exposed to, they are highly likely to read the 

UGC content posted by other users. More significantly, the primary reasons for consumers wanting to 

read the UGC posted by other consumers was to be informed about brands, as well as ensuring that 

they made more informed purchasing decisions. Notably, the influence of both negative and positive 

UGC on CBBE became even more pronounced when the content contained picture or video content. 

The strong data tendencies displayed around these specific findings highlight the significance of this 

study, as well as the associated implications for the management of CBBE. 

 

The previous chapter also presented the related findings of the influence of positive, negative, and 

mixed-neutral UGC on elements such as brand image, purchasing decisions and brand loyalty. These 

related findings are then contextualised in terms of their associated influence on CBBE. The research 

results indicated that positive UGC has the greater influence on CBBE relative to positive and mixed-

neutral UGC. Despite the more significant influence of positive UGC on consumer perceptions, it is the 

damaging virality and lasting effects of negative UGC on CBBE that poses significant consequences for 

large retail brands in the Cape Metropole. The influence of mixed-neutral UGC was found to have the 

lowest influence on brand image, purchasing choices and overall quality perceptions, hence the lowest 

influence on CBBE.                 

 

This chapter outlines the summary of the key findings of the study and the associated challenges and 

consequences it holds for retail brands in managing the ever-increasing volume of UGC and its effect 

on CBBE. The final conclusions of the research study are then outlined based on the respective 

hypotheses initially identified in the study. A proposed strategic communications framework is then 

presented to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE for retail brands. Thereafter, the final 

recommendations are discussed within the context of theoretical and practical applications and its 

associated implications for future studies. Concluding remarks are provided in the final section of the 

chapter. 
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5.2 Summary of the key findings 

 

An oultine of the key findings that emanate from the empirical investigation of this study is outlines 

below: 

 

5.2.1 Key finding 1: Positive UGC exerts the most significant influence on CBBE 

 

The influence of positive UGC on CBBE is widespread and displayed a significant frequency distribution 

in relation to negative and mixed-neutral UGC. This finding is consistent with the tendencies displayed 

within the various elements which are considered as the building-blocks of CBBE, which are discussed 

under each related finding below. The study also revealed a very high tendency indicating that positive 

UGC has a marked influence on the overall image that respondents have of a brand, confirming the 

influence of positive UGC on CBBE, as brand image is an integral component of CBBE (Keller & 

Swaminathan (2020:118). This finding has implications for retail brands and presents them with 

opportunities to enhance their brand equity and reduce the damaging influence of negative UGC by 

creating positive UGC, as explained in the following paragraph. 

 

5.2.2 Findings related to Key Finding 1: Brand performance and brand reliability are integral to 

positive UGC formation 

 

Brand performance and brand reliability are key elements in the formation of positive UGC which creates 

positive CBBE (Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:159). These two elements are essential in ensuring that 

consumer expectations are met or exceeded, and that the consumer receives value for money when 

purchasing products. Therefore, retail brands need to sell products and provide services that meet or 

exceed the needs of consumers. Importantly, these products, where required, need to durable and 

reliable. It is also essential that these products be well supported by service levels that are also 

consistently reliable. These are two key components in ensuring that retail brands will be perceived as 

firms that consistently deliver from a brand performance perspective. This ultimately results in the 

formation and generation of positive UGC, and the subsequent formation of positive CBBE (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:118). 

 

5.2.3 Findings related to Key Finding 1: Positive UGC increases brand credibility and brand 

loyalty  

 

Various studies have revealed that consumers regard negative UGC as being more credible than 

positive UGC (Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:151). To a lesser extent, mixed-neutral UGC is also regarded 
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as more trustworthy than positive or negative UGC (Tang et al., 2014:55). The majority of findings in 

studies measuring the influence of negative and positive UGC on consumer perceptions are that positive 

UGC exerts a greater influence on CBBE than negative UGC (Tang et al., 2014:41). Consistent with 

those findings, this study also revealed that positive UGC displayed the most significant influence on 

CBBE. It also needs to be borne in mind that UGC is widely regarded as being more credible than FGC 

(Mayrhofer et al., 2019:173). Positive UGC results in consumers liking a brand more, which enhances 

the affinity that the consumer has for the brand. This affinity that develops between the consumer and 

the brand transcends into improved credibility and quality perceptions. This results in an improved 

relationship with the brand, increasing the brand loyalty, engagement with the brand and increasing 

positive CBBE (Arya et al., 2022:1393). 

 

5.2.4 Key finding 2: Negative UGC exerts a significant influence on CBBE 

 

While the study found that the influence of negative UGC on consumer perceptions to be less significant 

than that of positive UGC, the resultant effect of negative UGC on purchasing behaviour is more 

pronounced than positive UGC (Buzeta et al., 2020:94). Similarly, despite the influence of negative UGC 

on altering the overall image of the brand (76.1%) being lower than that of the influence of positive UGC 

on brand image (86%), the effect of negative UGC accrues in the form of lost sales due to the influence 

of negative UGC on CBBE. Notably, consideration needs to be given to the finding that negative UGC 

(71.2%) is recalled by a significantly larger majority of respondents in relation to positive UGC (47.3%). 

This finding highlights the more enduring influence of negative UGC on CBBE (Buzeta et al., 2020:94) 

as the range discrepancy between these two variables is the highest within this study. 

 

5.2.5 Key finding 3: Positive and negative UGC in the form of images and videos exert a more 

significant influence on CBBE 

 

The influence of both positive and negative UGC on CBBE is consistent with the findings of similar 

studies, although there is a dearth in the literature with regards to studies measuring the influence of 

UGC in the form of visual imagery and its influence on CBBE. The influence of both positive and negative 

UGC in form of pictures and video clips displayed a similar degree of correlation with a pronounced 

influence on CBBE (Dhanesh et al., 2022: 6; Szabist, 2019:51; Muntinga, 2018:8). Negative UGC in the 

form of pictures and videos displayed the most prominent influence in relation to all the other variables 

on CBBE (86.4%), while positive UGC in the form of pictures and videos also exerted a profound 

influence on CBBE (89.4%). The most notable outcome of UGC in the form of pictures and videos is 

that it stimulates consumer engagement with UGC (Singh & Kumar,2022:157; Malthouse et al., 

2016:430). Active brand engagement based on positive UGC is deemed to be one of the strongest 
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displays of loyalty and resonance with the brand, and it is integral to building positive CBBE (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:121). Conversely, negative UGC in form of pictures and videos also displayed 

evidence of exerting an acutely damaging effect on CBBE (Szabist, 2019:51). 

 

5.2.6 Key finding 4: Consumers are engaging with positive and negative UGC in the form of 

recommendations to make purchasing decisions 

 

Positive and negative UGC is becoming more prevalent as being a valuable source of information upon 

which consumers are making their purchasing decisions. This tendency to use UGC or word of mouth 

recommendations to make purchasing decisions is not uncommon; however, it was exacerbated by the 

increased use of smart phones, excessive exposure to FGC and high levels of social media usage 

(Sangwan et al., 2021:150). It has also been found that a high tendency to read both positive and 

negative UGC content pertaining to product and service encounters exists, the main reason being to 

stay abreast with product and service-related information.  

 

While positive UGC displayed a more significant influence on purchasing decisions, positive UGC also 

displayed a tendency to be more easily forgotten, highlighting the need for its frequent reinforcement. 

Despite the influence of positive UGC on aspects such as brand loyalty, affinity for the brand and 

credibility of the brand being stronger in this study, the damaging effects of negative UGC on these 

elements present more dire consequences for the financial performance of retail brands.  

 

Notably, although this study found that negative UGC in the form of recommendations on purchasing 

decisions was less influential, this form of negative UGC is regarded as more credible than positively 

framed UGC (Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:151). 

 

5.2.7 Key finding 5: Mixed-neutral UGC does not influence CBBE 

 

Studies that have measured the influence of mixed-neutral UGC on CBBE have displayed varied 

findings. These range from the influence of mixed-neutral UGC having no effect on CBBE (Hallgren et 

al., 2018:26), to mixed-neutral displaying a significant effect on CBBE (Tang et al., 2014:55), to this form 

of UGC having a less significant effect than positive and negative UGC on CBBE (Khobzi et al., 

2018:14). The latter study has similarly presented ambivalent findings as to the influence of mixed-

neutral UGC on CBBE, where mixed-neutral UGC displayed a more significant influence on CBBE than 

negative CBBE.  

 

Despite 39.2% of respondents indicating that mixed-neutral UGC has no effect on CBBE, it could 
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therefore be deduced that a larger majority of respondents agree that mixed-neutral UGC has an effect 

on CBBE. This deduction is consistent with the social media usage behavioural patterns that displayed 

very high tendencies, which are patterns consistent with the positive and negative data sets, and it is 

also reflective of high levels of social media usage (Sangwan et al., 2021 :150). Similarly, high frequency 

distribution patterns were displayed in terms of searching for product information, time spent online and 

the reading of UGC content. The most significant sub-finding is the strong tendencies displayed by these 

respondents indicating that they read UGC content to stay informed, and to make more informed 

purchasing decisions which is indicative of mixed-neutral UGC influencing CBBE (Tang et al., 2014:55).  

 

These tendencies are contradicted by the high frequency distribution displayed where respondents 

indicated that mixed-neutral UGC, inclusive of mixed-neutral UGC containing picture and video content, 

does not alter their overall image of the brand, a key component of building CBBE. Additionally, a lack 

of trust is deemed to be the primary reason why mixed-neutral UGC does not alter CBBE, and the 

source of the UGC is regarded as not being credible, contradicting Tang’s (2014:43) finding that mixed-

neutral UGC is more trustworthy.  

 

5.3 Conclusions of the research study  

 

Three hypotheses were tested to establish the significance of these UGC positive and negative 

influences on brand perceptions and they are as follows:    

 

• Hypothesis: H1: UGC has a positive influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in the 

Cape Metropole. 

• Hypothesis: H2: UGC has a negative influence on CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape 

Metropole. 

• Hypothesis: H0: Mixed-neutral UGC does not influence the CBBE of major retail businesses in 

the Cape Metropole. 

 

 

 

5.3.1 Hypothesis: H1: UGC has a positive influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in 

the Cape Metropole. 

 

To determine statistical significance, a statistical level of 0.05 that was used for this study; the p-value 

less than 0.05 is an indication of statistical significance. The p-value of the positive UGC variable 



140  

indicated in Table 4.10 – Wilcoxon signed rank tests is 0.00, and the mean and median for this statement 

EW greater than 3, therefore, indicating a significant positive statistical relationship between the two 

variables of positive UGC and CBBE. The high probability of a relationship between these two variables 

is corroborated by the significant frequency distribution of the data tendencies related to the respective 

variables that constitute the building blocks of CBBE, viz. brand performance, brand reliability, brand 

credibility and brand loyalty.  

To conclude, it is therefore highly probably that Hypothesis H1 is supported by the collected data that 

positive UGC exerts an influence on CBBE.  

 

5.3.2 Hypothesis: H2: UGC has a negative influence on the CBBE of major retail businesses in 

the Cape Metropole. 

 

The p-value of the negative UGC variable in Table 4.10 – Wilcoxon signed rank tests is 0.04, which 

displays a significantly higher value in relation to the statistical level of 0.05. Therefore, this indicates a 

significantly lower or limited influence of negative UGC on CBBE, in relation to the influence of positive 

UGC on CBBE. Similarly, the frequency distribution of the data tendencies of the elements that have a 

negative effect on CBBE, such as brand loyalty, brand credibility and the influence of negative 

recommendations are also less pronounced.  

 

To conclude, it is therefore highly probably that Hypothesis H2 is also supported by the collected data 

and that negative UGC exerts a medium influence on CBBE.  

 

5.3.3 Hypothesis: H0: UGC does not influence the CBBE of major retail businesses in the Cape 

Metropole. 

 

While the p-value of the mixed-neutral UGC variable in Table 4.10 – Wilcoxon signed rank tests is 0.02, 

and as it is also less than 0.05, it is therefore an indication of statistical significance that mixed-neutral 

UGC does not alter CBBE. However, this null hypothesis cannot be completely rejected. The frequency 

distribution of the data outlining the number of respondents who indicated that mixed-neutral UGC has 

no influence on their brand perceptions (39.2%) potentially presents a possible inverse relationship, 

whereby mixed-neutral UGC could potentially influence the CBBE of a larger percentage of 

respondents. Additionally, the elements that influence CBBE, such as reading and engaging with UGC, 

as well as the use of UGC content to make more informed purchasing decisions, contradict the null 

hypothesis.  

 

Therefore, to conclude while the null hypothesis is rejected, previous studies and the frequency 
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distribution of data suggests that the possibility of a relationship exists between the elements of mixed-

neutral UGC and CBBE. 

 

5.4 Research objectives: Conclusions  

The following three objectives were identified based on the research problem and study area: 

 

1. To determine whether UGC influences the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole.  

2. To ascertain whether negative or positive UGC exerts the most influence on the CBBE of 

major retailers in the Cape Metropole. 

3. To propose a strategic communication framework that retailers could use to deal with the 

influence of UGC on CBBE. 

5.4.1 Conclusions drawn on research objective one: Does UGC influence the CBBE of major 

retailers in the Cape Metropole? 

 

The findings of H1 and H2 conclusively reveal that UGC exerts an influence on the CBBE of retailers in 

the Cape Metropole. While the various forms of UGC displayed varied levels of influence on CBBE, the 

effect on CBBE is definitive (Buzeta et al., 2020:94). Based on the high levels of engagement and usage 

of brand reviews related to brand performance and how this informs online users’ purchasing choices, 

inferences can be drawn on the influence of UGC on CBBE (Wang et al., 2022: para. 37). Similarly, the 

elements that constitute some of the building-blocks of CBBE, were also significantly affected because 

of exposure to UGC (Keller, 1993:5). These elements, specifically, brand performance, brand reliability, 

brand credibility, brand loyalty and ultimately the overall brand image, all displayed increases or 

decreases, dependant on the type of UGC it was exposed to (Zia et al., 2022:134). As brand image is 

central to CBBE formation, the formation of negative or positive CBBE significantly influences how 

consumers respond to it. Additionally, the manner in which consumers behave towards a retail brand, 

in terms of behaviour and the resultant purchasing intentions, are all influenced.  

 

Notably, because purchase intentions and behaviours are based on consumer perceptions (Cheung et 

al., 2020:142), therefore they influence the CBBE of the major retailers in the Cape Metropole. 

 

5.4.2 Conclusions drawn on research objective two: Do negative or positive UGC exert the most 

influence on the CBBE of major retailers in the Cape Metropole? 

 

This study found that positive UGC exerted a significantly higher influence on CBBE than negative UGC 

(Mayrhofer et al., 2019:173; Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:159). Despite the lesser influence of negative 
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UGC on CBBE in this study, its associated damaging virality and more enduring effect on CBBE has 

previously been highlighted (Estrella-Ramon et al., 2019:8), contrasting with the corresponding influence 

of positive UGC, which was quickly forgotten by approximately half of the respondents in this study.  

The statistical prevalence of positive UGC over negative UGC and its corresponding effects on CBBE 

could potentially originate from the credibility of the brand recommendation. Positive UGC is founded 

on the credibility of the source of the UGC, as well as the associated levels of trust that emanate from 

the brand recommendations (Chakraborty & Bhat, 2018:157). While this was not measured in this study, 

both aspects, source credibility and trust, are characteristics associated with the social media platforms 

that displayed the highest statistical tendency, viz. WhatsApp and Facebook (Chari et al., 2016:1077). 

The nature of these platforms ensures that the online users who share positive UGC are in all likelihood 

known to the consumer, elevating the trust and credibility levels of the positive UGC.  

 

Another potential reason for the dominance of positive UGC over negative UGC could be the hedonic 

and perceived quality of positive UGC, both of which are linked to positive cognitive and emotional 

responses and the corresponding effect on CBBE (Kim & Johnson, 2016:107). However, it needs to be 

noted that the presence of high levels of brand reliability, quality and brand performance remain a 

prerequisite for positive UGC formation, as it underpins the establishment of a positive brand image and 

the resultant positive CBBE generation. 

 

5.4.3 Research objective three: To propose a strategic communication framework that retailers 

could use to deal with the influence of UGC on CBBE- The UG-5C Framework 

 

The proposed UG-5C Framework has been designed to assist major retail brands with the ever-

increasing influence of UGC on CBBE. The competitive and congested nature of the retail industry 

requires brands to constantly differentiate themselves from their competitors within these highly 

contested consumer-markets. Building and maintaining brand equity therefore remains integral to all 

business strategy formulation within the business, none more so than the communication strategy. As 

consumers regard FGC as being less credible than UGC (Mayrhofer et al., 2019:173), and with the 

increased volume of UGC influencing CBBE, a need for a comprehensive communication framework to 

manage the influence of UGC is required. 

 

However, as brand equity is the culmination of strategy and is an output with which a brand is bestowed, 

it requires frequent evaluation and measurement to ensure that brand equity is maintained (Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:58). The UG-5C Framework is modelled on the premise that the retail brand is 

consistently able to deliver a level service that is well supported by a range of products and services, 

which represents a value-offering for consumers. 
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Figure 5: The UG-5C framework  

 

 

The UG-5C Framework is also created on the foundation of brand performance which is an integral 

dimension to the formation of brand perceptions (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:112). However, as brand 

performance consists of various sub-dimensions such as brand reliability, durability, service quality, 

functionality and style (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:112), all of these sub-dimensions are required to 

meet or exceed consumer expectations to ensure the basis for CBBE formation.  

 

The overall outcome of the UG-5C Framework is the formation of positive UGC, which is then generated 

more purposefully and in greater volume, in an attempt by the retail brand to negate the influence of 

negative UGC, contributing to positive CBBE formation. Therefore, the retail brand needs to develop an 

integrated online communications strategy that targets online consumers, supported by a 

communication strategy that focuses on the use of traditional media channels.  

 

The integrated online communications strategy is a communication strategy that encompasses both 

FGC and UGC and its primary objective to influence and stimulate the behaviour of online consumer 

related activities (Buzeta et al., 2020:83), resulting in the formation of positive CBBE. 
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5.4.4 The UG-5C framework – Recommendations 

 

Within the context of the UG-5C framework, the following recommendations that major retail brands 

could employ are proposed:  

 

1. Customisation  

 

The findings of this study reveal that negative UGC often originates as a direct result of a poor service 

quality experience or because of poor product performance. The subsequent virality of negative UGC 

is exacerbated as brands are either unresponsive or respond using a generic response that is devoid of 

empathy or personalisation (Malarvizhi et al., 2022:10). Therefore, the FGC that is generated to deal 

with the influence of negative UGC, as well as the positive FGC that is propagated needs to be 

customised and personalised in order to be effective (Troiville et al., 2019:79). Customised FGC 

enhances the reputation of the retail brand, as online-users view this customised attempt as an 

acknowledgement that they are valued as consumers and are made to feel appreciated. It is also viewed 

as making a special effort to resolve the issue at hand by acknowledging the consumer by using their 

correct name and surname. This type of responsive approach also allows the retail brand to respond to 

the negative UGC in a more personalised and accurate manner, which enhances the credibility of the 

retail brand and reduces the negative virality of the UGC (Gürhan-Canli et al., 2016:30). This also assists 

with the marginal reduction of negative CBBE levels, as the enhanced brand credibility assists with 

formation of positive CBBE, which is offset against the negative CBBE formation (Dwivedi et al., 

2018:1177).   

 

Also, it needs noting that that customisation of the FGC is not specific to the communications strategy 

of the retail brand, but rather the customisation of the FGC content to negate the influence of negative 

UGC on CBBE. A generic response to negative UGC needs to be avoided as this has a tendency to 

aggravate the online firestorm, hence the shift to a more customised and personalised approach 

(Lappeman et al., 2018:14).  

 

Ciasullo et al. (2019:143) emphasises the use of a personalised approach when dealing with negative 

UGC, as it strengthens the relationship with the online consumer, as well as reducing the negative 

emotions associated with the poor product or service experience. Liu et al. (2021:824) assert that brands 

do not sufficiently prioritise the significant role that personalisation plays in meeting and exceeding 

consumer expectations, as these service quality perceptions crucially underpin CBBE formation. 
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2. Community  

 

This study has found that the presence of both positive and negative UGC influences CBBE. The 

generation of UGC is intrinsically linked to the formation of online brand communities (Schivinski et al., 

2016:192), which correspondingly increases the intensity of the relationship that brand communities 

have with the brand (Arya et al., 2022:1393; Coelho et al., 2018:156). Retail brands need to develop 

innovative ways to use their communication strategies to build a relationship with their online consumer 

markets. By increasing the participation and interaction levels between the retail brand and online 

consumers, an analogous increase in the associated levels of trust and commitment occurs. Hajli et al. 

(2017:136) assert that this subsequently improves the quality of the relationship between the brand and 

the consumer and with an improved relationship, loyalty levels are also increased. This contributes to 

the generation of increased levels of sharing, interaction and ultimately positive UGC, which assists with 

negating the damaging effect of negative UGC on CBBE. 

 

It needs to be noted that individualism should not neglected at the expense of brand community 

formation (Hung, 2014:609), and brands also need to establish a point of identification or aspects of 

interest that online consumers can relate to. These common areas of interest therefore serve as a basis 

for brand community formation and its associated resonance with the brand (Hung, 2014:609). Retail 

brands need to ensure that they actively direct their FGC in a manner that engages and stimulates brand 

communities in a concerted and integrated manner, hereby encouraging brand engagement (Hajli et al., 

2017:136).  Despite the formation and identification of these brand communities presenting various 

benefits for retail brands, such as developing deeper relationships and improved understanding of target 

audiences, the main purpose of this engagement with brand communities (Coelho & Bairrada, 

2019:162) should be the generation of positive UGC, or the co-creation of content, using a combination 

of UGC and FGC for the objective of building brand resonance (Zia et al., 2022:135 & Hajli et al., 

2017:141). 

 

3. Consciousness 

 

While the damaging effect of negative UGC on CBBE has been found to be significantly higher in other 

studies (Kim & Johnson, 2016:107), it is the virality of negative UGC that causes the damage to 

purchase intentions and brand equity. Prior to the creation of Web 2.0, retail brands were only required 

to manage consumer complaints during their trading hours; however, UGC is not bound to a retail store’s 

trading hours and therefore requires a different type of response. Kim and Johnson (2016:107) found 

that not only does negative UGC have a more significant influence than positive UGC on purchase 

intentions and brand engagement, which are essential components of CBBE, but negative UGC has the 
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potential to spread faster and damage CBBE more significantly. Brands need to be cognisant of the 

importance of speed when dealing negative UGC, as delayed responses could result in the negative 

UGC spiralling beyond the control of the brand (Qu et al., 2019:15). In addition to speed of response, it 

is also the type of response that is important in the management of negative UGC, as these responses 

are of a defensive nature, and they do not address the complaint accurately and comprehensively 

(Einwiller & Steilen, 2015:201), further aggravating the situation. The UG-5C framework will not be 

primarily focused on speed of response, but rather adopt a somewhat more measured response that is 

more comprehensive and accurate (Johnen & Schnittka, 2019:874).  

 

Negative UGC relating to retail brands is often a direct result of product and service failure and the UGC 

post is often written highly emotively prior to being shared on a social media platform.  Staff who are 

expected to respond to these complaints need to be adequately trained to respond to the negative UGC 

or complaint without being distracted or drawn into the emotive aspects of it. Also, staff who are 

responsible for the handling of social media complaints are often not sufficiently conscious of the 

ramifications associated with not dealing with negative UGC in an effective manner. They are also not 

fully capacitated to deal with negative UGC decisively and often must refer the complaint to another 

department or colleague, causing extensive delays or the non-fulfilment of promises.  

 

Retail brands and the staff involved with dealing with negative UGC need to raise their consciousness 

levels as far as the consequences associated with negative UGC are concerned. They need to adopt 

the mindset that negative UGC is an opportunity to impress the consumer; additionally, this allows the 

retail brand with not only a chance to retain the consumer’s business, but also to enhance the reputation 

of the brand (Lappeman et al., 2018:14). Therefore, retail staff who are responsible for the handling of 

negative UGC need to be actively engaged with the various social media platforms (Fabrick, 2020:93), 

and they also need to be conscious of the factors that aggravate the generation of additional negative 

UGC.  

 

Einwiller& Steilen (2015:201) assert that simply apologising about the poor consumer encounter or 

explaining the events that contributed to its occurrence will not alleviate negative CBBE. It is important 

for retail staff to ensure that they place emphasis on placing the consumer in the same or a better 

position than they were in prior to the poor customer experience. These attempted interventions are 

referred to as response strategies and they are focused on redress or partial redress of the consumers’ 

situation (Einwiller& Steilen 2015:202). These response strategies are critical to ensuring that consumer 

expectations are either matched or exceeded, resulting in a positive or satisfactory service quality 

experience, reducing negative CBBE. 
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4. Create 

 

Various studies have concluded that positive UGC content created by online users that results in high 

levels of engagement exerts the highest degree of influence on brand perceptions (Mishra, 2019:396). 

Therefore, retail brands need to generate FGC that stimulates online users into creating positive UGC 

content that is engaging and interactive in nature, as this contributes to the dilution of the effect of 

negative UGC on CBBE (Lwin, 2022:97). While ensuring the generation of positive interactive UGC 

benefits CBBE, the frequency of the engagement is also important to negate the escalation of the 

negative UGC (Qu et al., 2019:15). Additionally, positive UGC stimulates the inclination of other online 

consumers also to generate positive UGC (Zia et al., 2022:134; Ciasullo et al., 2019:142).  This 

generation of positive UGC contributes to further depleting the effects of negative UGC, by assuring 

other online consumers of the isolated nature of the presence of the negative UGC. 

 

Similarly, the aforementioned brand communities also need to be considered, as they are responsible 

for the creation of positive UGC due to their highly interactive and social nature. High levels of active 

engagement on social media platforms are crucial to the establishment of high levels of positive CBBE, 

as this negates the influence of negative UGC on CBBE (Lwin, 2022:97), as negative UGC seemingly 

only effects the CBBE of brands with weaker brand equity (Ho-Dac et al., 2013:48). 

 

Online users all display varying types of behaviours, with some users being highly active in relation to 

the more passive users, referred to as lurkers, with the active users being responsible for creating 

content while the lurkers consume content (Machado el al., 2019:382). As active users display higher 

levels of affinity for the brand in relation to the passive users, and subsequent higher levels of positive 

CBBE, retail brands therefore need to stimulate the lurkers into active engagement (Lee & Park 

2022:2213).  

 

This process needs to be gradual and could include small initial increments of engagement, hereby 

slowly building the relationship with the retail brand and the activity levels of lurkers. This could simply 

be the encouragement to start following a retail brand on Facebook or by liking an image on their 

Facebook page (Ibrahim et al., 2022:17). This contributes to positive brand evaluations and perceptions, 

as well as an increased likelihood of purchase intentions (Schivinski et al., 2022:19; Beukeboom et al., 

2015:33). 

 

Consistent with the findings of other studies, this study has also concluded that UGC in the form of 

pictures and video content exerts a more pronounced influence on CBBE (Szabist, 2019:51). UGC in 

the form of pictures and videos should also be used by retail brands to create interest and points of 
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engagement for online consumers. Hartmann et al. (2021:34) state that the use of a brand selfie, which 

includes an image of the brand, contributes to high levels of brand engagement and has a positive effect 

on CBBE (Plieijers & Kristal, 2021:45). 

 

Retail brands should consistently strive to create opportunities for active engagement with online users, 

as increased engagement between a retail brand and online consumers results in the creation of UGC, 

which contributes to increased brand loyalty and attachment (Arya et al., 2022:1393; Keller & 

Swaminathan, 2020:121). 

 

5. Coordination 

 

In this study, while positive UGC primarily exerted a significant influence on CBBE, the associated 

elements displayed similar compelling tendencies in terms of their influence on CBBE. The influence of 

UGC on brand credibility displayed one of the highest tendencies and as consumers, specifically 

Millennials, regard FGC as being less credible than UGC, the dedicated use of FGC within a retail 

brand’s communication strategy would not be the most effective approach. FGC within the retail sector, 

which tends to rely more on traditional media channels such as television, radio and print, is used for 

building brand awareness. Schivinski et al. (2022:18) posit that not only do consumers distinguish 

between FGC and UGC, but they also interpret the two forms of communication very differently, with 

UGC being more aligned to influencing brand perceptions (Ibrahim et al.,2022:17; Bruhn et al., 

2012:781),  

 

While these two communication strategies are not mutually exclusive, should a retail brand want to build 

positive CBBE in the most effective manner, a combined and well-coordinated communication strategy 

is required (Schivinski & Dabrowski 2014:46). To maximise the impact on CBBE, this integrated 

communication strategy (Rachna & Khajuria, 2017:7) needs to ensure that targeted consumers are 

actively engaged in it (Zailskaite-Jakste & Kuvykaite, 2013:150).   

 

FGC content inevitably includes pictures and video content; however, the communication strategy needs 

to ensure the active engagement of online users. However, stimulating interaction with users and the 

generation of UGC content also needs to align with the objectives of the communication strategy, and 

the overall marketing strategy of the retail brand (Schivinski et al., 2022:18; Nisar et al., 2020:8). These 

consumer or firm-initiated interactions create brand stories, high levels of interaction between online 

users and brands occurring on social media platforms (Gensler et al., 2013:253). These brand stories 

are often launched using the traditional media platforms to provide the impetus for maximum exposure 

of the brand story, followed by interactions on various social media platforms (Arora & Sanni, 2018:18). 
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Colicev et al. (2018:12) suggest the more aggressive use of owned social media to build brand 

awareness, due to the high costs associated with using traditional media channels.  

 

The creative strategy that is used to generate the maximum creation of positive UGC requires a carefully 

tailored and well thought-out creative communication strategy. The communication strategy could 

leverage off trending social media stories or use topics that are of interest to the brand’s online 

consumers and that will generate the required online buzz. Wang et al. (2019:55) provide an intriguing 

alternative approach, where the FGC content is mismatched or not aligned, where the FGC content is 

both persuasive and realistic in nature, which results in higher levels of UGC creation and adoption. 

 

The UG-5C Framework can be used to generate high levels of positive UGC by using its five 

components in an integrated and synergistic manner. However, it needs to be underpinned by an 

overarching communications strategy. Major retail brands will primarily use traditional media for this 

communications strategy, as this provides new marketing and communication campaigns with the initial 

impetus required at the launch of their campaigns. Traditional media are also better suited for building 

brand awareness and brand interest within target markets. Therefore, this communication strategy will 

use traditional media to focus on the brand equity dimensions that the integrated communications 

strategy does not align well with. However, the UG-5C framework needs to be executed within certain 

parameters, and also be guided by specific goals in terms of the retail brands’ other strategic brand 

equity and marketing objectives.  

 

The UG-5C framework is based on the propagation of positive UGC to increase the level of positive 

CBBE, which is also the primary principle upon which Qu’s (2019) model of UGC propagation is based, 

though Qu’s (2019) model also focuses on increasing the frequency of interactions, volume of UGC and 

to some extent speed of response (Ibrahim et al., 2022:17). As for the UG-5C framework, response time 

is not a primary component as a more measured approach is used, with the focus on providing a more 

accurate and comprehensive response, as opposed to a speedy response.  

 

5.4.5 Additional recommendations 

 

The strategies outlined within the UG-5C model will ensure that a more holistic approach is adopted to 

ensure the formation of positive CBBE. While the adoption of the UG-5C model is proposed, a few 

additional recommendations are also presented below: 
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Earned social media 

 

The findings of the study, while aligning with similar studies, are also in contrast with other studies that 

attempted to determine the influence of UGC on CBBE and other related brand equity variables. This 

highlights the volatility of the extent and the outcomes associated with the influence of UGC on CBBE. 

This is in contrast with retail brands’ continued reliance on traditional media to influence CBBE. The use 

of FGC which primarily includes traditional media continues to be highly prevalent, mostly because it is 

known, controllable and easily executable. This traditional approach is then supplemented with a social 

media strategy, often resulting in an ungainly integrated communications strategy. Despite this approach 

contributing to the propagation of positive UGC, a more co-ordinated approach to manage negative 

UGC is required.  

 

The use of earned social media is also recommended to bridge the gap between FGC and UGC 

(Sharma et al., 2022:140). Earned social media is a cost-effective brand-related or user-generated post, 

which is usually generated by an influencer, which stems from their exposure to a retail brand’s social 

media posts (Schivinski et al., 2022:19; Mattke et al., 2019:802). Earned social media (ESM) usually 

includes favourable recommendations or brand endorsements by influencers who often have large 

numbers of social media followers (Mumbengegwi & Abratt, 2019:73). Colicev et al. (2018:16) assert in 

their study within the retail sector that the use of ESM significantly contributes to the formation of positive 

CBBE. While ESM is also regarded as credible and trustworthy (Mattke et al., 2019:802), it also provides 

impetus to increased brand engagements and brand interactions, which in turn will stimulate UGC 

generation and enhanced CBBE levels (Colicev et al., 2018:3). 

 

Secondary brand associations  

 

CBBE formation is inextricably linked to incoming stimuli. The stimulus used in this study was UGC 

which exerted a significant influence on CBBE. Similarly, brand associations are valuable in shaping the 

knowledge of consumers, contributing to CBBE formation (Keller, 1993:3). Brand associations are 

intrinsic to the formation of brand image, and are a primary dimension of brand knowledge and the 

subsequent emergence of either positive or negative CBBE (Keller, 1993:1). Retail brands need to make 

frequent use of unique, positive, and favourable brands associations. The pragmatic use of these 

various types of brand associations needs to be aligned to their brand, range of products or their related 

services in order to effectively build brand equity.  

 

Secondary brand associations are associations that are affiliated to a brand, but these could originate 

from varied sources (Keller & Swaminathan, 2020:60). While the sources from which retail brands can 
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leverage secondary brand associations are many and diverse, these could range from characters, 

events, countries, influencers; or even other non-competing brands could be used. However, the 

pragmatic selection of which secondary brand sources to leverage is crucial to building positive brand 

equity, as the incorrect selection could have the inverse effect on the equity of the brand. Therefore, it 

is essential for retailers to select secondary brand sources that display brand values and attributes that 

correspond with theirs. 

 

Eusebius (2020:250) found that secondary associations also exist within UGC, and these associations 

while varied, can be extrapolated to all the CBBE dimensions within the Brand Resonance pyramid. 

Accordingly, retail brands should adjust their integrated communications strategy to methodically 

manipulate secondary brand associations to achieve the desired effect within the various dimensions of 

the CBBE model, thereby building positive CBBE. However, a key consideration for retail brands is to 

ensure that they achieve the necessary synergy between their secondary brand associations, their 

integrated communications strategy, UGC generation, and their use of traditional media. Gensler 

(2013:253) states that the coordination of all these branding strategies that are available to brands 

makes the control and management thereof extremely challenging. However, a guiding rule for all these 

strategies is the maintenance the reputation of the brand. 

 

5.6 Theoretical applications and conversants 

 

This research study provides insights into the fields of brand management, consumer behaviour and 

communication theory. The study focuses on the influence of UGC on the CBBE of Millennials and the 

associated implications for major retail brands. The theoretical framework is modelled on the conceptual 

framework of Schivinski and Dabrowski’s (2015) model that measures the influence of both UGC and 

FGC and their impact on CBBE. The omnipresent influence of UGC, which is often more likely to be of 

a negative nature, coupled with the ever-increasing usage of social media as platforms to influence 

consumer choices, highlight the significance of this study. This behavioural change in the decision-

making processes of Millennials has been further aggravated by the shift away from FGC as a primary 

source of information when making purchase decisions. Despite the influence of negative UGC on 

CBBE being less pronounced than that of the influence positive UGC (Mishra, 2018:396), the damage 

to brand equity that negative UGC holds should not be discounted. 

 

While this study focused on the influence of UGC on CBBE (Demba, 2019; Malthouse, 2016), studies 

focusing on these two variables are becoming increasingly more widespread due to the ubiquitous 

nature of UGC. The results evident in this study corroborate with similar studies that have measured the 

influence of UGC on CBBE, in that both positive and negative UGC exert an influence on CBBE, while 
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mixed-neutral seemingly has no influence, thus these theories are confirmed.  

 

The influence of UGC on Keller’s (2010) brand resonance model and its associated dimensions and 

how these influence purchasing decisions that constitute CBBE, and how these influence consumer 

judgements, brand perceptions and purchasing decisions, underpin the theoretical foundations of the 

study. While the study was not able to measure the influence of UGC on every-sub dimension of CBBE 

within the brand resonance model, the findings that UGC exerts an influence on brand performance, 

brand judgements and brand feelings are confirmed. As the study has also found that UGC influences 

brand loyalty levels (Zia et al., 2022:134), the corresponding levels of brand resonance are also affected. 

Notably, a key component with the UG-5C framework suggests the use of online communities as a 

vehicle for generating positive CBBE formation, which correlates with community engagement as one 

of the key sub-dimensions of brand resonance formation. The influence of UGC on CBBE and its 

associated dimensions of the brand resonance model can therefore also be confirmed. 

 

The two main theoretical constructs of UGC and CBBE exist in divergent theoretical fields. UGC 

originates from word-of-mouth communications (Westbrook, 1987:261) and has now evolved into a 

disruptor within the marketing communications field. While brand equity can be defined and 

conceptualised from various perspectives, it is Keller’s (1993:2) consumer-based perspective (CBBE) 

that is commonly accepted. UGC as an incoming stimulus is processed using the schema theory 

(Eysenck, 1984), where known brand information is extrapolated against stored information, thus 

forming perceptions is therefore also confirmed. 

 

Significantly, while UGC remains an independent variable, it is the degree of influence that FGC can 

exert on UGC that presents significant implications for major retail brands. How the major retail brands 

proceed to adapt their FGC to influence UGC is embedded within COBRA typology (Muntinga et al., 

2011). The COBRA typology is a continuum that outlines how UGC is consumed, contributed and 

created, with the respective levels representing corresponding levels of brand engagement and brand 

resonance (Mishra, 2018:396). How UGC is consumed within cognition is a study that might exist within 

the body of knowledge that borders on psychology and consumer behaviour theory; it is the two 

variables of contribution and creation of UGC that present the most opportunity for retail brands in the 

building of brand equity. Therefore, it is within the context of the COBRA typology (Muntinga et al., 2011) 

that additional research could be conducted to determine communication strategies that could be 

employed to shift online consumers along the COBRA continuum. The objectives would be therefore to 

increase the levels of the contribution and creation dimensions of the COBRA typology, and the 

associated positive CBBE formation. 
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Embedded in the ability of both positive and negative UGC to influence CBBE is trust, with the 

associated credibility of the source of the UGC being an integral component of this process (Chelliah, 

et al., 2022:430). This study also revealed that mixed-neutral UGC exerts a significant influence on 

CBBE and displays a neutralising effect on the degree of influence that both positive and negative UGC 

exerts on CBBE. This theoretical conversant (Huff, 1999:49) presents intriguing parameters as the 

literature is largely ambivalent with regards to the effects of mixed-neutral UGC. With the steady 

increase in influencer’s propagating positive UGC, coupled with the associated tendency of “brand-

bashing”, mixed-neutral UGC has the potential to surpass both positive and negative UGC in its ability 

to influence CBBE. This could be as a result of the balanced perspectives associated with mixed-neutral 

UGC; hence it being regarded as more authentic and credible. 

 

While an understanding of the theoretical implications of the influence of UGC on CBBE is 

recommended, this merely serves as a background to the integral role that UGC can play in either 

enhancing or damaging the equity of the retail brand. Retail brands need to be alert to the opportunities 

and threats posed by UGC and its varying and diverse influences on an already complex construct, 

brand equity. 

 

5.7 Managerial implications 

 

Word of mouth communication and its successor UGC present significantly different challenges for 

major retail brands within not only the Cape Metropole surrounding Cape Town, but also for many 

retailers beyond these geographic boundaries. While these brands are becoming more aware of the 

consequences and the significance associated with negative UGC, their primary focus is the 

management and elimination of negative UGC.  

 

While the early detection of negative UGC has improved with the use of various algorithms (Kassem et 

al., 2020:527), the management of negative UGC together with positive UGC is not well understood 

(Legocki et al., 2021). 

 

The management of UGC should not exist within a siloed customer service or separate complaint-

handling department, but should rather be integrated into the strategic communication or marketing 

department of retail brands. While the management of negative UGC should remain a priority, a 

strategic, proactive approach needs to be adopted with regards to the generation and management of 

positive UGC, as opposed to a reactive approach in dealing with negative UGC. The creation of positive 

UGC should therefore become a strategic focus area, which is seamlessly integrated into FGC, 

embedded specifically within the communication or social media strategy (Rachna & Khajuria, 2017:7). 
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Additionally, the realisation of the value of positive UGC in dealing with negative UGC hereby shifts to 

a more proactive approach focusing on the generation of FGC that will stimulate not only the 

consumption of UGC, but more importantly the contribution and creation of positive UGC. 

 

Within the context of UG-5C framework and the COBRA typology (Muntinga et al., 2011), and the 

adoption a more proactive approach to UGC management, the management within major retail brands 

is presented with a number of implications in terms of the execution of their communication strategy. 

Firstly, eliciting reactions from passive online consumers requires additional financial resources in the 

form of incentives, promotions, discounts, or competitions, so as to prompt them to be more active and 

encouraging them into consuming the UGC (Buzeta et al., 2020:9).  

 

Secondly, shifting these online users to display higher levels of interaction and engagement will require 

a communication strategy that focuses on UGC contribution and creation (Cheregi, 2018:302). Creative 

communication campaigns that online consumers find compelling, entertaining and trendy should be 

considered (Al-Abdallah & Jumaa, 2022:19; Cheung et al., 2021:370). Encouraging discussions related 

to product styles, colour choices and product experiences will elicit contributions from online users. 

Thirdly, a communication strategy that is highly interactive and participative as well as one that presents 

the online user with rewards and incentives is well suited to the creation of content (Al-Abdallah & 

Jumaa, 2022:19). A shift away from entertaining FGC needs to be noted here, as Piehler et al. 

(2019:1850) assert that this does not encourage interaction or high the levels of engagement. 

 

Additionally, the calibre of the staff allocated to perform the duties and tasks associated with the 

management of negative UGC needs to be considered: staff who more experienced and skilled than 

those who usually occupy these positions within retail stores. The staff handling negative UGC have 

often been working within the face-to-face environment. However, the skill set required to manage 

negative UGC is notably different. As previously stated, negative UGC is often written highly emotively, 

as the motives for creating the negative UGC are not only an attempt to attract the attention of the 

affected retail brand, but also to stimulate the support and reaction of other online users (Legocki et al., 

2021). Staff therefore require high levels of emotional intelligence to be able to separate the emotive 

from the factual content, ensuring that they remain impartial when dealing with negative UGC. These 

personnel also need to be adequately empowered, well trained and need to have a comprehensive 

understanding of the functioning of all the various divisions within the business (Anees-ur-Rehman et 

al., 2017:311). This is to ensure that when executing the appropriate response strategy, and 

commitments and promises are made to online consumers, it is within the capabilities and competencies 

of the affected departments and staff. 
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Despite the focus shifting to the integration of UGC into FGC and the formulation of a more integrated 

communication approach, Kumar (2016:22) cautions against discarding the usage of traditional media 

as a means of communication, as significant synergies exist when harnessing both approaches. It also 

needs to be borne in mind that adaptations to strategies present a retail brand with additional cost 

implications. However, with the execution of these new communication strategies, retail brands will 

enjoy the benefits of higher levels of brand loyalty, enabling them to exert more dominance over their 

market share and enjoy higher levels of positive CBBE. Therefore, where possible this allows certain 

retail brands to command a more premium price for their products and in so doing offset the costs of 

the execution of the new strategy (Daugherty & Hoffman, 2013:96). 

 

Perhaps the most significant implication for brand managers in the management of UGC on CBBE lies 

in the attitudinal approach to managing its ever-increasing effect on brands.  The realisation that UGC 

is becoming increasingly prevalent, and its management is integral to building brand equity. Therefore, 

the integrity of the brand needs to be more closely guarded against the damaging effects of negative 

UGC. Negative service encounters which often occur at specific operational areas or touchpoints need 

to be minimised and avoided wherever possible. Brands need to be more pragmatic in managing their 

reputation, so as to reduce the associated negative viral consequences that occur as result of negative 

service encounters. An analysis of these touchpoints and the extent to which they contribute to the 

formation of negative UGC needs to be conducted. Brand managers need to make strategic decisions 

that outline the tactical and operational strategies that should be employed across all the touchpoints of 

the brand. These strategies need to be clearly outlined in terms of their execution, based on the specific 

situation that is being encountered.  

 

5.8 Directions for future studies 

 

This study attempted to establish whether UGC exerts any influence on the CBBE of major retailers 

within the Cape Metropole. Coupled with this finding was the determination whether positive, negative 

or mixed-neutral UGC exerts a greater influence on CBBE of these retailers. While it was found that 

positive UGC exerts a greater influence than negative or mixed-neutral UGC, a number of opportunities 

for future research arise. 

 

While numerous studies have attempted to determine the influence of either positive or negative UGC 

on CBBE, studies involving the influence of mixed-neutral UGC on CBBE are limited (Tang et al., 2014). 

While the dearth of studies in this area this could be attributed to the relative recency of the concept of 

UGC, however, a more likely reason could be the complexity surrounding the different types of mixed-

neutral (Tang et al., 2014:43).  
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CBBE as a construct is extremely convoluted, consisting of numerous sub-dimensions within the brand 

resonance model, therefore presenting various opportunities for future studies. While various studies 

have been directed at the entire model or on the sub-dimensions of the model, many aspects of the 

model remain uninvestigated. The influence of UGC on brand imagery is a prime example of one of the 

sub-dimensions that could be researched more extensively in future. The dearth of research in this area 

could be attributed to the dichotomous nature of brand imagery and the abstract nature of its 

components (Keller, 2013:11) 

 

UGC as a phenomenon is increasingly attracting more research interest; the reason could be attributed 

to the devastating effects of negative of UGC on the equity of brands. As a consequence, various studies 

have measured the effects of negative UGC on brand equity. However, as this study revealed more 

research needs to be directed at the potential role that positive UGC could play in positive CBBE 

formation. Here the research could be directed at how positive UGC could assist in the creation of 

positive brand equity that is more resilient to the effects of negative UGC.  

 

Various areas of future research opportunities could also be conducted to determine the motives for 

UGC generation. The research in this area could be directed at the motives for the generation of either 

positive, negative or mixed-neutral UGC. While the motives for UGC generation will provide some 

valuable insights into the understanding of the cognitive processes surrounding UGC generation, new 

investigations involving UGC within the theoretical constructs of Eysenck’s (1984) schema theory  will 

assist in understanding how UGC is processed, within the context of existing knowledge, and the 

resultant formation of brand equity. The scope of the research could also be narrowed down by 

conducting a deeper investigation into the motivational and consumer behaviour theories separating 

passive consumers from active creators of UGC content, which will also assist in the management of 

UGC.  

 

While the aforementioned research areas will provide useful insights into the types of UGC and their 

respective influence on brand equity and its related dimensions, similarly, new perspectives will be 

gained from understanding the rationale and motives behind UGC generation. However, the primary 

focus of future research should be directed at the holistic management of UGC and its associated 

integration into the marketing and brand management strategies of firms. 
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5.9 Concluding remarks 

 

User-generated content has disrupted the way brands are managed, marketed, and controlled within 

the marketplace. The initial management of UGC was thought to reside within the realms of customer-

relationship management, before traversing in the direction of the marketing and social media functions. 

For many firms, including retailers, it still occupies a straddled position between these various functions, 

further aggravating its management.  

 

Brand equity is an equally complex construct that continues to have numerous perspectives from which 

it can be described and defined (Keller, 2013:57). Building brand equity no longer rests within the sole 

domain of a firm, and it can be argued that the scale of building brand equity has tipped in favour of the 

consumers.  

 

The aim of this research study was to prepare a strategic communications framework to assist major 

retail brands to manage the influence of negative UGC on their CBBE, while at the outset, the focus was 

primarily on negative UGC and its management. While this continues to be the case, solely because of 

its damaging virality, more attention needs to be diverted in the direction of positive UGC and the value 

it presents in the management of negative UGC. 

 

A major finding of this study was that positive UGC exerted a greater influence on CBBE than negative 

UGC. The associated positive effects of positive UGC on brand credibility, brand loyalty and purchase 

intentions resulted in the development of the UG-5C model which consists of five components that could 

assist with an improved management strategy of UGC and its effects on CBBE.  

 

Overall, a paradigm shift is required by major retail brands in terms of the way they manage UGC and 

its corresponding effects. What is needed is the integration of the management of UGC into a cohesive 

communications strategy, together with the adoption of a more coordinated approach, by using 

appropriate response strategies for managing both negative UGC and the increasingly important 

positive UGC. 

 

UGC as a contemporary phenomenon will continue to mutate as will its effects on CBBE. As 

recommended, additional research into the lesser-known areas of UGC is needed, and it will therefore 

be required of major retail brands to constantly adjust their brand management strategies accordingly. 



158  

Reference List 

 

Aaker, D.A. & Jacobson, R. 1994. The financial information content of perceived quality. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 31(2):191-201.  

Aaker, D.A. 1992. The value of brand equity. Journal of Business Strategy, 13(4):27–32.  

Aaker, D.A. 1996. Measuring brand equity across products and markets. California Management 

Review, 38(3):102–120. 

Abina & Uthman, A.B. 2018. Internal brand equity of universities and students’ academic performance: 

An empirical survey of accounting students. Global Management Review, 12(1):1-20. 

Acar, A. & Erkan, M. 2018. How much does the consumer-based brand equity affect the financial 

performance of the company? Advances in Global Business and Economics, 6:222. 

Ahn, D.Y., Duan, J.A. & Mela, C.F. 2014. Managing user-generated content: A dynamic rational 

expectations equilibrium approach. Marketing Science, 35(2):1-65.  

Ailawadi, K.L., Lehmann, D.R. & Neslin, S.A. 2003. Revenue premium as an outcome measure of 

brand equity. Journal of Marketing, 67(4):1–17. 

Akturan, U. 2020. Pay-premium for green brands: Evidence from an emerging country. Journal of 

Global Responsibility, 11(3):219–232. 

Al-Abdallah, G. & Jumaa, S. 2022. User-generated content and firm generated content: A comparative 

empirical study of the consumer buying process. UKH Journal of Social Sciences, 6(1):10-31. 

Alam, M.S. & Khan, B.M. 2019. The role of social media communication in brand equity creation: An 

empirical study. The IUP Journal of Brand Management, 16(1):54–78. 

Albert, N. & Merunka, D. 2013. The role of brand love in consumer-brand relationships. Journal of 

Consumer Marketing, 30(3):258–266. 

Alexander, B. & Blazquez Cano, M. 2019. Futurising the physical store in the omnichannel retail 

environment. In Piotrowicz, W. & Cuthbertson, R. (eds). Exploring Omnichannel Retailing: Common 

expectations and diverse realities. Switzerland AG: Springer Nature,197–223.  

Algharabat, R., Rana, N.P., Alalwan, A.A., Baabdullah, A. & Gupta, A. 2020. Investigating the 

antecedents of customer brand engagement and consumer-based brand equity in social media. 

Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 53:101767. 

Ali, M., Iraqi, K.M., Khan, L. & Salam, F. 2019. The effect of traditional media communication and 

social media communication in generating consumer-based brand equity in context of Pakistan. South 

Asian Journal of Management Sciences, 13(2):137–154. 

Aljumah, A., Nuseir, M.T. & Alshurideh, M.T. 2021. The impact of social media marketing 

communications on consumer response during the COVID-19: Does the brand equity of a university 



159  

matter? The effect of coronavirus disease (COVID-19) on business intelligence. Switzerland: Springer 

Nature.  

Altaf, M. & Shahzad, A. 2018. “That’s my job” Exploring the effect of brand empowerment towards 

employee brand equity: The mediating role of employee critical psychological states. Revista 

Brasileira de Gestão de Negócios, 20(4):599–618. 

Amagsila, F., Cadavis, E.M., Callueng, J.P. and Manio, J.R., 2022. The Impact of Influencer Marketing 

on Consumers’ Brand Perception of Travel Applications. Journal of Business and Management 

Studies, 4(2),241-255. 

Anabila, P. 2020. Integrated marketing communications, brand equity, and business performance in 

micro-finance institutions: An emerging market perspective. Journal of Marketing Communications, 

26(3):229–242. 

Ande, R.A., Gunasekaran, A., Murugesan, P. & Natarajan, T. 2017. Brand resonance score for CBBE 

model: an application in financial services. Benchmarking, 24(6):1490–1507. 

Anees-ur-Rehman, M., Wong, H.Y., Sultan, P. & Merrilees, B. 2018. How brand-oriented strategy 

affects the financial performance of B2B SMEs. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 

33(3):303–315. 

Ansari, S., Ansari, G., Ghori, M.U. & Kazi, A.G. 2019. Impact of brand awareness and social media 

content marketing on consumer purchase decision. Journal of Public Value and Administrative 

Insights, 2(2):5–10. 

Anwar, H. & Gayathri, A.S., S. Prabha. 2022. User-generated content (UGC), customer brand 

engagement and purchase intention. UGC CARE Journal, 47(1): 324-331. 

Arndt, J. 1967. Role of product-related conversations in the diffusion of a new product. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 4(3):291–295. 

Arndt, J. 1968. Selective processes in word of mouth. Journal of Advertising Research, 8(3):19–22. 

Arora, A.S. & Sanni, S.A. 2018. Ten years of ‘Social Media Marketing’ research in the Journal of 

Promotion Management: Research synthesis, emerging themes, and new directions. Journal of 

Promotion Management, 25(4):476–499. 

Arya, V., Paul, J. & Sethi, D. 2022. Like it or not! Brand communication on social networking sites 

triggers consumer‐based brand equity. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 46(4):1381-1398. 

Aslam, W., Ham, M. & Farhat, K. 2018. Influencing factors of brand perception on consumers 

repurchase intention: An examination of online apparel shopping. Journal of Contemporary 

Management Issues, 23(2):87–102. 

Ata, S. & Sezer, A. 2021. Evaluating the effects of life satisfaction on impulse buying behavior in terms 

of online buying. Marketing and Management of Innovations, 1:38–55.  

Ataro, G. 2020. Methods, methodological challenges and lesson learned from phenomenological study 



160  

about OSCE experience: Overview of paradigm-driven qualitative approach in medical education. 

Annals of Medicine and Surgery, 49:19–23. 

Aureli, S. & Supino, E. 2017. Online reputation monitoring: An exploratory study on Italian hotel 

managers’ practices. International Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Administration, 18(1):84–109.  

Awan, H.M., Hayat, Z., Hayat, S. & Faiz, R. 2020. Impact of status consciousness on consumer 

purchase intention and brand equity: The mediating role of brand associations. Journal of Business 

and Social Review in Emerging Economies, 6(1):23–42. 

Axelrod, R. 1973. Schema theory: An information processing model of perception and cognition. The 

American Political Science Review, 67(4):1248–1266. 

Aziz, N.A. & Yasin, N.M. 2010. Analyzing the brand equity and resonance of banking services: 

Malaysian consumer perspective. International Journal of Marketing Studies, 2(2):180–189. 

Baalbaki, S.S. & Guzmán, F. 2016. Consumer-based brand equity. In Dall'Olmo Riley, F., Singh, J. & 

Blankson, C. (eds). The Routledge Companion to Contemporary Brand Management. Routledge: 32–

47. 

Baalbaki, S.S. 2012. Consumer perception of brand equity measurement: A new scale. Unpublished 

PhD thesis, University of North Texas, Texas, USA. 

Bahtar, A.Z. & Muda, M. 2016. The impact of user-generated content (UGC) on product reviews 

towards online purchasing – A conceptual framework. Procedia Economics and Finance, 37(16):337–

342.  

Baka, V. 2016. The becoming of user-generated reviews: Looking at the past to understand the future 

of managing reputation in the travel sector. Tourism Management, 53:148–162.  

Bala, M. & Verma, D. 2018. A critical review of digital marketing. International Journal of Management, 

IT & Engineering, 8(10):321–339. 

Bambauer-Sachse, S. & Mangold, S. 2011. Brand equity dilution through negative online word-of-

mouth communication. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 18(1):38–45.  

Barajas-Portas, K. 2015. The impact of consumer interactions in social networking sites on brand 

perception. Journal of Internet and e-Business Studies, 2015:1–7.  

Barreda, A. & Bilgihan, A. 2013. An analysis of user-generated content for hotel experiences. Journal 

of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, 4(3):263–280.  

Bartlett, F.C. 1932. Remembering: A study in experimental and social psychology. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Baruah, T.D. 2012. Effectiveness of social media as a tool of communication and its potential for 

technology enabled connections: A micro-level study. International Journal of Scientific and Research 

Publications, 2(5):1–10. 



161  

Barwise, P. 1993. Brand equity: Snark or boojum? International Journal of Research in Marketing, 

10(1):93–104.  

Bashir, M.A., Ayub, N. & Jalees, T. 2017. The impact of the firm generated contents and the user 

generated contents through social media on brand equity elements. Pakistan Business Review, 

19(3):744-760. 

Beccari, N. & Valerio, N. 2019. Brand-generated and user-generated content videos on YouTube: 

Characteristics, behavior and user perception. Unpublished Master’s thesis, Polytechnic University of 

Milan, Italy.  

Beig, F.A. & Nika, F.A. 2019. Brand experience and brand equity. Vision, 23(4):410–417.  

Berthon, P.R., Pitt, L.F., McCarthy, I. & Kates, S.M. 2007. When customers get clever: Managerial 

approaches to dealing with creative consumers. Business Horizons, 50(1):39–47. 

Berthon, P.R., Pitt, L.F., Plangger, K. & Shapiro, D. 2012. Marketing meets Web 2.0, social media, 

and creative consumers: Implications for international marketing strategy. Business Horizons, 

55(3):261–271. 

Bettman, J.R. 1979. An information processing theory of consumer choice. Boston: Addison-Wesley. 

Beukeboom, C.J., Kerkhof, P. & de Vries, M. 2015. Does a virtual like cause actual liking? How 

following a brand's Facebook updates enhances brand valuations and purchase intention. Journal of 

Interactive Marketing, 32:26–36.  

Bhaduri, G. & Ha-Brookshire, J. 2017. The role of brand schemas, information transparency, and 

source of message on apparel brands' social responsibility communication. Journal of Marketing 

Communications, 23(3):293-310. 

Bhattacherjee, A. 2012. Social science research: Principles, methods, and practices. Textbooks 

Collection. Global Text Project.  

Bianchi, C., Pike, S. & Lings, I. 2014. Investigating attitudes towards three South American 

destinations in an emerging long-haul market using a model of consumer-based brand equity (CBBE). 

Tourism Management, 42:215–223. 

Bick, G., Brown, A.B. & Abratt, R. 2006. Customer perceptions of the value delivered by retail banks in 

South Africa. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 22(5):300–318. 

Biddle, C. & Schafft, K. 2014. Axiology and anomaly in the practice of mixed methods research: A 

Kuhnian analysis. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 9(4):320–334. 

Blumberg, B., Cooper, D.R. & Schindler, P.S. 2014. Business Research Methods. Berkshire: McGraw-

Hill Education. 

Boicu, M.C., Cruz, A. & Karamanos, A. 2015. The influence of online reviews on brand equity and 

purchase intention of smartphones and tablets in Romania. Marketing and Consumer Behavior, 719-

728. 



162  

Bolton, R.N., Chapman, R.G. & Mills, A.J. 2019. Harnessing digital disruption with marketing 

simulations. Journal of Marketing Education, 41(1):5-31. 

Bolton, R.N., Parasuraman, A., Hoefnagels, A., Migchels, N., Kabadayi, S., Gruber, T., Loureiro, Y.K. 

& Solnet, D. 2013. Understanding Generation Y and their use of social media: a review and research 

agenda. Journal of Service Management, 24(3):245–267. 

Boolaky, M., Gungaphul, M. & Adeyemi, A.M. 2017. How do brands compare from the perspectives of 

the CBBE model: A comparative study of a local and international brand in Nigeria. Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 7(3):566–579. 

Booth, N. & Matic, J.A. 2011. Mapping and leveraging influencers in social media to shape corporate 

brand perceptions. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 16:184–191. 

Bose, S., Roy, S.K. & Tiwari, A.K. 2016. Measuring customer-based place brand equity (CBPBE): An 

investment attractiveness perspective. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 24(7):617–634.  

Bougenvile, A. & Ruswanti, E. 2017. Brand equity on purchase intention consumers’ willingness to pay 

premium price juice. IOSR Journal of Economics and Finance, 8(1):12–18.  

Bowden, J.L.H., Conduit, J., Hollebeek, L.D., Luoma-Aho, V. & Solem, B.A. 2017. Engagement 

valence duality and spillover effects in online brand communities. Journal of Service Theory and 

Practice, 27(4):877–897.  

Brahmbhatt, D. & Shah, J. 2017. Determinants of brand equity from the consumer’s perspective: A 

literature review. IUP Journal of Brand Management, 14(4):33–46. 

Brodie, R.J., Ilic, A., Juric, B. & Hollebeek, L. 2013. Consumer engagement in a virtual brand 

community: An exploratory analysis. Journal of Business Research, 66(1):105–114.  

Brown, J., Broderick, A.J. & Lee, N. 2007. Word of mouth communication within online communities: 

Conceptualizing the online social network. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 21(3):2–20.  

Bruhn, M., Schoenmueller, V. & Schäfer, D.B. 2012. Are social media replacing traditional media in 

terms of brand equity creation? Management Research Review, 35(9):770–790. 

Bell, B., Bryman, A. & Harley, B. 2019. Business Research Methods. 5th ed. Oxford University Press. 

Bryman, A. 2012. Social Research Methods. 4th ed. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Brzozowska-Woś, M. & Schivinski, B. 2019. The effect of online reviews on consumer-based brand 

equity: Case-study of the Polish restaurant sector. Central European Management Journal, 27(3):2–

27.  

Buil, I., Martínez, E. & de Chernatony, L. 2013. The influence of brand equity on consumer responses. 

Journal of Consumer Marketing, 30(1):62–74.  

Burgess, J. & Spinks, W. 2014. An examination of the four factors of brand resonance and their 

theoretical application to video games. Journal of New Business Ideas & Trends, 12(2):37–49.  



163  

Burmann, C., Jost-Benz, M. & Riley, N. 2009. Towards an identity-based brand equity model. Journal 

of Business Research, 62(3):390-397. 

Buzeta, C., De Pelsmacker, P. & Dens, N. 2020. Motivations to use different social media types and 

their impact on consumers’ online brand-related activities (COBRAs). Journal of Interactive Marketing, 

52:79–98.  

Calise, G. 2019. Developing a framework to shape the strategic management of social media activities 

for an online magazine. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, England.  

Calvo-Porral, C. & Lévy-Mangin, J.P. 2017. Store brands’ purchase intention: Examining the role of 

perceived quality. European Research on Management and Business Economics, 23(2):90–95.  

Castillo, A.C., Flores, A.M., Sanchez, L.M., Yusay, A. & Posadas, M.A. 2022. The moderating effect of 

the country of origin on smartphones’ brand equity and brand preference on customer purchase 

intention. Journal of Business and Management Studies, 4(2):58-78. 

Carsana, L. & Jolibert, A. 2018. Influence of iconic, indexical cues, and brand schematicity on 

perceived authenticity dimensions of private-label brands. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 40:213–220. 

Chakraborti, T. & Bardhan, K.K., 2022. An empirical study on the influence of UGC & web talk on 

brand attitude. International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT), 10(4):405-409. 

Chakraborty, U. & Bhat, S. 2018. Credibility of online reviews and its impact on brand image. 

Management Research Review, 41(1):148–164.  

Chan, T.H., Leung, F., Tan, P. & Tse, D.K. 2015. Role of conventional ads in a digital age: Effects of 

internet and conventional advertising on brand awareness and brand desire in China. International 

Journal of Electronic Commerce Studies, 6(1):87–98. 

Chandrakamal I., Pandithasekara D. 2022.  The influence of brand communication tools on consumer 

based brand equity (with special reference to young consumers in Sri Lanka). ICME Proceedings of 

the 11th International conference on Management and Economics, Department of Commerce, 

University of Sri Jayewardenepura, 4 August 2022, Sri Lanka. 

Chang, A., Hsieh, S.H. & Tseng, T.H. 2013. Online brand community response to negative brand 

events: The role of group eWOM. Internet Research, 23(4):486–506.  

Chari, S., Christodoulides, G., Presi, C., Wenhold, J. & Casaletto, J.P. 2016. Consumer trust in user‐

generated brand recommendations on Facebook. Psychology & Marketing, 33(12):1071–1081. 

Chatzipanagiotou, K., Christodoulides, G. & Veloutsou, C. 2019. Managing the consumer-based brand 

equity process: A cross-cultural perspective. International Business Review, 28(2):328–343.  

Chatzipanagiotou, K., Veloutsou, C. & Christodoulides, G. 2016. Decoding the complexity of the 

consumer-based brand equity process. Journal of Business Research, 69(11):5479–486. 

Chaudhuri, A. 1995. Brand equity or double jeopardy? Journal of Product & Brand Management, 



164  

4(1):26–32. 

Chelliah, A.A.E., Nawaz, N. & Gajenderan, V. 2022. User-generated content and its impact on brand 

attitude and purchase intentions. Impact of Artificial Intelligence, and the Fourth Industrial Revolution 

on Business Success, 485:421-432. 

Chen, Y. 2015. The role of social CRM in brand marketing: A perspective of consumers' eWOM. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, North Carolina State University, North Carolina, USA. 

Cheng, F.F., Wu, C.S. & Chen, Y.C. 2020. Creating customer loyalty in online brand communities. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 107(181):105752.  

Cheng, Y.Y., Tung, W.F., Yang, M.H. & Chiang, C.T. 2019. Linking relationship equity to brand 

resonance in a social networking brand community. Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 

35:100849.  

Cheong, H.J. & Morrison, M.A. 2008. Consumers’ reliance on product information and 

recommendations found in UGC. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 8(2):38–49. 

Cheong, H.J. 2016. Purchase decision type influences on consumers’ reliance:  

Brand-related user-generated content. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Tennessee, Knoxvillle, 

USA.  

Cheregi, B.F. 2013. Consumer life and user generated content in the age of social media.  

Management Dynamics in the Knowledge Economy, 6(2):285–305.  

Cheung, M.L., Pires, G.D. & Rosenberger, P.J. 2020. Exploring synergetic effects of social-media 

communication and distribution strategy on consumer-based brand equity. Asian Journal of Business 

Research, 10(1):126–149.  

Cheung, M.L., Pires, G.D., Rosenberger, P.J., De Oliveira, M.J. 2020. Driving COBRAs: The power of 

social media marketing. Marketing Intelligence and Planning. 39(3):361-376.  

Chhabra, S. 2017. An empirical analysis of the effect of a retailers loyalty programme on their 

customers’ loyalty. Global Business Review, 18(2):445-464. 

Chokpitakkul, N. & Anantachart, S. 2020. Developing and validating a scale of consumer-based brand 

equity for SMEs: Evidence from Thailand. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 

27(3):383–404.  

Christodoulides, G., Bonhomme, J. & Jevons, C. 2010. The impact of user-generated content on 

consumer-based brand equity. 6th Thought Leaders International Conference on Brand Management, 

February 2010. 0-16. 

Ciasullo, M.V., Montera, R. & Palumbo, R. 2019. Online content responsiveness. An exploratory 

empirical study on strategies for managing UGC in Italian hotels. Paper presented at the Excellence in 

Services International Conference, Thessaloniki. 

Çifci, S., Ekinci, Y., Whyatt, G., Japutra, A., Molinillo, S. & Siala, H. 2016. A cross validation of 



165  

consumer-based brand equity models: Driving customer equity in retail brands. Journal of Business 

Research, 69(9):3740–3747. 

City of Cape Town, Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs, National 

Development Plan. 2020. City of Cape Town, Metropolitan Western Cape: Profile and Analysis: 

District Development Model. 

https://www.cogta.gov.za/ddm/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/City-of-CT-September-2020.pdf  

[17 December 2021]. 

Coelho, A., Bairrada, C. & Peres, F. 2019. Brand communities’ relational outcomes, through brand 

love. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 28(2):154–165.  

Colicev, A., Malshe, A. & Pauwels, K. 2018. Social media and customer-based brand equity: An 

empirical investigation in retail industry. Administrative Sciences, 8(3):55–70. 

Compton, J. 2009. Threat explication: What we know and don’t yet know about a key component of 

inoculation theory. STAM Journal, 39:1-18. 

Compton, J.A. & Pfau, M. 2005. Inoculation theory of resistance to influence at maturity: Recent 

progress in theory development and application and suggestions for future research. Annals of the 

International Communication Association, 29(1):97-146. 

Creswell, J.W. 2009. Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches. 2nd ed. 

London: Sage Publications. 

Dabholkar, P.A., Shepherd, C.D. & Thorpe, D.I. 2000. A comprehensive framework for service quality: 

An investigation of critical conceptual and measurement issues through a longitudinal study. Journal of 

Retailing, 76(2):139–173. 

Daboul, M. 2020. Impact of brand crises on brand image in the age of corporate social responsibility. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Northampton, Northampton, England. 

Darshan, B.M. 2018. Influence of social media on vehicle purchasing decisions: An empirical study on 

automobile industry. International Journal of Mechanical Engineering and Technology, 9(8):974-981. 

Datta, H., Ailawadi, K.L. & Van Heerde, H.J. 2017. How well does consumer-based brand equity align 

with sales-based brand equity and marketing-mix response? Journal of Marketing, 81(3):1–20.  

Daugherty, T. & Hoffman, E. 2014. eWOM and the importance of capturing consumer attention within 

social media. Journal of Marketing Communications, 20(1-2):82-102. 

Davari, A., Iyer, P. & Guzmán, F. 2017. Determinants of brand resurrection movements: Why 

consumers want dead brands back? European Journal of Marketing,  

51(11–12):1896–1917.  

Davcik, N.S., da Silva, R.V. & Hair, J.F. 2015. Towards a unified theory of brand equity: 

Conceptualizations, taxonomy and avenues for future research. Journal of Product and Brand 

Management, 24(1):3–17.  

https://www.cogta.gov.za/ddm/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/City-of-CT-September-2020.pdf


166  

de Almeida, C.G.P.M. 2019. User-generated content strategy & millennials’ travel intentions. 

Unpublished Master’s thesis, Universidade Católica Potruguesa, Portugal. 

Dedeoğlu, B.B., Van Niekerk, M., Weinland, J. & Celuch, K. 2019. Re-conceptualizing customer-based 

destination brand equity. Journal of Destination Marketing and Management, 11:211–230. 

De Guzman, M., Tabaquin, K.L., Dimaunahan, P.J. and Dimaculangan, E. 2022. Impact of Apple’s 

brand equity towards purchase intentions of Gen Z Thomasians on secondhand Apple 

Products. International Journal of Social and Management Studies, 3(5):116-124. 

Demba, D., Chiliya, N., Chuchu, T. & Ndoro, T. 2019. How user-generated content advertising 

influences consumer attitudes, trust and purchase intention of products and services. Communicare: 

Journal for Communication Sciences in Southern Africa, 38(1):136-149. 

Deng, Q. & Chen, Y. 2011. Sixteenth annual graduate education and graduate student research 

conference in hospitality and tourism. Anatolia: An International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality 

Research, 22(1):132–134.  

Dhanesh, G., Duthler, G. & Li, K., 2022. Social media engagement with organization-generated 

content: Role of visuals in enhancing public engagement with organizations on Facebook and 

Instagram. Public Relations Review, 48(2):1-10. 

Dichter, E. 1966. How word-of-mouth advertising works. Harvard Business Review, 44:147–166. 

Don-Solomon, A. & Eke, G. 2018. Ontological & epistemological philosophies underlying theory 

building: A scholarly dilemma or axiomatic illumination - the business research perspective. European 

Journal of Business and Innovation Research, 6(2):1-7. 

Duan, W., Cao, Q., Yu, Y. & Levy, S. 2013. Mining online user-generated content: Using sentiment 

analysis technique to study hotel service quality. Proceedings of the Annual Hawaii International 

Conference on System Sciences, Wailea, Maui, 7–10 January 2013. 3119–3128.  

Dube, B. 2013. A framework for the use of focus groups in marketing research in South Africa. 

Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Johannesburg, Johannesburg, South Africa. 

Duman, T., Ozbal, O. & Duerod, M. 2018. The role of affective factors on brand resonance: Measuring 

customer‐based brand equity for the Sarajevo brand. Journal of Destination Marketing and 

Management, 8:359–372. 

Dwivedi, A., Johnson, L.W., Wilkie, D.C. & De Araujo-Gil, L. 2018. Consumer emotional brand 

attachment with social media brands and social media brand equity. European Journal of Marketing, 

53(6):1176–1204. 

Easterby-Smith, M. Thorpe, R. & Jackson, P. 2012. Management Research. 4th ed. London: Sage 

Publications. 

Efanny, W. Haryanto, J. Kashif, M. & Widyanto, H.A. 2018. The relationship between marketing mix 

and retailer-perceived brand equity. IMP Journal, 12(1): 192-208. 



167  

Einwiller, S.A. & Steilen, S. 2015. Handling complaints on social network sites – an analysis of 

complaints and complaint responses on Facebook and Twitter pages of large US companies. Public 

relations review, 41(2):195-204. 

Embedsocial.com. 2021. 41 User-generated content statistics that confirm UGCs marketing power. 

https://embedsocial.com/blog/ugc-

statistics/#:~:text=Consumers%20spend%205%2C4%20hours,of%20their%20digital%20marketing%2

0strategy [13 March 2022]. 

Erdem, T. & Swait, J. 1998. Brand equity as a signaling phenomenon. Journal of Consumer 

Psychology, 7(2):131–157.  

Erkan, I. & Evans, C. 2018. Social media or shopping websites? The influence of eWOM on 

consumers’ online purchase intentions. Journal of Marketing Communications, 24(6):617-632. 

Erkmen, E. 2018. Managing your brand for employees: Understanding the role of organizational 

processes in cultivating employee brand equity. Administrative Sciences, 8(3):52. 

Esan, E.A., Norshahrizan, N., Norsyafawati, W. & Radzi, W.M. 2018. A study of customer-based 

brand equity prioritization by using analytical hierarchy process. Applied Mathematics and 

Computational Intelligence, 7(1):23–32. 

Estrella-Ramón, A. & Ellis-Chadwick, F. 2017. Do different kinds of user-generated content in online 

brand communities really work? Online Information Review, 41(7):954-968. 

Estrella-Ramón, A., García-de-Frutos, N., Ortega-Egea, J.M. & Segovia-López, C. 2019. How does 

marketers’ and users’ content on corporate Facebook fan pages influence brand equity? Electronic 

Commerce Research and Applications, 36:100867. 

Eusebius, S. 2020. Customer-based brand equity in a digital age: An analysis of brand associations in 

user-generated social media content. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Otago, Dunedin, New 

Zealand. 

Ewing, M., Men, L.R. & O’Neil, J. 2019. Using social media to engage employees: Insights from 

internal communication managers. International Journal of Strategic Communication, 13(2):110-132. 

Eysenck, H.J. 1984. Meta-analysis: An abuse of research integration. The Journal of Special 

Education, 18(1):41-59. 

Farhat, K., Mokhtar, S.S.M. & Salleh, S.B.M. 2020. Linking brand engagement to customer-based 

brand equity and role of brand experience, brand personality, and brand affect: A case of automobile 

market of Pakistan. Management Science Letters, 10(10):2237–2248. 

Farivar, S., Wang, F. & Yuan, Y. 2021. Opinion leadership vs. para-social relationship: Key factors in 

influencer marketing. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 59:102371. 

Farjam, S. & Hongyi, X. 2015. Reviewing the concept of brand equity and evaluating consumer-based 

brand equity (CBBE) models. The International Journal of Management Science and Business 

Administration, 1(8):14–29.  

https://embedsocial.com/blog/ugc-statistics/#:~:text=Consumers%20spend%205%2C4%20hours,of%20their%20digital%20marketing%20strategy
https://embedsocial.com/blog/ugc-statistics/#:~:text=Consumers%20spend%205%2C4%20hours,of%20their%20digital%20marketing%20strategy
https://embedsocial.com/blog/ugc-statistics/#:~:text=Consumers%20spend%205%2C4%20hours,of%20their%20digital%20marketing%20strategy


168  

Farquhar, P.H. 1989. Managing brand equity. Marketing Research, 1:24-33. 

Fayrene, C.Y. & Lee, G.C. 2011. Customer-based brand equity: A literature review. Researchers 

World, 2(1):33. 

Feiz, D. & Moradi, H. 2019. Creating consumer-based brand equity for customers by brand 

experience: Evidence from Iran banking industry. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 11(6):1443–1464.  

Fitsum, S. 2019. Measuring the influence of customer-based brand equity of selected television 

channel on customer purchase choice: The media service buyer perspective in Addis Ababa, the case 

of Kana TV. Unpublished PhD thesis, Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia. 

Fombrun, C.J. 1996. Reputation: Realizing value from the corporate image. 20th ed. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard Business School Press.  

Foroudi, P., Cuomo, M.T., Foroudi, M.M., Katsikeas, C.S. & Gupta, S. 2020. Linking identity and 

heritage with image and a reputation for competition. Journal of Business Research, 113:317–325. 

Fournier, S. & Avery, J. 2011. The uninvited brand. Business Horizons, 54(3):93–207. 

Francis, S., Rospigliosi, P.A. & Samuel, B. 2018. The digital marketing power of transmedia: Applying 

Keller’s brand resonance pyramid to the marvel cinematic universe. In Transmedia Earth Conference: 

Media, narratives and audiences in convergence contexts, Medellin, February 2018. 

Gajenderan, V., Priya, R.P. & Nawaz, N. 2020. User generated content and its impact on brand 

attitude and purchase intention. International Journal of Management, 11(2):277–286. 

Gautam, V. & Kumar, M. 2012. An empirical investigation to analyze the brand equity and resonance 

of banking services: Evidence from India. Management, 7(1):3–16. 

Gensler, S., Völckner, F., Liu-Thompkins, Y. & Wiertz, C. 2013. Managing brands in the social media 

environment. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 27(4):242–256.  

Gilal, R.G., Gilal, N.G., Gilal, F.G. & Gong, Z., 2022. The role of nostalgic brand positioning in 

capturing brand equity: Theoretical extension and analysis. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 

46(1):161-181. 

Gill, M.S. & Dawra, J. 2010. Evaluating Aaker’s sources of brand equity and the mediating role of 

brand image. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and Analysis for Marketing, 18(3–4):189–198.  

Gil-Saura, I., Ruiz-Molina, M.E., Michel, G. & Corraliza-Zapata, A. 2013. Retail brand equity: A model 

based on its dimensions and effects. International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer 

Research, 23(2):111–136.  

Girard, T., Trapp, P., Pinar, M., Gulsoy, T. & Boyt, T.E. 2017. Consumer-based brand equity of a 

private-label brand: Measuring and examining determinants. Journal of Marketing Theory and 

Practice, 25(1):39–56.  

Glynn, M.S. 2010. The moderating effect of brand strength in manufacturer-reseller relationships. 



169  

Industrial Marketing Management, 39(8):1226–1233. 

Godey, B., Manthiou, A., Pederzoli, D., Rokka, J., Aiello, G., Donvito, R. & Singh, R. 2016. Social 

media marketing efforts of luxury brands: Influence on brand equity and consumer behaviour. Journal 

of Business Research, 69(12):5833–5841.  

Goh, K.Y., Heng, C.S. & Lin, Z. 2013. Social media brand community and consumer behavior: 

Quantifying the relative impact of user- and marketer-generated content. Information Systems 

Research, 24(1):8–107.  

Goldsmith, R.E. & Horowitz, D. 2006. Measuring motivations for online opinion seeking. Journal of 

Interactive Advertising, 6(2):2–14.  

Gomathy, M. & Rajan, K.K.S. 2018. The effect of marketing mix elements on brand equity. 

International Journal of Advance and Innovative Research, 5(4):262–265. 

Green, P.E. & Srinivasan, V. 1990. Conjoint analysis in marketing: New developments with 

implications for research and practice. Journal of Marketing, 54(4):3. 

Gu, B. & Ye, Q. 2014. First step in social media: Measuring the influence of online management 

responses on customer satisfaction. Production and Operations Management, 23(4):570–582.  

Guitart, I.A., Gonzalez, J. & Stremersch, S. 2018. Advertising non-premium products as if they were 

premium: The impact of advertising up on advertising elasticity and brand equity. International Journal 

of Research in Marketing, 35(3):471–489.  

Gürhan-Canli, Z., Hayran, C. & Sarial-Abi, G. 2016. Customer-based brand equity in a technologically 

fast-paced, connected, and constrained environment. Academy of Marketing Science Review, 6(1–

2):23–32.  

Hajli, N., Shanmugam, M., Papagiannidis, S. & Zahay, D. 2017. Branding co-creation with members of 

online brand communities. Journal of Business Research, 70:136–144.  

Halkias, G. 2015. Mental representation of brands: a schema-based approach to consumers’ 

organization of market knowledge. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 24(5):438–448. 

Hallgren, J., Sigurbjörnsson, K. & Black, T. 2018. The relationship between brand related UGC and 

CBBE: An Internet meme experiment. Unpublished Bachelor’s thesis, Linnaeus University, Sweden. 

Halliday, S.V. 2016. User-generated content about brands: Understanding its creators and consumers. 

Journal of Business Research, 69(1):137–144. 

Hammersley, M. & Traianou, A. 2012. Ethics and educational research. London: British Educational 

Research Association. 

Hanna, R., Rohm, A. & Crittenden, V.L. 2011. We’re all connected: The power of the social media 

ecosystem. Business Horizons, 54(3):265–273. 

Hartmann, J., Heitmann, M., Schamp, C.P. & Netzer, O. 2021. The power of brand selfies in 



170  

consumer-generated brand imagery. Columbia Business School Research Paper. Labovitz School of 

Business & Economics, University of Minnesota, Duluth. 

He, Y. 2016. Examining the effect of social media communication on brand equity creation. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, Concordia University, Montreal, Canada. 

Hidalgo-Alcázar, C., Silicila, M. & Ruiz de Maya, S. 2014. The effect of user-generated content on 

tourist behaviour: The mediating role of destination image. Tourism and Management Studies, 

10:158–164. 

Hinestroza, E. 2017. Brand Equity-A Study on the relationship between brand equity and stock 

performance. Unpublished Master Thesis, Umeå School of Business and Economics, Sweden. 

Ho-Dac, N.N., Carson, S.J. & Moore, W.L. 2013. The effects of positive and negative online customer 

reviews: Do brand strength and category maturity matter? Journal of Marketing, 77(6):37–53.  

Hoeffler, S. & Keller, K.L. 2003. The marketing advantages of strong brands. Journal of Brand 

Management, 10(6):421–445.  

Hornik, J., Satchi, R.S., Cesareo, L. & Pastore, A. 2015. Information dissemination via electronic word-

of-mouth: Good news travels fast, bad news travels faster! Computers in Human Behavior, 45:273-

280. 

Hsu, L. & Lawrence, B. 2016. The role of social media and brand equity during a product recall crisis: 

A shareholder value perspective. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 33(1):59–77. 

Hu, F. & Trivedi, R.H. 2020. Mapping hotel brand positioning and competitive landscapes by text-

mining user-generated content. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 84:102317. 

Huang, C.C., Fang, S.C., Huang, S.M., Chang, S.C. & Fang, S.R. 2014. The impact of relational 

bonds on brand loyalty: The mediating effect of brand relationship quality. Managing Service Quality, 

24(2):184–204. 

Huang, R. & Sarigöllü, E. 2014. Assessment of brand equity measures. International Journal of Market 

Research, 56(6):783-806. 

Huang, R., Lee, S.H., Kim, H. & Evans, L. 2015. The impact of brand experiences on brand resonance 

in multi-channel fashion retailing. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 9(2):129–147. 

Huerta-Álvarez, R., Cambra-Fierro, J.J. & Fuentes-Blasco, M. 2020. The interplay between social 

media communication, brand equity and brand engagement in tourist destinations: An analysis in an 

emerging economy. Journal of Destination Marketing and Management, 16:100413. 

Huff, A.S., 1999. Writing for scholarly publication. 1st edition, London, United Kingdom, Sage. 

Hung, Y.H., Huang, T.L., Hsieh, J.C., Tsuei, H.J., Cheng, C.C. & Tzeng, G.H. 2012. Online reputation 

management for improving marketing by using a hybrid MCDM model. Knowledge-Based Systems, 

35:87–93. 



171  

Hüseyinoğlu, I.Ö.Y. 2019. Drivers for channel integration and omnichannel strategy: Evidence from 

the leading grocery retailer in Turkey. Exploring Omnichannel Retailing. Springer International: 99-

114. 

Hussain, S., Hussain, S., Melewar, T.C., Priporas, C. & Foroudi, P. 2020. Examining the effects of 

advertising credibility on brand credibility, corporate credibility and corporate image: A qualitative 

approach. Qualitative Market Research, 23(4):549–573. 

Huynh, N. 2020. Advertising communication models: Applying Aisdalslove Model for Company X. 

Unpublished Master’s thesis, Laurea University of Applied Sciences, Vantaa, Finland. 

Iacobucci, D. & Churchill, G.A. 2010. Marketing research: Methodological foundations. 12th ed. Mason, 

Ohio: South-Western Cengage Learning. 

Ibrahim, B., Aljarah, A., Hayat, D.T. & Lahuerta-Otero, E., 2022. Like, comment and share: Examining 

the effect of firm-created content and user-generated content on consumer 

engagement. Leisure/Loisir,1-24. 

Iglesias, O., Markovic, S. & Rialp, J. 2019. How does sensory brand experience influence brand 

equity? Considering the roles of customer satisfaction, customer affective commitment, and employee 

empathy. Journal of Business Research, 96:343–354. 

Kim, H.H., Kim, S.S., Elliot, S. & Han, H. 2012. Conceptualizing destination brand equity dimensions 

from a consumer-based brand equity perspective. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing, 

29(4):385–403. 

Ivanov, B., Sims, J.D., Compton, J., Miller, C.H., Parker, K.A., Parker, J.L., Harrison, K.J. & Averbeck, 

J.M. 2015. The general content of postinoculation talk: Recalled issue-specific conversations following 

inoculation treatments. Western Journal of Communication, 79(2):218-238. 

Jahanshahi, A.A., Gashti, M.A.H., Mirdamadi, S.A. & Nawaser. K. 2011. Study of the effects of 

customer service and product quality on customer satisfaction and loyalty. International Journal of 

Humanities and Social Science, 1(7):253–260. 

Jain, K. & Sharma, I. 2019. Negative outcomes of positive brand relationships. Journal of Consumer 

Marketing, 36(7):986–1002.  

Jalilvand, M.R. & Samiei, N. 2012. The effect of electronic word of mouth on brand image and 

purchase intention: An empirical study in the automobile industry in Iran. Marketing Intelligence and 

Planning, 30(4):460–476.  

Jalilvand, M.R., Samiei, N. & Mahdavinia, S.H. 2011. The effect of brand equity components on 

purchase intention. International Business and Management, 2(2):149–158. 

Jamaludin, M., Aziz, A. & Stapah, M. 2021. Influence of user-generated content to attempt destination 

loyalty among domestic millennials after COVID-19 crisis. Paper presented at the 4th International 

Research Conference on Humanities, Social Sciences and Technology, Malaysia, 21–22 August 

2021. 



172  

Jang, Y.J., Kim, W.G. & Bonn, M.A. 2011. Generation Y consumers’ selection attributes and 

behavioral intentions concerning green restaurants. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 

30(4):803-811. 

Janoskova, K. & Krizanova, A. 2017. Comparison of selected internationally recognized brand 

valuation methods. Oeconomia Copernicana, 8(1):99–110.  

Jayasuriya, N. 2022. The impact of Facebook marketing on customer-based brand equity and 

purchase intention on fashionwear retail industry in Sri Lanka. Asian Journal of Marketing 

Management, 1(1): 89-112. 

Jeng, S P. 2016. The influences of airline brand credibility on consumer purchase intentions. Journal 

of Air Transport Management, 55:1–8.  

Jenkins-Guarnieri, M.A., Wright, S.L. & Johnson, B. 2013. Development and validation of a social 

media use integration scale. Psychology of Popular Media Culture, 2(1):38–50. 

Jeon, H.M. and Yoo, S.R. 2021. The relationship between brand experience and consumer-based 

brand equity in grocerants. Service Business, 15(2):369-389. 

Jia-yi, F., Yan-qiao, L., Qi-xing, Q. & Li, Z. 2022. Creating cultural brand equity from the perspective of 

consumer cognition–a case study of Chinese animation brands. Procedia Computer 

Science, 199:589-596. 

Jiménez, N. & San-Martín, S. 2017. Attitude toward m-advertising and m-repurchase. European 

Research on Management and Business Economics, 23(2):96–102.  

Johansson, F. & Engström, S. 2016. Instagram brand equity how Generation Y can be reached 

through Instagram marketing. Unpublished Bachelor’s thesis, Halmstad University, Sweden. 

John, E.F., Justie, N. & Biobele, B.S. 2014. The influence of word-of-mouth communication on 

consumers’ choice of selected products in Nigeria. European Journal of Business and Management, 

6(22):125–130. 

Johnen, M. & Schnittka, O. 2019. When pushing back is good: The effectiveness of brand responses 

to social media complaints. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 47(5):858–878.  

Jung, H.J., Lee, Y., Kim, H. & Yang, H. 2014. Impacts of country images on luxury fashion brand: 

facilitating with the brand resonance model. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 18:187–

205. 

Kapferer, J.N. 2008. The new strategic brand management: Creating and sustaining brand equity long 

term. 4th ed. Kogan Page Publishers. 

Karman, M.A. 2015. The impact of social media marketing on brand equity toward the purchase 

intention of Starbucks Indonesia. iBuss Management, 3(2):77–88. 

Karunanayake, T. & Madubashini, C. 2019. The influence of user generated content on purchase 

intention of automobiles in Sri Lanka. Asian Social Science, 15(6):44.  



173  

Kassem, E., Hussein, S.A., Abdelrahman, A.M. & Alsheref, F.K. 2020. Customer churn prediction 

model and identifying features to increase customer retention based on user generated content. 

International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications, 11(5):522–531. 

Kataria, S. & Saini, V. 2019. The mediating impact of customer satisfaction in relation of brand equity 

and brand loyalty: An empirical synthesis and re-examination. South Asian Journal of Business 

Studies, 9(1):62-87. 

Katz, E. 1957. The two-step flow of communication: An up-to-date report on an hypothesis. Public 

Opinion Quarterly, 21(1):61-78. 

Keller, K.L. & Lehmann, D.R. 2006. Brands and branding: Research findings and future priorities. 

Marketing Science, 25(6):740–759.  

Keller, K.L. & Swaminathan, V. 2020. Strategic brand management: Building, measuring, and 

managing brand equity. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited. 

Keller, K.L. 1993. Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand equity. Journal 

of Marketing, 57(1):1-22. 

Keller, K.L. 2002. Brand synthesis: The multidimensionality of brand knowledge. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 29(4):595–600.  

Keller, K.L. 2009. Building strong brands in a modern marketing communications environment. Journal 

of Marketing Communications, 15(2–3):139–155.  

Keller, K.L. 2010. Brand equity management in a multichannel, multimedia retail environment. Journal 

of Interactive Marketing, 24(2):58–70. 

Keller, K.L. 2012. Understanding the richness of brand relationships: Research dialogue on brands as 

intentional agents. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 22(2):186–190.  

Keller, K.L. 2013. Strategic brand management: Building, measuring, and managing brand equity. 4th 

ed. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited. 

Khadim, R.A., Zafar. B. & Younis, M. 2014. Social media communication and consumer brand 

perceptions. International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Studies, 1(1):12–20. 

Khajuria, I. & Mahajan, R. 2017. A study of user-generated content on social networking sites and its 

impact on consumer-based brand equity constructs. Global Journal of Management and Business 

Research: eMarketing, 17(1):1-9. 

Khan, M.L. 2017. Social media engagement: What motivates user participation and consumption on 

YouTube? Computers in Human Behavior, 66:236–247.  

Khanna, M., Jacob, I. & Chopra, A. 2019. Promoting business school brands through alumni (past 

customers)-analyzing factors influencing their brand resonance. Journal of Promotion Management, 

25(3):337–353.  



174  

Khobzi, H., Lau, R.Y. & Cheung, T.C. 2019. The outcome of online social interactions on Facebook 

pages: A study of user engagement behavior. Internet Research, 29(1):2-23. 

Ki, C.W.C. & Kim, Y.K. 2019. The mechanism by which social media influencers persuade consumers: 

The role of consumers’ desire to mimic. Psychology and Marketing, 36(10):905-922. 

Killian, G. & McManus, K. 2015. A marketing communications approach for the digital era: Managerial 

guidelines for social media integration. Business Horizons, 58(5):539–549. 

Kim, A.J. & Johnson, K.K.P. 2016. Power of consumers using social media: Examining the influences 

of brand-related user-generated content on Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 58:98–108. 

Kim, A.J. & Ko, E. 2012. Do social media marketing activities enhance customer equity? An empirical 

study of luxury fashion brand. Journal of Business Research, 65(10):1480–1486. 

Kim, C., Kim, C., Jin, M., Kim, J. & Shin, N. 2012. User perception of the quality, value, and utility of 

user-generated content. Journal of Electronic Commerce Research, 13(4):305–319. 

Kim, K.M., Nobi, B. & Kim, T. 2020. CSR and brand resonance: The mediating role of brand love and 

involvement. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(10):1–12. 

Kim, M. & Song, D. 2018. When brand-related UGC induces effectiveness on social media: The role of 

content sponsorship and content type. International Journal of Advertising, 37(1):105–124.  

Kim, S. 2019. A user-generated content strategy on brand equity and customer satisfaction toward 

purchase intention among South Korean millennials: A case study of Innisfree. Unpublished Master’s 

thesis, Bangkok University, Thailand. 

Kim, W. & Kim, H. 2007. Determinants of mid-scale hotel brand equity. Hospitality Review, 25(1):61–

70. 

Klaiber, U., Hermanus, T. & Mason, R.B. 2015. E-business developments and skills requirements in 

the retail sector. Corporate Ownership and Control, 12(4):383–397. 

Koivisto, E. & Mattila, P. 2020. Extending the luxury experience to social media – user-generated 

content co-creation in a branded event. Journal of Business Research, 117:570–578. 

Konecnik, M. & Gartner, W.C. 2007. Customer-based brand equity for a destination. Annals of 

Tourism Research, 34(2):400–421.  

Krishnan, H.S. 1996. Characteristics of memory associations: A consumer-based brand equity 

perspective. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 13(4):389–405. 

Kuhn, K.A.L., Alpert, F. & Pope, N.K.L. 2008. An application of Keller’s brand equity model in a B2B 

context. Qualitative Market Research, 11(1):40–58.  

Kuksov, D., Shachar, R. & Wang, K. 2013. Advertising and consumers’ communications. Marketing 

Science, 32(2):294–309. 



175  

Kumar, A., Bezawada, R., Rishika, R., Janakiraman, R. & Kannan, P.K. 2016. From social to sale: The 

effects of firm-generated content in social media on customer behavior. Journal of Marketing, 80(1):7-

25. 

Kumar, P. & Chanda, R.S. 2020. An evaluative study on strategic directives for brand delight and its 

impact on customer retention in Indian food industry amidst COVID-19. European Journal of Molecular 

and Clinical Medicine, 7(11):2020. 

Kumar, R.S., Dash, S. & Purwar, P.C. 2013. The nature and antecedents of brand equity and its 

dimensions. Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 31(2):141–159. 

Kumar, S. & Patra, S. 2017. Does promotion mix really help to enhance brand equity: A literature 

review. Asian Journal of Management, 8(4):1387-1392. 

Kuo, Y F. & Hou, J.R. 2017. Oppositional brand loyalty in online brand communities: Perspectives on 

social identity theory and consumer-brand relationship. Journal of Electronic Commerce Research, 

18(3):254–268. 

Ladhari, R., Gonthier, J. & Lajante, M. 2019. Generation Y and online fashion shopping: Orientations 

and profiles. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 48:113-121. 

Lane, K. & Keller, K.L. 2016. Conceptualizing, measuring, and managing customer-based brand 

equity. Journal of Marketing, 57(1):1–22. 

Lane, V.R. & Fastoso, F. 2016. The impact of repeated ad exposure on spillover from low fit 

extensions to a global brand. International Marketing Review, 33(2):298–318. 

Lappeman, J., Patel, M. & Appalraju, R. 2018. Firestorm response: Managing brand reputation during 

an nWOM firestorm by responding to online complaints individually or as a cluster. Communicatio: 

South African Journal for Communication Theory and Research, 44(2):67-87. 

Laroche, M., Habibi, M.R. & Richard, M.O. 2013. To be or not to be in social media: How brand loyalty 

is affected by social media? International Journal of Information Management, 33(1):76–82. 

Laroche, M., Habibi, M.R., Richard, M.O. & Sankaranarayanan, R. 2012. The effects of social media 

based brand communities on brand community markers, value creation practices, brand trust and 

brand loyalty. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(5):1755–1767. 

Lassar, W., Mittal, B. & Sharma, A. 1995. Measuring customer-based brand equity. Journal of 

Consumer Marketing, 12(4):11–19. 

Latif, W.B., Islam, M.A. & Mohamad, M.B. 2015. Antecedents of brand image: A conceptual model. 

Australian Journal of Business and Economic Studies, 1(1):95-100. 

Lăzăroiu, G., Neguriţă, O., Grecu, I., Grecu, G. & Mitran, P.C. 2020. Consumers’ decision-making 

process on social commerce platforms: Online trust, perceived risk, and purchase intentions. Frontiers 

in Psychology, 11:890. 

Ledwaba, A. 2020. Managing disinformation and its impact on brand equity–a study of the impact of 



176  

fake news on motoring brand perceptions in South Africa. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of 

Pretoria, South Africa. 

Lee, J.L., Kim, Y. & Won, J. 2018. Sports brand positioning: Positioning congruence and consumer 

perceptions toward brands. International Journal of Sports Marketing and Sponsorship,  

19(4):450–471. 

Lee, J. & Park, C. 2022. Social media content, customer engagement and brand equity: US versus 

Korea. Management Decision, 60(8):2195-2223. 

Lee, W.J., O’Cass, A. & Sok, P. 2017. Unpacking brand management superiority: Examining the 

interplay of brand management capability, brand orientation and formalisation. European Journal of 

Marketing, 51(1):177–199. 

Legocki, K.V., Walker, K.L. & Eilert, M. 2021. Fanning the flames: understanding viral content after 

brand transgressions. Paper presented at the American Marketing Association Summer Educator’s 

Conference, Saint Mary's College of California, 4 August 2021. 

Leiner, D.J., 2019. Too fast, too straight, too weird: Non-reactive indicators for meaningless data in 

internet surveys. In Survey Research Methods, Vol.13, No. 3,229-248. 

Li, J., 2021. Exploring the effects of national culture on consumer-based brand equity. Unpublished 

PhD thesis, University of Guelph, Canada. 

Li, X. 2022. Research on the user-generated content in brand marketing. Paper presented at the 2022 

7th International Conference on Social Sciences and Economic Development (ICSSED 2022). Atlantis 

Press, Wuhan, China, 25-27 March 2022. 

Lim, J.S., Pham, P. & Heinrichs, J.H. 2020. Impact of social media activity outcomes on brand equity. 

Journal of Product and Brand Management, 29(7):927–937. 

Lithopoulos, A., Dacin, P.A., Berry, T.R., Faulkner, G., O’Reilly, N., Rhodes, R.E., Spence, J.C., 

Tremblay, M.S., Vanderloo, L.M. & Latimer-Cheung, A.E. 2018. Examining the ParticipACTION brand 

using the brand equity pyramid. Journal of Social Marketing, 8(4):378–396. 

Liu, C.H. & Jiang, J.F. 2020. Assessing the moderating roles of brand equity, intellectual capital and 

social capital in Chinese luxury hotels. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 43:139–148. 

Liu, X., Burns, A.C. & Hou, Y. 2017. An investigation of brand-related user-generated content on 

Twitter. Journal of Advertising, 46(2):236–247. 

Liu, X., Shin, H. & Burns, A.C. 2021. Examining the impact of luxury brand’s social media marketing 

on customer engagement: Using big data analytics and natural language processing. Journal of 

Business Research, 125:815–826. 

Liu-Thompkins, Y. & Rogerson, M. 2012. Rising to stardom: An empirical investigation of the diffusion 

of user-generated content. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 26(2):71–82. 

Llopis-Amorós, M.P., Gil-Saura, I., Ruiz-Molina, M.E. & Fuentes-Blasco, M. 2019. Social media 

https://digitalcommons.stmarys-ca.edu/do/search/?q=author_lname%3A%22Legocki%22%20author_fname%3A%22Kimberly%22&start=0&context=9741980


177  

communications and festival brand equity: Millennials vs Centennials. Journal of Hospitality and 

Tourism Management, 40:134-144. 

Londoño, J.C., Elms, J. & Davies, K. 2016. Conceptualising and measuring consumer-based brand-

retailer-channel equity. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 29:70–81. 

Luo, N., Zhang, M. & Liu, W. 2015. The effects of value co-creation practices on building harmonious 

brand community and achieving brand loyalty on social media in China. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 48:492–499. 

Lwin, C.M., 2022. The effect of social media marketing on brand equity of Myanmar 

Cosmetics (Doctoral dissertation, MERAL Portal). Department of Commerce Yangon University of 

Economics, Myanmar. 

Ma, L., Sun, B. & Kekre, S. 2015. The squeaky wheel gets the grease—an empirical analysis of 

customer voice and firm intervention on Twitter. Marketing Science, 34(5):627-645. 

Machado, J.C., Vacas-de-Carvalho, L., Azar, S.L., André, A.R. & Dos Santos, B.P. 2019. Brand 

gender and consumer-based brand equity on Facebook: The mediating role of consumer-brand 

engagement and brand love. Journal of Business Research, 96:376-385. 

Mackay, M.M. 2001. Evaluation of brand equity measures: Further empirical results. Journal of 

Product and Brand Management, 10(1):38–51. 

Mackay, M.M., Romaniuk, J. & Sharp, B. 1998. A classification of brand equity research endeavours. 

Journal of Brand Management, 5(6):415–429. 

Madiga, D. 2019. Exploring the role integrated marketing communications has on brand resonance: A 

Checkers perspective. Unpublished Bachelor’s thesis, Vega School of Brand Leadership, South 

Africa. 

Mahadin, B.K., Elsamen, A.A. & El-Adly, M.I. 2022. Airline brand equity: Do advertising and sales 

promotion matter? An empirical evidence from UAE traveler’s perspective. International Journal of 

Organizational Analysis, 2021-2868. 

Majeed, M., Owusu-Ansah, M. & Ashmond, A.A. 2021. The influence of social media on purchase 

intention: The mediating role of brand equity. Cogent Business & Management, 8(1):1944008. 

Majid, K. & Laroche, M. 2019. What’s the big deal? How sales promotions displayed by others online 

can influence online and offline purchase intentions. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 19(2):100–115. 

Makhitha, K.M. & Ngobeni, K., 2021. The influence of demographic factors on perceived risks affecting 

attitude towards online shopping. South African Journal of Information Management, 23(1):1-9. 

Malarvizhi, C.A., Al Mamun, A., Jayashreem, S., Naznen, F. & Abir, T. 2022. Modelling the 

significance of social media marketing activities, brand equity and loyalty to predict consumers’ 

willingness to pay premium price for portable tech gadgets. Heliyon, Vol 8:1-13. 

Malthouse, E.C., Calder, B.J., Kim, S.J. & Vandenbosch, M. 2016. Evidence that user-generated 



178  

content that produces engagement increases purchase behaviours. Journal of Marketing 

Management, 32(5–6):427–444. 

Manaman, H.S, Jamali, S. & Aleahmad, A. 2016. Online reputation measurement of companies based 

on user-generated content in online social networks. Computers in Human Behavior, 54:94–100. 

Mangold, W.G. & Faulds, D.J. 2009. Social media: The new hybrid element of the promotion mix. 

Business Horizons, 52(4):357–365. 

Marin, G.D. & Nilă, C. 2021. Branding in social media. Using LinkedIn in personal brand 

communication: A study on communications/marketing and recruitment/human resources specialists 

perception. Social Sciences & Humanities Open, 4(1):100174. 

Maslikhan, M.I. 2019. The effect of negative publicity on brand equity (image attitude, and purchase 

intention) in Indonesia: Case of Dolce and Gabbana racism scandal. International Journal of Business 

and Administrative Studies, 5(3):144-154. 

Maslowska, E., Malthouse, E.C. & Collinger, T. 2016. The customer engagement ecosystem. Journal 

of Marketing Management, 32(5–6):469–501. 

Mathew, L.S. & Panicker, S. 2022. The mediating effect of brand equity dimensions in the impact of 

country-of-origin on purchase intention. Journal of Positive School Psychology, 6:2868-2875. 

Mattke, J., Müller, L. & Maier, C. 2019. Paid, owned and earned media: A qualitative comparative 

analysis revealing attributes influencing consumer’s brand attitude in social media. Proceedings of the 

52nd Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii, 802-811. 

Mayrhofer, M., Matthes, J., Einwiller, S. & Naderer, B. 2020. User generated content presenting 

brands on social media increases young adults’ purchase intention. International Journal of 

Advertising, 39(1):166–186. 

McGuire, W.J. 1964. Inducing resistance to persuasion. Some contemporary approaches. In Haaland, 

C.C. and Kaelber. W.O. (eds.). Self and Society. An Anthology of Readings. Lexington, 

Massachusetts: Ginn Custom Publishing: 192-230. 

Melović, B., Šehović, D., Karadžić, V., Dabić, M. & Ćirović, D. 2021. Determinants of Millennials' 

behavior in online shopping - implications on consumers’ satisfaction and e-business development. 

Technology in Society, 65:101561. 

Mishra, A.S. 2019. Antecedents of consumers’ engagement with brand-related content on social 

media. Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 37(4):386–400. 

Modak, A. & Mupepi, M.G. 2017. Dancing with WhatsApp: Small businesses pirouetting with social 

media. Paper presented in 2017 Midwest DSI Annual Conference, Grand Rapids, Michigan,  

18–20 November, 2017. 

Moreau, C.P. 2020. Brand building on the doorstep: The importance of the first (physical) impression. 

Journal of Retailing, 96(1):55–167. 



179  

Morra, M.C., Ceruti, F., Chierici, R. & Di Gregorio, A. 2017. Social vs traditional media communication: 

brand origin associations strike a chord. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 12(1):2–2. 

Morrison, M.A., Cheong, H.J. & McMillan, S.J. 2013. Posting, lurking, and networking: Behaviors and 

characteristics of consumers in the context of user-generated content. Journal of Interactive 

Advertising, 13(2):97–108. 

Moser, C. & Van Eijkeren, A. 2016. User-generated content? Get serious! Understanding the 

interactions between organisations and customers on social media. International Journal of Business 

Environment, 8(3):284. 

Motameni, R. & Shahrokhi, M. 1998. Brand equity valuation: A global perspective. Journal of Product 

& Brand Management, 7(4):275–290.  

Moura, L.R.C., Ferreira, P.R., de Oliveira, A.D. & da Silveira Cunha, N.R. 2019. Test and validity of 

the Brand Resonance Model’s. Revista Gestão & Tecnologia, 19(1):4-24. 

Mudambi, S.M. & Schuff, D. 2010. What makes a helpful online review? A study of customer reviews 

on Amazon.com. MIS Quarterly, 34(1):185-200. 

Müller, J. & Christandl, F. 2019. Content is king – But who is the king of kings? The effect of content 

marketing, sponsored content & user-generated content on brand responses. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 96:46–55. 

Mumbengegwi, N.N. 2019. The impact of influencer marketing on consumer-based brand equity. 

Unpublished research report, Witwatersrand Business School, South Africa. 

Muniz, F., Guzman, F., Paswan, A.K. & Crawford, H.J. 2019. The immediate effect of corporate social 

responsibility on consumer-based brand equity. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 

28(7):864–879.  

Muntinga, D.G. 2018. Managing brands in the age of DIY-Branding: The COBRA approach. Springer 

Gabler, Wiesbaden: Handbuch Techniken der Kommunikation: 505-524. 

Muntinga, D.G., Moorman, M. & Smit, E.G. 2011. ‘Introducing COBRAs: Exploring motivations for 

brand-related social media use. International Journal of Advertising, 30(1):13-46. 

Munyau, P.K. 2017. Role of customer-based brand equity on brand market performance in the 

banking service sector in Kenya. Unpublished PhD thesis, Jomo Kenyatta University Of Agriculture 

And Technology, Kenya. 

Myers, C.A. 2003. Managing brand equity: A look at the impact of attributes. Journal of Product & 

Brand Management, 12(1):39–51. 

Naeem, M. & Ozuem, W. 2020. Developing UGC social brand engagement model: Insights from 

diverse consumers. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 20(2):426-439. 

Naeem, M. & Ozuem, W. 2022. Understanding the different types of UGC participants and social 

context for fashion brands: Insights from social media platforms. Qualitative Market Research: An 



180  

International Journal, 25(2):181-204. 

Nam, J., Ekinci, Y. & Whyatt, G. 2011. Brand equity, brand loyalty and consumer satisfaction. Annals 

of Tourism Research, 38(3):1009–1030. 

Nayak, M.S.D.P. & Narayan, K.A. 2019. Strengths and weaknesses of online surveys. IOSR Journal 

of Humanities and Social Sciences, 24(5):31-38. 

Negoro, A. & Alif, M.G. 2020. Impact of firm-created content and user-generated content on consumer 

perception in grab-and-go coffee brands. The International Conference on Business and Management 

Research. Atlantis Press: 15-20. University of Indonesia, 21-22 October 2020. 

Netemeyer, R.G., Krishnan, B., Pullig, C., Wang, G., Yagci, M., Dean, D., Ricks, J. & Wirth, F. 2004. 

Developing and validating measures of facets of customer-based brand equity. Journal of Business 

Research, 57(2):209-224. 

Nguyen, T., Dadzie, C. & Davari, A. 2013. Does brand equity mean brand equity? An empirical study 

of consumer-based brand equity and financial based brand equity. AMA Summer Educators, 344-346. 

Nicoli, N. & Papadopoulou, E. 2017. TripAdvisor and reputation: a case study of the hotel industry in 

Cyprus. EuroMed Journal of Business, 12(3):316–334.  

Nielsen. 2015. Global trust in advertising. The Nielsen Company, (September), pp. 1–22. 

Nisar, T.M., Prabhakar, G., Ilavarasan, P.V. & Baabdullah, A.M. 2020. Up the ante: Electronic word of 

mouth and its effects on firm reputation and performance. Journal of Retailing and Consumer 

Services, 53:101726. 

Nuseir, M.T. 2022. Assessing the impact of brand equity and demographic characteristics on brand 

loyalty: The mediating role played by customer experience in United Arab Emirates’ hotel 

industry. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 46(5):905-922. 

Nyström, K., 2022. The importance of customer-based brand equity and brand loyalty in building 

strong brands. How Red Bull utilized brand extension into the sports industry in their brand building. 

Bachelor’s Thesis, AALTO University School of Business. 

Oliver, R. L. 1999 Whence consumer loyalty? Journal of Marketing, 63:33–44.  

Panda, R. & Kapoor, D. 2016. Managing loyalty through brand image, judgement and feelings for 

leveraging power brands. Management and Marketing, 11(4):624–637. 

Pappu, R., Cooksey, R.W. & Quester, P.G. 2005. Consumer-based brand equity: improving the 

measurement – empirical evidence. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 14(3):143–154 

Pappu, R. & Quester, P. 2006. Does customer satisfaction lead to improved brand equity: An empirical 

examination of two categories of retail brands. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 15(1):4–14.  

Park, C. & Lee, T.M. 2009. Information direction, website reputation and eWOM effect: A moderating 

role of product type. Journal of Business research, 62(1):61-67. 



181  

Park, C. S. & Srinivasan, V. 1994. A survey-based method for measuring and understanding brand 

equity and its extendibility. Journal of Marketing Research, 31(2):271.  

Park, D. & Lee, J. 2008. eWOM overload and its effect on consumer behavioral intention depending 

on consumer involvement. Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, 7(4):386–398.  

Park, D.H. & Lee, S. 2021. UGC sharing motives and their effects on UGC sharing intention from 

quantitative and qualitative perspectives: Focusing on content creators in South Korea. Sustainability, 

13(17):9644. 

Park, S. & Nicolau, J. L. 2015. Asymmetric effects of online consumer reviews. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 50:67–83.  

Park, S.H., 2009. The antecedents and consequences of brand image: Based on Keller’s customer-

based brand equity. Upublished Doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State University, Ohio, US. 

Patwardhan, H. & Balasubramanian, S. K. 2011. Brand romance: A complementary approach to 

explain emotional attachment toward brands. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 20(4):297–

308.  

Pereira, T., Loureiro, S.M.C. & Sarmento, E.M. 2022. Achieving brand engagement and brand equity 

through co-creation process. Journal of Creative Communications, March 2022:1–24. 

Perera, C.H., Nayak, R. and Nguyen, L.T.V. 2022. The impact of social media marketing and brand 

credibility on higher education institutes’ brand equity in emerging countries. Journal of Marketing 

Communications,1–26. 

Perera, C.H., Nayak, R. & Van Nguyen, L.T. 2020. Impact of brand-related user-generated content on 

brand positioning: A study on private higher education institutes in Vietnam. Economics Business and 

Organization Research, 148-166. 

Perez-Aranda, J., Vallespín, M. & Molinillo, S. 2018. A proposal for measuring hotels’ managerial 

responses to user-generated-content reviews. Tourism & Management Studies, 14(1):7–16.  

Piehler, R., Schade, M., Kleine-Kalmer, B. & Burmann, C. 2019. Consumers’ online brand-related 

activities (COBRAs) on SNS brand pages: An investigation of consuming, contributing and creating 

behaviours of SNS brand page followers. European Journal of Marketing, 53(9):1833–1853.  

Pillay, S. & Mpinganjira, M. 2019. The influence of vlogging communities on brand image and loyalty. 

The Retail and Marketing Review, 15(2):15-28. 

Plieijers, D. & Kristal, S. 2021. Food porn on Instagram: Only a feast for the eye or also valuable for 

restaurants? Unpublished Doctoral dissertation. Radboud University Nijmegen, Netherlands. 

Porto, R. B. 2018. Consumer-based brand equity of products and services: Assessing a measurement 

model with competing brands. Revista Brasileira de Marketing, 17(2):150–165. 

 Prachaseree, K., Ahmad, N. & Isa, N.M. 2022. Reviews of brand equity for online retailers. ABAC 

Journal, 42(1):52-72. 



182  

Prasad, R.K. 2018. Youtube videos as an effective medium in branding-A study among urban women 

in Mysuru city. International Journal of Mechanical Engineering and Technology, 9(7):397-408. 

Puligadda, S., Ross Jr, W.T. & Grewal, R. 2012. Individual differences in brand schematicity. Journal 

of Marketing Research, 49(1):115-130. 

Qu, Q., Wang, L., Zhang, L. & Liu, X. 2019. Modeling and simulation for the impact of EGC strategies 

on the negative UGC diffusion. 1st ed. Beijing: University of International Business and Economics: 1 - 

16. 

Quach, S. & Thaichon, P. 2017. From connoisseur luxury to mass luxury: Value co-creation and co-

destruction in the online environment. Journal of Business Research, 81:163–172. 

Qutywa, P. 2020. The impact of interactive social media advertising on brand resonance in South 

Africa. Unpublished PhD thesis, Wits Business School, South Africa. 

Rachna, B. & Khajuria, I. 2017. A study of user-generated content on social networking sites and its 

impact on consumer-based brand equity constructs. Global Journal of Management and Business 

Research: e-Marketing, 17(1):1-8. 

Rahmah, K., Sumarwan, U. & Najib, M. 2018. The effect of brand equity, marketing mix, and lifestyle 

to purchase decision at Maxx Coffee, Bogor. Journal of Consumer Sciences, 3(2):01.  

Raji, R. R., Rashid, S. M. & Ishak, M. S. 2018. Social media marketing communication and consumer-

based brand equity: An account of automotive brands in Malaysia. Journal of Communication, 

34(1):1–19.  

Raji, R. R., Sabrina, M. R. & Sobhi, I. M. 2017. User-generated contents in Facebook, functional and 
hedonic brand image and purchase intention. In International Conference on Communication and 
Media: An International Communication Association Regional Conference (i-COME’16), 18th - 20th 
September 2016, Istana Hotel, Kuala Lumpur. 
 

Raji, R.A., Mohd Rashid, S. and Mohd Ishak, S., 2019. Consumer-based brand equity (CBBE) and the 

role of social media communications: Qualitative findings from the Malaysian automotive industry. 

Journal of Marketing Communications, 25(5):511-534. 

Rambocas, M. & Arjoon, S. 2019. Brand equity in Caribbean financial services: The moderating role of 

service providers. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 38(3):642–670.  

Rambocas, M., Kirpalani, V. M. & Simms, E. 2014. Building brand equity in retail banks: The case of 

Trinidad and Tobago. International Journal of Bank Marketing, 32(4):300–320.  

Ramos, M., Crokidakis, N. & Anteneodo, C. 2012. Information spreading with aging in heterogeneous 

populations. PhD Dissertation in Business and Management Studies, Faculty of Economics, University 

of Porto, Portugal. 

Raosoft. 2009. Sample Size Calculator by Raosoft, Inc. Available at: 

http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html [19 November 2019]. 

http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html


183  

Raut, U. R. & Brito, P. Q. 2014. An analysis of brand relationship with the perceptive of customer-

based brand equity pyramid. Unpublished Doctoral thesis. University of Porto, Porto, Portugal. 

Raut, U.R. 2015. Analysis of brand resonance amongst young consumers with reference to select 

product categories Unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of Portugal, Portugal. 

Rayat, A., Rayat, M. & Rayat, L. 2017 The impact of social media marketing on brand loyalty. Annals 

of Applied Sport Science, 5(1):73–80.  

Reichmann, S. 2017. User-generated content strategies for building brand-consumer relationships. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, Hochschule für Angewandte Wissenschaften, Hamburg. 

Reynolds, T. J. & Phillips, C. B. 2005. In search of true brand equity metrics: All market share ain’t 

created equal. Journal of Advertising Research, 45(2):171–186.  

Riegner, C. 2007. Word of mouth on the web: The impact of Web 2.0 on consumer purchase 

decisions. Journal of Advertising Research, 47(4):436-447.  

Rim, H. & Song, D. 2016. How negative becomes less negative: Understanding the effects of 

comment valence and response sidedness in social media. Journal of Communication, 66(3):475-495. 

Rodríguez-Díaz, M., Rodríguez-Voltes, C. I. & Rodríguez-Voltes, A. C. 2018. Gap analysis of the 

online reputation. Sustainability (Switzerland), 10(5):1–15.  

Rojas-Lamorena, Á.J., Del Barrio-García, S. & Alcántara-Pilar, J.M. 2022. A review of three decades 

of academic research on brand equity: A bibliometric approach using co-word analysis and 

bibliographic coupling. Journal of Business Research, 139:1067-1083. 

Roosen, J.M., Lüttje, M. & Junghagen, S. 2020. The role of social media marketing strategies of gym 

chains and the creation of customer-based brand equity. Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Copenhagen 

Business School, Frederiksberg, Denmark. 

Rosario, A.B., de Valck, K. & Sotgiu, F. 2020. Conceptualizing the electronic word-of-mouth process: 

What we know and need to know about eWOM creation, exposure, and evaluation. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 48(3):422–448. 

Rosenfeld, A., Sina, S., Sarne, D., Avidov, O. & Kraus, S. 2018. WhatsApp usage patterns and 

prediction of demographic characteristics without access to message content. Demographic 

Research, 39:647-670. 

Russell, G.J. & Kamakura, W. 1993. Measuring brand value with scanner data. International Journal of 

Research in Marketing, 10(1):9-22. 

Sadyk, D. & Islam, D.M.Z. 2022. Brand equity and usage intention powered by value co-creation: A 

case of instagram in Kazakhstan. Sustainability, 14(1):500,1-13. 

Sagynbekova, S., Ince, E., Ogunmokun, O.A., Olaoke, R.O. & Ukeje, U.E. 2021. Social media 

communication and higher education brand equity: The mediating role of eWOM. Journal of Public 

Affairs, 21(1):2112. 



184  

Sandhe, A.A. 2016. An exploratory study of brand equity of a commercial bank in Vadodara, India. 

Independent Journal of Management & Production, 7(2):289–302.  

Sangwan, S., Sharma, S.K. & Sharma, J. 2021. Disclosing customers' intentions to use social media 

for purchase-related decisions. Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, 14(1):145-160. 

Sankar, D. & Sankarnath, P.R. 2021. Effect of brand equity on consumer purchase intention with 

special reference to two-wheeler industry. International Journal of Mechanical Engineering, 6(3):3104-

3112. 

Santos, Z.R., Cheung, C.M., Coelho, P.S. & Rita, P. 2022. Consumer engagement in social media 

brand communities: A literature review. International Journal of Information Management, 63:1-38. 

Sarker, M., Mohd-Any, A.A. & Kamarulzaman, Y. 2021. Validating a consumer-based service brand 

equity (CBSBE) model in the airline industry. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 59:102354. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. 2009. Understanding research philosophies and 

approaches. Research methods for business students, 4(1): 106-135. 

Saunders, M.N., Lewis, P., Thornhill, A. & Bristow, A. 2015. Understanding research philosophy and 

approaches to theory development. Harlow, Pearson Education, 122–161. 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. 2016. Research Methods for Business Students. 7th ed. 

Harlow, Pearson Education Limited. 

Saunders, M.N.K., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A., 2019. Research Methods for Business Students.  

8th ed. New York, Pearson. 

Scarth, M. 2017. The influence of social media communication on South African Millennial consumer 

purchase intentions of motor vehicle brands. Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Pretoria, South 

Africa. 

Schildmann, M., Bendig, D. & Brettel, M. 2019. Creating business value through social media: an 

investigation of the dynamic relationship between social media, brand equity and firm risk. In 

Proceedings of the 27th European Conference on Information Systems (ECIS), Stockholm & Uppsala, 

Sweden, June 8-14, 2019, 1-12. 

Schivinski, B. & Dąbrowski, D. 2013. The impact of brand communication on brand equity dimensions 

and brand purchase intention through Facebook. Paper Series A. Gdanks University of Technology, 

Faculty of Economics, Management and Statistics, 4(4):1–24. 

Schivinski, B., Christodoulides, G. & Dabrowski, D. 2016. Measuring consumers’ engagement with 

brand-related social-media content: Development and validation of a scale that identifies levels of 

social-media engagement with brands. Journal of Advertising Research, 56(1):1–18. 

Schivinski, B., Czarnecka, B., Pontes, N., Mao, W., De Vita, J. & Stavropoulos, V. 2022. Effects of 

social media brand-related content on fashion products buying behaviour–a moderated mediation 

model. Journal of Product & Brand Management. Mar 8 (ahead-of-print).1-39. 



185  

Schivinski, B., Łukasik, P. & Dabrowski, D. 2015. User-generated images and its impact on consumer-

based brand equity and on purchase intention. Logistyka, (2):1054–1061. 

Schivinski, B., Muntinga, D.G., Pontes, H.M. & Lukasik, P. 2021. Influencing COBRAs: the effects of 

brand equity on the consumer’s propensity to engage with brand-related content on social 

media. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 29(1):1-23. 

Scholz, M., Dorner, V., Landherr, A. & Probst, F. 2013. Awareness, interest, and purchase: The 

effects of user-and marketer-generated content on purchase decision processes. In 34th International 

Conference on Information Systems. Milan, Italy, December 2013,1-16. 

Schram, J.A. 2013. Luxury brands and online consumer-generated content: Dealing with the new lead 

of customers in brand perception. Unpublished PhD thesis. School of Administration of Companies of 

São Paulo of the Foundation Getúlio Vargas,São Paulo. 

Schramm, W. 1955. Information theory and mass communication. Journalism Quarterly, 32(2):131-

146. 

Scott, R. A., Peng, X. & Prybutok, V. R. 2015. Contribution of product and provider quality to cell 

phone industry quality. Quality Management Journal, 22(2):33–47.  

Senftleben, M. 2019. User-generated content – towards a new use privilege in EU Copyright Law. 

Research handbook on intellectual property and digital technologies. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar 

Publishing. 

Sethna, B. N., Hazari, S. & Bergiel, B. 2017. Influence of user generated content in online shopping: 

Impact of gender on purchase behaviour, trust, and intention to purchase. International Journal of 

Electronic Marketing and Retailing, 8(4):344.  

Shaari, H. & Ahmad, I. S. 2017. Brand resonance behavior among online brand community. 

International Review of Management and Marketing, 7(1):209–215. 

Shabbir, M. Q., Khan, A. A. & Khan, S. R. 2017. Brand loyalty brand image and brand equity: The 

mediating role of brand awareness. International Journal of Innovation and Applied Studies, 

19(2):416–423.  

Sharma, A., Fadahunsi, A., Abbas, H. & Pathak, V.K. 2022. A multi-analytic approach to predict social 

media marketing influence on consumer purchase intention. Journal of Indian Business Research. 

14(2):125-149. 

Sharma, R. & Jain, V. 2019. CSR, trust, brand loyalty and brand equity: Empirical evidence from 

sportswear industry in the NCR region of India. Metamorphosis, 18(1):57-67. 

Sheth, J.N. 1971. Word-of-mouth in low-risk innovations. Journal of Advertising Reserach, 15-18. 

Shocker, A. D. & Aaker, D. A. 1993. Managing Brand Equity. Journal of Marketing Research, 

30(2):256-258.  

Shuv-Ami, A. 2016. A new market brand equity model (MBE). EuroMed Journal of Business, 



186  

11(3):322–346.  

Sijoria, C., Mukherjee, S. & Datta, B. 2018. Impact of the antecedents of eWOM on CBBE. Marketing 

Intelligence and Planning, 36(5):528–542.  

Simon, C. J. & Sullivan, M. W. 1993. The measurement and determinants of brand equity: A financial 

approach. Marketing Science, 12(1):28–52. 

Sinčić Ćorić, D. & Jelić, D. 2015. Applicability of Keller’s brand equity model in the B2B chemical 

market. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 28(1):1006–1017.  

Sinclair, R. N. and Lane Keller, K. 2014. A case for brands as assets: Acquired and internally 

developed. Journal of Brand Management, 21(4):286–302.  

Singh, G. & Kumar, A. 2022. Impact of firm created, and user generated social media communications 

on consumer-brand metrics of smartphones during Covid-19. Journal of Content, Community & 

Communication Amity School of Communication, 15(8):147-162. 

Smith, A. N., Fischer, E. & Yongjian, C. 2012. How does brand-related user-generated content differ 

across YouTube, Facebook, and Twitter? Journal of Interactive Marketing, 26(2):102–113.  

So, K. K. F., King, C. & Sparks, B. 2014. Customer engagement with tourism brands: Scale 

development and validation. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research, 38(3):304–329.  

Sonnier, G.P., McAlister, L. & Rutz, O.J. 2011. A dynamic model of the effect of online 

communications on firm sales. Marketing Science, 30(4):702-716. 

Sparks, B. A., So, K. K. F. & Bradley, G. L. 2016. Responding to negative online reviews: The effects 

of hotel responses on customer inferences of trust and concern. Tourism Management, 53:74–85.  

Spry, A., Pappu, R. & Cornwell, T. B. 2011 Celebrity endorsement, brand credibility and brand equity. 

European Journal of Marketing, 45(6):882–909.  

Srinivasan, V., Park, C. S. & Chang, D. R. 2005 An approach to the measurement, analysis, and 

prediction of brand equity and its sources. Management Science, 51(9):1433–1448.  

Stackla.com, Ramby, K., 2021, What is User-GeneratedContent? 

https://stackla.com/resources/blog/what-is-user-generated-content/ [09 March 2022]. 

Stacks, D.W., Salwen, M.B. & Eichhorn, K.C. (red.). 2019. An integrated approach to communication 

theory and research. 3rd ed. New York: Routledge. 

Statistics South Africa, Quarterly Labour Force Survey (QLFS) – Q3:2021 (30 November 2021), 

http://www.statssa.gov.za/?p=14957 [15 December 2021]. 

Statistics South Africa, Retail Trade Industry Report (30 September 2020), 

http://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/Report-62-01-02/Report-62-01-022018.pdf [15 December 

2021]. 

https://stackla.com/resources/blog/what-is-user-generated-content/
http://www.statssa.gov.za/?p=14957
http://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/Report-62-01-02/Report-62-01-022018.pdf


187  

Steenkamp, J.B.E. 1990. Conceptual model of the quality perception process. Journal of Business 

Research, 21(4):309-333. 

Steenkamp, P. 2016. Towards a client-based brand equity framework for selected business-to-

business services. Unpublished PhD thesis, Stellenbosch University, South Africa. 

Steenkamp, P. 2020. Aaker versus Keller’s models: much ado about branding. Cape Peninsula 

University of Technology. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Pieter-

Steenkamp/publication/341909107_Aaker_versus_Keller's_models_much_ado_about_branding/links/

5ed8ebb34585152945314782/Aaker-versus-Kellers-models-much-ado-about-branding.pdf. 

Stojanovic, I., Andreu, L. & Curras-Perez, R. 2018. Effects of the intensity of use of social media on 

brand equity: An empirical study in a tourist destination. European Journal of Management and 

Business Economics, 27(1):83–100.  

Stojanovic, I., Andreu, L. & Curras-Perez, R. 2022. Social media communication and destination brand 

equity. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, (ahead of print). 

Su, J. 2016. Examining the relationships among the brand equity dimensions: Empirical evidence from 

fast fashion. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 28(3):464–480.  

Su, Y. & Kunkel, T., 2019. Beyond brand fit: The influence of brand contribution on the relationship 

between service brand alliances and their parent brands. Journal of Service Management, 30(2):252-

275. 

Szabist, K., 2019. The relationship between brand related UGC and CBBE: A YouTube videos 

experiment. Unpublished research report, Shaheed Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto Institute of Science and 

Technology, Karachi. 

Tang, T., Fang, E. & Wang, F., 2014. Is neutral really neutral? The effects of neutral user-generated 

content on product sales. Journal of Marketing, 78(4):41-58. 

Terblanche, N. S. 2004. The in-store shopping experience: A comparative study of supermarket and 

clothing store customers. 35(4):1-10. 

Thao, N.T.T. & Shurong, T. 2020. Is it possible for electronic word-of-mouth and user-generated 

content to be used interchangeably? Journal of Marketing and Consumer Research, 65:41-48. 

Tong, S., Luo, X. & Xu, B., 2020. Personalized mobile marketing strategies. Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 48(1):64-78. 

Tong, X. & Hawley, J. M. 2009. Measuring Consumer Based Brand – China. Journal of Product & 

Brand Management, 18(4):262–271. 

Troiville, J., Hair, J. F. & Cliquet, G. 2019. Definition, conceptualization and measurement of 

consumer-based retailer brand equity. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 50:73–84. 

Tsai, W.H.S. & Men, L.R. 2017. Consumer engagement with brands on social network sites: A cross-

cultural comparison of China and the USA. Journal of Marketing Communications, 23(1):2-21. 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Pieter-Steenkamp/publication/341909107_Aaker_versus_Keller's_models_much_ado_about_branding/links/5ed8ebb34585152945314782/Aaker-versus-Kellers-models-much-ado-about-branding.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Pieter-Steenkamp/publication/341909107_Aaker_versus_Keller's_models_much_ado_about_branding/links/5ed8ebb34585152945314782/Aaker-versus-Kellers-models-much-ado-about-branding.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Pieter-Steenkamp/publication/341909107_Aaker_versus_Keller's_models_much_ado_about_branding/links/5ed8ebb34585152945314782/Aaker-versus-Kellers-models-much-ado-about-branding.pdf


188  

Tuan, L.T. 2012. Behind brand performance. Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration, 4(1):42–

57. 

Tufa, F.B. & Workineh, M., 2022. The effect of sales promotion on brand awareness and brand loyalty: 

Assessment of Walia Beer brand management practices. International Journal of Marketing and 

Business Communication, 10(1):2021. 

Tunçel, N. & Yılmaz, N., 2020. How does firm-and user-generated content benefit firms and affect 

consumers: A literature review. Managing Social Media Practices in the Digital Economy, 97-120. 

Unal, G., Schivinski, B. & Brzozowska-Woś, M. 2017. Literature review on conceptualisation of online 

consumer engagement. Handel Wewnętrzny, 371(6):353-362. 

Vallaster, C. & von Wallpach, S. 2013. An online discursive inquiry into the social dynamics of multi-

stakeholder brand meaning co-creation. Journal of Business Research, 66(9):1505–1515.  

Van Enckevort, K. & Ansari-Dunkes, J., 2013. Facebook & brand equity: Firm-created advertising and 

its effects on the consumer mindset. Unpublished Master Thesis, Umeå School of Business and 

Economics, Sweden. 

Van Meter, R., Syrdal, H.A., Powell-Mantel, S., Grisaffe, D.B. & Nesson, E.T. 2018. Don't just “Like” 

me, promote me: How attachment and attitude influence brand related behaviors on social 

media. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 43(1):83-97. 

Van Thuy, N., Anh, N.T.N. & Binh, N.T.X. 2022. Impact of brand equity on consumer purchase 

decision: A case study of mobile retailer in Hochiminh City, Vietnam. Journal of Eastern European and 

Central Asian Research (JEECAR), 9(2):229-239. 

Varjonen, I. 2018. Building brand resonance through brand experience–A fashion market perspective. 

Unpublished Master’s thesis, Aalborg University. 

https://projekter.aau.dk/projekter/files/285929583/IM_thesis_Iiris_Varjonen.pdf [23 July 2021]. 

Vasudevan, S. & Kumar, F.P. 2019. Changing reality: Altering paths of brand discovery for real estate 

websites in India. Property Management, 37(3):346-366. 

Veloutsou, C. and Black, I. 2020. Creating and managing participative brand communities: The roles 

members perform. Journal of Business Research, 117:873–885.  

Vernuccio, M., Pagani, M. Barbarossa, C. & Pastore, A., 2015. Antecedents of brand love in online 

network-based communities: A social identity perspective. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 

24(7):706–719.  

Vijayakumar, J., Babu, V.H., Venkatesh, B.R. & Sureshkumar, M.A. 2018. Impact of retailer brand 

equity on customer loyalty with customer satisfaction in selected retail outlets in Bangalore 

City. Journal of Management (JOM), 5(5):23-31. 

Vinh, T. T. 2017. Measuring customer-based brand equity: A case of Heineken from the beer market 

in Vietnam. Asian Social Science, 13(3):177. 

https://projekter.aau.dk/projekter/files/285929583/IM_thesis_Iiris_Varjonen.pdf%20%5b23


189  

Vinh, T.T., Nguyen, P.N., Phuong, T.K.T., Tuan, N.T. & Thuan, T.P.H. 2019. Brand equity in a tourism 

destination: A case study of domestic tourists in Hoi-An city, Vietnam. Tourism Review, 74(3):704-720. 

Vriens, M., Chen, S. & Schomaker, J. 2019. The evaluation of a brand association density metric. 

Journal of Product and Brand Management, 28(1):104–116. 

Wallace, E., Buil, I. & de Chernatony, L. 2014. Consumer engagement with self-expressive brands: 

Brand love and WOM outcomes. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 23(1):33–42.  

Wang, H. M. D. & Sengupta, S. 2016. Stakeholder relationships, brand equity, firm performance: A 

resource-based perspective. Journal of Business Research, 69(12):5561–5568.  

Wang, H., Wei, Y. & Yu, C. Y. 2008. Global brand equity model: Combining customer-based with 

product-market outcome approaches. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 17(5):305–316.  

Wang, H.S., Noble, C.H., Dahl, D.W. & Park, S. 2019. Successfully communicating a cocreated 

innovation. Journal of Marketing, 83(4):38-57. 

Wang, L. & Finn, A. 2013. Heterogeneous sources of customer-based brand equity within a product 

category, Marketing Intelligence and Planning, 31(6):674–696.  

Wang, S., Lin, Y., Yan, Y. & Zhu, G., 2022. Social media user-generated content, online search traffic 

and offline car sales. Kybernetes, (ahead-of-print). 

Wasserstein, R.L. & Lazar, N.A. 2016. The ASA statement on p-values: context, process, and 

purpose. The American Statistician, 70(2):129-133. 

Wei, L.H., Huat, O.C. & Arumugam, P.V., 2022. Social media communication with intensified 

pandemic fears: evaluating the relative impact of user-and firm-generated content on brand 

loyalty. Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Administration.1-27. 

Wesgro-IQ_WC_Economic-Review_2021.11. https://wesgro.co.za/corporate/resources/economic-

review-of-the-western-cape-oct-2021 [13 July 2022]. 

Winit, W. & Kantabutra, S. 2022. Enhancing the prospect of corporate sustainability via brand equity: 

A stakeholder model. Sustainability, 14(9):4998. 

Wirtz, J., Den Ambtman, A., Bloemer, J., Horváth, C., Ramaseshan, B., Van De Klundert, J., Canli, 

Z.G. & Kandampully, J. 2013. Managing brands and customer engagement in online brand 

communities. Journal of Service Management, 24(3):223-244. 

Wojciechowicz, J.K. 2020. YouTube airline review vloggers' impact on their followers' purchase intent. 

Unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Dublin, National College of Ireland, Ireland. 

Wong, T. & Wickham, M. 2015. An examination of Marriott’s entry into the Chinese hospitality industry: 

A brand equity perspective. Tourism Management, 48:439–454.  

W&R SETA. 2021. Wholesale and Retail SETA. https://www.wrseta.org.za/sites/default/files/2021-

04/WRSETA_Final%20SSP%20Update_%2028%20August%202020pdf  [15 January 2021]. 

https://wesgro.co.za/corporate/resources/economic-review-of-the-western-cape-oct-2021
https://wesgro.co.za/corporate/resources/economic-review-of-the-western-cape-oct-2021
https://www.wrseta.org.za/sites/default/files/2021-04/WRSETA_Final%20SSP%20Update_%2028%20August%202020pdf
https://www.wrseta.org.za/sites/default/files/2021-04/WRSETA_Final%20SSP%20Update_%2028%20August%202020pdf


190  

Xia, L. 2013. Effects of companies’ responses to consumer criticism in social media. International 

Journal of Electronic Commerce, 17(4):73–100.  

Xu, J. B. & Chan, A. 2010. A conceptual framework of hotel experience and customer-based brand 

equity: Some research questions and implications. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 

Management, 22(2),174–193.  

Xu, L.U., Blankson, C. & Prybutok, V. 2017. Relative contributions of product quality and service 

quality in the automobile industry. Quality Management Journal, 24(1):21-36. 

Xu, X., Wang, X., Li, Y. & Haghighi, M. 2017. Business intelligence in online customer textual reviews: 

Understanding consumer perceptions and influential factors. International Journal of information 

management, 37(6):673-683. 

Xu, Z., Zhu, G., Metawa, N. & Zhou, Q. 2022. Machine learning based customer meta-combination 

brand equity analysis for marketing behavior evaluation. Information Processing & 

Management, 59(1):102800. 

Yang, M., Ren, Y. & Adomavicius, G. 2019. Understanding user-generated content and customer 

engagement on Facebook business pages. Information Systems Research, 30(3):839-855. 

Yang, M. & Roskos-Ewoldsen, D.R. 2007. The effectiveness of brand placements in the movies: 

Levels of placements, explicit and implicit memory, and brand-choice behavior. Journal of 

Communication, 57(3):469–489.  

Yao, Y. 2021. Analysing the impact of luxury fashion brands' firm-generated content on consumer's 

attention, attitudes and purchase intention in China, and the moderating effects of involvement. 

Unpublished PhD thesis, The University of Manchester, United Kingdom. 

Yoo, B. & Donthu, N. 2001. Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-based brand 

equity scale. Journal of Business Research, 52(1):1–14.  

Yu, C., Zhao, P. & Wang, H. 2008. An empirical evaluation of a customer-based brand equity model 

and its managerial implications. Frontiers of Business Research in China, 2(4):553–570.  

Yu, G., Carlsson, C. & Zou, D. 2014. Exploring the influence of user-generated content factors on the 

behavioral intentions of travel consumers. Proceedings of the 25th Australasian Conference on 

Information Systems, ACIS 2014. December 2014, Auckland, New Zealand,1-12. 

Yu, M., Liu, F., Lee, J. & Soutar, G. 2018. The influence of negative publicity on brand equity: 

Attribution, image, attitude and purchase intention. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 

27(4):440–451.  

Yu, X. & Yuan, C. 2019. How consumers’ brand experience in social media can improve brand 

perception and customer equity. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, 31(5):1233–1251.  

Yuan, R. Liu, M.J., Luo, J. & Yen, D.A. 2016. Reciprocal transfer of brand identity and image 

associations arising from higher education brand extensions. Journal of Business Research, 

69(8):3069-3076. 



191  

Zahoor, S.Z. & Qureshi, I.H. 2017. Social media marketing and brand equity: A literature review. IUP 

Journal of Marketing Management, 16(1):47-64. 

Zailskaite-Jakste, L. & Kuvykaitė, R. 2013. Communication in social media for brand equity building. 

Economics and Management, 18(1):142–153.  

Zeithaml, V. A. 1988. Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value: A means-end model and 

synthesis of evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52(3):2.  

Zeithaml, V.A., Berry, L.L. & Parasuraman, A. 1988. Communication and control processes in the 

delivery of service quality. Journal of Marketing, 52(2):35-48. 

Zhang, E. M. 2010. Understanding the acceptance of mobile SMS advertising among young Chinese 

consumers. Psychology & Marketing, 30(6):461–469.  

Zhang, Y. Guo, L. Gil de Zuniga, H., Xie, T. & Zhang, R.J. 2021. Demographic inequalities or 

personality differences? Exploring six types of social media usage divides in mainland China. The 

Social Science Journal, 1-17. 

Zhou, L. Ye, S. Pearce, P.L. & Wu, M.Y. 2014. Refreshing hotel satisfaction studies by reconfiguring 

customer review data. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 38:1–10.  

Zhou, Z. Zhang, Q. Su, C. & Zhou, N.l. 2012. How do brand communities generate brand 

relationships? Intermediate mechanisms. Journal of Business Research, 65(7):890–895. 

Zia, S., Khan, A., Tufail, M.M.B., Ismat, J. & Idrees, A., 2022. Impact of social media marketing on 

consumer-based brand equity. Journal of Marketing Strategies, 4(1):120-139. 

Zubair, A., Baharun, R. & Kiran, F. 2020. Role of traditional and social media in developing consumer‐

based brand equity. Journal of Public Affairs, 20(2)e2469.   



192  

APPENDIX A: Questionnaire 
 
 

User-Generated Content Questionnaire 

 

Dear Participant  

Thank you for voluntarily participating in this survey on user-generated content (UGC or E-word of 

mouth), which includes social media conversations about brands and retailers, etc. (refer to the 

example below). The survey will not take longer than 10 minutes to complete and no personal 

information is required. Responses are confidential and will provide valuable information on UGC 

and the impact it has on consumer behaviour. It will only be used for academic purposes.  
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1. Filter: Do you use any social media platforms that include UGC?1.1 Yes ☐ 1.2 No ☐ 

2. Which social media platforms do you use? Tick ALL that apply. 

2.1. Facebook ☐  2.2. WhatsApp ☐ 2.3. Twitter ☐  2.4. Instagram ☐ 

2.5. LinkedIn ☐  2.6. YouTube ☐        2.7. Other ☐__________ 

 

3. Which digital platforms do you engage with? Tick ALL that apply. 

3.1. Google ☐  3.2. Yahoo ☐  3.3. Bing ☐   3.4. Facebook ☐   

3.5. Instagram ☐   3.6. Twitter ☐   3.7. YouTube ☐  3.8. Daily motion 

☐ 3.9. Vimeo ☐   3.10. WordPress ☐ 3.11. Tumblr ☐  3.12. Gmail ☐   

3.13. WhatsApp ☐  3.14. Pinterest ☐  3.15. TikTok ☐    3.16. Other ☐ 

__________ 

 

4. How often do you read posts that have been written by other consumers (UGC) that 

contain service or product experiences? Tick ONE. 

4.1. Rarely ☐ 4.2. Sometimes ☐   4.3. Often ☐  4.4. Always ☐ 

 

 

5. Why do you read posts related to other consumers’ brand and service experiences? Tick 

all that apply. 

5.1. To stay informed about brands ☒5.2. To make more informed purchasing decisions 

☒ 5.3. I just read them to pass the time ☐  5.4. I am just curious ☒  5.5. Other ☐ 

 

6. How many hours do you spend engaging online per day? Tick ONE. 

6.1. Less than ½ hour ☐   6.2. ½ to 1 hour ☐  6.3. 2 hours ☐            

6.4. 3 hours ☐    6.5. 4 hours or more ☐ 

 

7. How much do you spend on average per month using digital platforms? Tick ONE. 

7.1. Less than R250☐   7.2. R251 – R500 ☐   7.3. R501 – R750 ☐  

7.4. R751 – R1000 ☐   7.5. R1001 – R2000 ☐  7.6. R2001 – R3000 ☒ 

7.7. R3001 – R4000 ☐   7.8. R4001 or more ☐ 
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8. Demographic factors 

8.1. What is your gender?  

8.1.1. Male ☐  8.1.2. Female ☐  8.1.3. Non-binary ☐   8.1.4. Prefer not to 

mention ☐ 

 

8.2. To which age category do you belong?  

8.2.1. 21 – 25 ☐  8.2.2. 26 – 30 ☐  8.2.3. 31 – 35 ☐  8.2.4. 36 – 40 ☐ 

 

8.3. What is your highest level of education?  

8.3.1. Grade 8 – 11 ☐ 8.3.2. Grade 12 ☐  8.3.3. Completed Grade 12 ☐   

8.3.4. No qualification ☐  8.3.5. Post-matric diploma/certificate/degree ☐  

8.3.6. Postgraduate degree ☐ 8.3.7. Other ☐ 

 

8.4. With which population group do you associate yourself most? 

8.4.1. Black ☐  8.4.2. Coloured ☐  8.4.3. Indian ☐   8.4.4. Asian ☐  

8.4.5. White ☐  8.4.6. Other ☐ 

 

9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree regarding user-generated content 

(UGC) and brand perceptions (CBBE) of major retail businesses. (TICK ONE block per 

statement): 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagre
e 

Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

9.1. UGC negatively influences my perceptions 

of brands 

9.1.1. 9.1.2. 9.1.3. 9.1.4. 9.1.5. 

9.2. Negative UGC (brand reviews) relating to 

brand being unreliable, results in my forming 

negative perceptions 

9.2.1. 9.2.2. 9.2.3. 9.2.4. 9.2.5. 

9.3. Negative UGC (brand reviews) relating to 

poor brand performance, results in my 

forming negative perceptions 

9.3.1. 9.3.2. 9.3.3. 9.3.4. 9.3.5. 

9.4. Negative UGC relating to poor service 

experiences influence my purchasing 

decisions 

9.4.1. 9.4.2. 9.4.3. 9.4.4. 9.4.5. 

9.5. Negative UGC pictures influence my 

purchasing choices significantly 

9.5.1. 9.5.2. 9.5.3. 9.5.4. 9.5.5. 

9.6. Negative UGC video clips influence my 

purchasing choices significantly 

9.6.1. 9.6.2. 9.6.3. 9.6.4. 9.6.5. 
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9.7. Negative UGC pictures of poor service 

quality experiences negatively influence my 

perceptions 

9.7.1. 9.7.2. 9.7.3. 9.7.4. 9.7.5. 

9.8. Negative UGC video clips of poor service 

quality experiences negatively influence my 

perceptions 

9.8.1. 9.8.2. 9.8.3. 9.8.4. 9.8.5. 

9.9. Negative UGC alters the overall image I 

have of the brand 

9.9.1. 9.9.2. 9.9.3. 9.9.4 9.9.5. 

9.10. I remember the negative UGC for a long 

time after being exposed to it. 

9.10.1. 9.10.2. 9.10.3. 9.10.4. 9.10.5. 

9.11. I remember the associated negative brand 

perceptions for a long time after being 

exposed to negative UGC. 

9.11.1. 9.11.2. 9.11.3. 9.11.4. 9.11.5. 

9.12. Negative UGC alters my feelings towards 

the brand 

9.12.1. 9.12.2. 9.12.3. 9.12.4. 9.12.5. 

9.13. Negative UGC affects the confidence I have 

in a brand 

9.13.1. 9.13.2. 9.13.3. 9.13.4. 9.13.5. 

9.14. I tend to dislike the brand after being 

exposed to negative UGC 

9.14.1. 9.14.2. 9.14.3. 9.14.4. 9.14.5. 

9.15. I no longer regard the brand as being 

credible after I am exposed to negative 

UGC about the brand 

9.15.1. 9.15.2. 9.15.3. 9.15.4. 9.15.5. 

9.16. My overall opinion regarding the quality of 

the brand is influenced when exposed to 

negative UGC 

9.16.1. 9.16.2. 9.16.3. 9.16.4. 9.16.5. 

9.17. I will not consider the brand when making 

my next purchase after being exposed to 

negative UGC 

9.17.1. 9.17.2. 9.17.3. 9.17.4. 9.17.5. 

9.18. My relationship with the brand is negatively 

affected after being exposed to negative 

UGC  

9.18.1. 9.18.2. 9.18.3. 9.18.4. 9.18.5. 

9.19. Negative UGC results in my no longer being 

loyal to the brand 

9.19.1. 9.19.2. 9.19.3. 9.19.4. 9.19.5. 

9.20. I will no longer actively engage with the 

brand after being exposed to negative UGC 

9.20.1. 9.20.2. 9.20.3. 9.20.4. 9.20.5. 

      

10.1. UGC positively influences my 

perceptions of brands 

10.1.1. 10.1.2. 10.1.3. 10.1.4. 10.1.5. 
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10.2. Positive UGC (brand reviews) relating to 

brand being reliable, results in my forming 

positive perceptions 

10.2.1. 10.2.2. 10.2.3. 10.2.4. 10.2.5. 

10.3. Positive UGC (brand reviews) relating to 

brand performance, results in my forming 

positive perceptions 

10.3.1. 10.3.2. 10.3.3. 10.3.4. 10.3.5. 

10.4. Positive UGC relating to positive service 

experiences influences my purchasing 

decisions 

10.4.1. 10.4.2. 10.4.3. 10.4.4. 10.4.5. 

10.5. Positive UGC pictures influence my 

purchasing choices significantly 

10.5.1. 10.5.2. 10.5.3. 10.5.4. 10.5.5. 

10.6. Positive UGC video clips influence my 

purchasing choices significantly 

10.6.1. 10.6.2. 10.6.3. 10.6.4. 10.6.5. 

10.7. Positive UGC pictures and video clips of 

service quality experiences positively 

influence my perceptions 

10.7.1. 10.7.2. 10.7.3. 10.7.4. 10.7.5. 

10.8. Positive UGC video clips of service quality 

experiences positively influence my 

perceptions 

10.8.1. 10.8.2. 10.8.3. 10.8.4. 10.8.5. 

10.9. Positive UGC alters the overall image I have 

of the brand 

10.9.1. 10.9.2. 10.9.3. 10.9.4. 10.9.5. 

10.10. I quickly forget about positive UGC after 

being exposed to it. 

10.10.1. 10.10.2. 10.10.3. 10.10.4. 10.10.5. 

10.11. I quickly forget about the associated positive 

brand perceptions after being exposed to 

positive UGC 

10.11.1. 10.11.2. 10.11.3. 10.11.4. 10.11.5. 

10.12. Positive UGC alters my feelings towards the 

brand 

10.12.1. 10.12.2. 10.12.3. 10.12.4. 10.12.5. 

10.13. Positive UGC affects the confidence I have 

in a brand 

10.13.1. 10.13.2. 10.13.3. 10.13.4. 10.13.5. 

10.14. I tend to like the brand more after being 

exposed to positive UGC 

10.14.1. 10.14.2. 10.14.3. 10.14.4. 10.14.5. 

10.15. I regard the brand as being more credible 

after I am exposed to positive UGC about it  

10.15.1. 10.15.2. 10.15.3. 10.15.4. 10.15.5. 

10.16. My overall opinion regarding the quality of 

the brand is influenced when exposed to 

positive UGC 

10.16.1. 10.16.2. 10.16.3. 10.16.4. 10.16.5. 
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10.17. I will consider the brand when making my 

next purchase after being exposed to 

positive UGC 

10.17.1. 10.17.2. 10.17.3. 10.17.4. 10.17.5. 

10.18. My relationship with the brand is positively 

affected after being exposed to positive 

UGC  

10.18.1. 10.18.2. 10.18.3. 10.18.4. 10.18.5. 

10.19. Positive UGC results in my being loyal to 

the brand  

10.19.1. 10.19.2. 10.19.3. 10.19.4. 10.19.5. 

10.20. I tend to actively engage with the brand after 

being exposed to positive UGC 

10.20.1. 10.20.2. 10.20.3. 10.20.4. 10.20.5. 

      

11. UGC (brand reviews) relating to a brand 

does not alter my perceptions of a brand 

11.1. 11.2. 11.3. 11.4. 11.5. 

11.1. UGC (pictures) has no influence on my 

purchasing choices  

11.3.1. 11.3.2. 11.3.3. 11.3.4. 11.3.5. 

11.2. UGC (video clips) has no influence on my 

purchasing choices  

11.4.1. 11.4.2. 11.4.3. 11.4.4. 11.4.5. 

11.3. My overall opinion regarding the quality of 

the brand is not influenced when exposed to 

UGC. 

11.5.1. 11.5.2. 11.5.3. 11.5.4. 11.5.5. 

11.4. The overall image I have of the brand is not 

altered when exposed to UGC  

11.6.1. 11.6.2. 11.6.3. 11.6.4. 11.6.5. 

11.5. UGC does not alter my confidence in the 

brand as I do not trust UGC 

11.7.1. 11.7.2. 11.7.3. 11.7.4. 11.7.5. 

11.6. My feelings or emotions towards the brand 

are not influenced by UGC  

11.8.1. 11.8.2 11.8.3. 11.8.4. 11.8.5. 

11.7. I will continue to engage with the brand after 

being exposed to UGC 

11.9.1. 11.9.2. 11.9.3. 11.9.4. 11.9.5. 

 

Thank you for your time! 
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