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Abstract 

Social media has become the driving force which transforms the web into an interactive information and 
communications technology device. Social media has a significant role in influencing customer’s choice in 
selecting products and services based on the customers’ feedbacks that appeared in the weblogs, web sites, 
online boards and other kinds of user-generated content (Raman, 2009). It is indeed important to remember that 
brand equity is no longer valued by large sums of money that companies invest; instead customers are dictating 
the value of brand equity by what they are saying to each other. Therefore, this study will focus on evaluating the 
roles of various brand equity constructs (including brand loyalty, brand association, brand awareness and brand 
image) in mediating the interrelation among electronic word of mouth and the dimensions of brand equity in the 
context of social media. There were total of 300 usable questionnaires were collected in this research. The 
finding revealed that there is an indirect inter-relationship between electronic word of mouth and the dimension 
of brand equity, mediated by the respective various brand equity constructs. 

Keywords: electronic word of mouth, brand awareness, brand association, brand loyalty, brand image, perceived 
quality, brand equity 

1. Introduction 

Successful brands recognize the power of social media in creating, sustaining, communicating and interacting 
with potential users in today’s interactive marketplace (Bulearca & Bulearca, 2010). In the world of social media, 
fast interaction and communication have steered businesses to become more under the spot lights of consumers. 
Through the social media, consumers can express their views to millions of people in only seconds in which this 
phenomenon indicates consumers are now more used to having news brought to them in comparing to the 
searching for information (Qualman, 2009, p. 9). The changes in communication have encouraged many 
businesses to adopt Web 2.0 strategies and these strategies can be communicated via different online platforms of 
the social media, including social networking site, open virtual world, brand sponsored virtual worlds, images 
and videos areas and social news. Based on the findings of Anderson (2008) and Hung and Li (2007), one of the 
most powerful channels in the social media is word of mouth. Duan, Gu and Whinston (2008) assert that word of 
mouth is indeed a powerful tool in delivering the information. Furthermore, the impact of electronic word of 
mouth on the various brand equity constructs have been examined in the extant literature by focusing on 
Generation Y as the targeted respondents (Norjaya Mohd. Yasin & Abdul Rahman Zahari, 2011). However, the 
study carried out by Norjaya Mohd. Yasin and Abdul Rahman Zahari (2011) primarily focusing on evaluating the 
impacts of various brand equity elements in mediating the inter-relationship between electronic word of mouth 
and brand equity. However, this research discovers that there is insufficient in the extant literature in studying the 
impacts of different brand equity constructs (including brand loyalty, brand association, brand awareness, brand 
image and perceived quality) in mediating the inter-relationship between electronic word of mouth and the 
dimensions of brand equity based on the context of social media. Thus, this research paper aims to find out the 
roles of various brand equity constructs (including brand loyalty, brand association, brand awareness, brand 
image and perceived quality) in mediating the inter-relationship between electronic word of mouth and the 
dimensions of brand equity based on the context of social media among the international students in Malaysia. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Social Media 

Based on Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 565), social media is an internet based program that helps consumers to 
share opinions, information, experiences, and perspectives in which the internet based programs can be explored 
through the social networking sites, blogs and content areas. Social media empowers customers to express their 
perceptions about products or services in the public domain. The messages that are broadcasted publicly via 
social media enhance the market visibility that results in customer’s greater potential of negotiation 
(Constantinides & Fountain, 2007; Ind & Riondion, 2001). Poynter (2008) argues that users can greatly affected 
by the information that appeared in the social networking sites. Moreover, DEL Worldwide (2008) discovers that 
70% of the consumers approaches social media sites to access products and brands related information and 49% 
of them finalise their purchase decisions based on information they have retrieved from the social networking 
sites.  

2.2 Brand Equity 

Brand equity can be defined as the financial and marketing values connected to the brand in the market place 
(Pride & Ferrell, 2003, p. 299). Brand equity consists of brand name, brand awareness, brand loyalty, brand 
association, perceived quality and other actual proprietary brand assets. Lassar, Mittal and Arun (1995) evaluate 
brand equity from the financial and customer points of view. Financial perspective usually points out the value of 
brand equity that company embedded in the balance sheet (Feldwick, 1996). On the other hand, Customer 
perspective points out that the customer’s added value to the brand equity from the marketing decision making 
aspect (Kim, Kim & An, 2003). This research paper would concentrate on the customer perspective to evaluate 
brand equity. Aaker (1991) defines brand equity in five different dimensions that brings value for brand equity, 
such as brand awareness, brand association, brand loyalty, perceived quality and unidentified actual proprietary 
brand assets. But, some researchers have divided brand equity into four dimensions, consisting brand loyalty, 
brand awareness, brand association and perceived quality (Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000). However, other 
researcher classifies the brand equity into the other four different dimensions, consisiting brand knowledge, 
perceived quality, brand loyalty and brand image (Keller, 1993). Furthermore, Keller argues that brand 
knowledge consists of brand image and brand awareness. This study would like to discuss the combination of 
brand equity dimensions proposed by (Keller, 1993; Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000). The dimensions of brand 
equity that would be discussed in this research encompassing brand awareness, brand association, brand loyalty, 
perceived quality and brand image. 

2.2.1 Brand Awareness 

Aaker (1996b) states that brand awareness acts as an important role in the branding study and it is essential and 
usually disregarded part of brand equity. However, brand awareness is created based on the evolution of brand 
recognition from the stage of an unclear sense and feeling towards a certainty that it is the only one in the 
product category (Aaker, 1991). Therefore, Keller (1998) defines brand awareness as the phenomenon created by 
the ongoing visibility, powerful association with the right product classification, buying experiences and 
enhancing familiarity. Furthermore, customer’s ability would be influenced by the brand awareness through 
remembering and recognizing the brand, which is demonstrated by spotting the brand in different situations and 
circumstances (Atilgan, Aksoy & Akinci, 2005; Aaker, 1991). Brand awareness is a significant catalyst in 
impacting the customer purchasing decision making, especially in creating three advantages, namely learning, 
choice and consideration advantage (Keller, 2003; Atilgan, Aksoy & Akinci, 2005). Thus, Aaker and 
Joachimsthaler (2000, p. 17) and Baldauf et al. (2003) conclude that the brand awareness influences consumers’ 
taste, perceptions and purchasing, depending on the degree of familiarity of the products and services offered. 
Pitta and Katsanis (1995) hold a strong position in arguing the inter-relationship between brand awareness and 
brand association because the establishment of brand association in the consumer’s mind will be depended on 
the successful of embedding brand awareness in the consumer’s mind. Furthermore, Atilgan and Pappu (2005) 
also support the relationship between brand awareness and brand association in their study.  

2.2.2 Brand Association 

Lasser et al. (1995) define brand association as positive feelings of consumer towards the brand based on the 
relative degree of brand strength. Hamann et al. (2007) state that buyers usually are willing to purchase branded 
goods at the premium costs due to the emotional bonding with the reputable brands. According to Keller (1998), 
there are three types of brand association: attitudes (customer’s overall appraisal of the brand), benefits (the 
thought customers have about a particular products or a service that would benefit them, such as sensible 
advantages, outstanding advantages, and experimental benefits) and attributes (including product related and 
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non-product related attributes, for instance feeling, price, experience, and brand personality). Consumers may 
use brand association to help them to envisage a product (OLoughlin & Szmigin, 2005). James (2005) argues 
that the greater level of brand association will boost brand equity. Furthermore, brand loyalty can be enhanced if 
customers have higher degree of brand association (Yoo, Donthu & Lee, 2000). Meanwhile, Atilgan et al. (2005) 
also indicate that the more optimistic and satisfactory of customers associated towards a brand, it will lead to 
create more loyalty for the customers toward a brand and vice versa.  

2.2.3 Brand Loyalty 

Brand loyalty can be defined as a constant purchasing or re-patronizing a preferred good or service over time 
(Aaker, 1991). Customers who are loyal to a particular brand will consider that brand as their preferred selection 
and they are less likely to be targeted by price war and they do not easily shift to other brands (Mark et al., 2007). 
Consequently, brand loyalty is always recognized by productive and positive consumers toward a brand, which 
leads to constant purchasing of products and services over time (Urde, 1994). However, brand loyalty can be 
affected by the consumer’s direct and indirect assessment and evaluation of the particular brand that based on the 
various sources, such as personal experiential learning and word of mouth (Keller, 1993; Delgado Ballaster and 
Munuera Aleman, 2005). In due respect, brand loyalty can be enhanced via a higher degree of brand equity 
(Aaker, 1991; Atilgan et al., 2005; Baldauf et al, 2003). In addition, researchers state that there is a constructive 
correlation between customer loyalty and brand image (Strategic Marketing and Research Techniques, 2005). 

2.2.4 Brand Image 

According to Aaker (1991), brand image acts as an essential role in marketing by creating value through 
distinguishing the brand, creating purchasing rationales, constructing sense and feeling, and helping consumers 
in processing information. However, Dobni and Zinkhan (1990) assert that there is no agreement relating to the 
brand image definition. Roy and Banerjee (2007) describe brand image as the customer’s impression and feeling 
regarding to the brand. Park and Arinivasan (1994) and Bearden and Etzel (1982) argue that brand image is 
highly associated with the specific product category and feature. Brand image is an essential factor in 
determining the consumer buying behaviour (Burmann et al., 2008). Richardson et al (1994) assert that buyers 
rely on brand image of specific product in obtaining overall product perception; they believe that consumers with 
high brand image on specific product may assume that as a prime value and quality. Experiment research has 
been done by Jacoby et al (1971) shown that brand image significantly impact consumers’ perception quality and 
value.  

2.2.5 Perceived Quality 

Perceived quality can be defined as the whole customer’s perception in related to the comparative performance 
of the goods and services in comparing with the competing offerings (Aaker, 1991). In other words, perceived 
quality can be described as the recognition of product capability to provide customer’s satisfaction compared to 
other existing competing offerings. Therefore, Baldauf et al (2003) believe that high quality of the product can 
provide competitive advantage and is vital source for firms. Furthermore, high product quality provides the 
possibility of charging a price over the market rate to enable the company to earn huge profits. However, 
superior quality is not a core competency in many markets but it is an essential to go into the competition (Urde, 
1994). According to De Chernatony and Drury (2006), perceived brand quality does influence the brand image. 

2.3 Word of Mouth 

Duan et al (2008) define online word of mouth (e WOM) as an Internet platform to share the positive or negative 
reports between the existing users and future customers. Duan et al. (2008) also believe that word of mouth is 
one of the powerful options of sharing information among the peoples because word of mouth is the procedure 
of moving opinions and views from one individual to the next. Word of mouth is normally associated with the 
personal encounters and assessments of a company or its product (Zhang, Ye, Law & Li, 2010). Word of mouth 
performs a big part in the customer purchasing decisions (Richins Root-Shaffer, cited in Jansen et al. 2009, p. 
2169) because word of mouth provides a channel for consumers to share perceptions, views, or feedbacks about 
the businesses, goods, or services. This argument is supported by the research carried out by the Nielsen in 2007 
in which 78% of the customers depend on the recommendation from the online word of mouth to make their 
decisions.  

2.4 Mediated Hypotheses 

2.4.1 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Association and Brand Awareness  

James (2005) argues that the level of brand association is positively related to the degree of brand equity. Pitta 
and Katsanis (1995) state that brand awareness will determine brand association. Study done by Ha (2004) 
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indicates that electronic word of mouth has a particular strength, which can raise the awareness, and 
subsequently affect the consumer behaviour. In addition, word of mouth can positively enhance brand awareness 
and brand association respectively (Page & Lepkowska-White, 2002). According to Jansen et al. (2009), 
electronic word of mouth plays a vital role in expressing brand satisfaction and would have impact on brand 
awareness. However, theoretical interrelationships among electronic word of mouth, brand association and brand 
awareness have been proven, but mediating relationship among these three constructs have not been evaluated. 
For that reason, this research intends to identify the interrelationship between electronic word of mouth and 
brand association mediated by brand awareness via hypothesis 1. 

H1: Brand awareness mediates the relationship between electronic word of mouth and brand association. 

2.4.2 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Loyalty and Brand Association 

The studies from Atilgan et al. (2005) and Yoo et al. (2000) indicate that more optimistic and satisfactory of 
customers associated towards a brand, it will lead to create more loyalty for the customers toward a brand and 
vice versa. Mazzarol, Sweeny and Startar (2007) suggest that the electronic word of mouth is a new approach to 
achieve competitive advantage in the market place; it can be treated as an indicator of customer’s brand loyalty. 
Srinivasan et al. (2002) establish the positive relationship between brand loyalty and word of mouth by arguing 
that one of the behavioural results of the brand loyalty is coming from positive word of mouth. Hagel and 
Armstrong (1997) and Dick and Basu (1994) state that customers with high degree of loyalty are more incline to 
capture favorable word of mouth. Based on Page and Lepkowska-White (2002), word of mouth can positively 
enhance brand association and subsequently brand association creates impact on brand loyalty. However, 
theoretical interrelationships among electronic word of mouth, brand loyalty and brand association have been 
proven, but mediating relationships among these three constructs have not been evaluated. For that reason, this 
research intends to identify the interrelationship between electronic word of mouth and brand loyalty that 
mediated by brand association through hypothesis 2.  

H2: Brand association mediates the relationship between electronic word of mouth and brand loyalty. 

2.4.3 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Image and Brand Loyalty  

Yoo et al (2000, p. 17) have stated that there is a strong positive inter-relationship between brand loyalty and 
brand image. Yoo et al. (2000) also assert that the more satisfactory and optimistic customers are toward a brand, 
it would bring more positive image for the customers toward a brand. Brand image and perception could be 
influenced in massive scale by consumers with the help of electronic word of mouth through the social media 
networks (Reynolds, 2006; Urban, 2005; Jansen et al., 2009). Hanna et al. (2011) also state that active consumers 
can play vital role in creating and marketing the content of brands. In fact, consumers with the help of 
technology can increase the anti-brand content on the Internet; as a result, negative word of mouth is more 
visible than before (Kucuk, 2010). However, theoretical interrelationships among electronic word of mouth, 
brand image and brand loyalty have been proven, but mediating relationship among these three constructs have 
not been evaluated. For that reason, this research intends to identify the interrelationship between electronic 
word of mouth and brand image that mediated by brand loyalty through hypothesis 3.  

H3: Brand loyalty mediates the relationship between electronic word of mouth and brand image. 

2.4.4 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Perceived Quality and Brand Image 

Experiment research has been done by Jacoby et al. (1971) shown that brand image creates significantly impact 
on the consumers’ perceptions of quality and value. Numerous studies shown that brand image acts as a quick 
source or representative of value and quality for consumers (Shimp & Bearden, 1982; Rao & Monroe, 1989). 
Kotler and Armstrong (1996) assert that brand image can be used by consumer to infer the perceived quality of 
the product. Furthermore, research done by Richardson, Dick and Jain (1994) discovers the same results as 
consumers with high brand image usually infer product as a high quality and value. According to Reynolds 
(2006), Urban (2005) and Hartline and Jones (1996), electronic word of mouth could influence the consumer 
towards the brand image and perception because electronic word of mouth is an essential part of consumer 
expression (in term of expressing brand hapiness) that may influence the brand image of the product. However, 
there is an argument presented by Herr et al (1991) in which they view word of mouth can create different 
perceptions amongst customers. If the word of mouth is negative, customers will have a bad impression of the 
product quality. On the other hands, if the word of mouth is positive, then customers will have a good impression 
of the quality. Electronic word of mouth has turned into more non- linear and the study asserts that it has had 
diverse impacts in influencing the value and quality of a particular product (Meyer & Johnson, 1995). 
Theoretical interrelationships among electronic word of mouth, perceived quality and brand image have been 
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unfinished because they were incompleted and consider it as respondents were not willing to participate or they 
are not take the survey serious (Sekaran, 2003). Therefore, the total numbers of 300 usable questionnaires were 
used (91.6 percent) for the purpose of data analysis in this research and subsequently researcher used SPSS 
software version (20) to analysis the data. 

4. Research Results 

4.1 Demographic Profile Analysis 

According to the finding, out of 300 credible respondents, gender distribution of the respondents contain 50% 
male and 50% female. In terms of age distribution, age 26 to 30 years old was the highest and oldest group with 
42.3%. Age 21 to 25 years old with 38.7 %, followed by age 31 to 35 years old with 14%, age 20 years old or 
less is the lowest age group with 3.3% and age 30 to 40 years old with 1.4%. In terms of highest academic level 
majority of the students were in master degree with 51% followed my bachlore’s degree with 41.7% and finally 
diploma degree with 4.7%.  

4.2 Reliability Test 

Based on Cavana et al (2001), reliability test is used to make sure the measures are stable and consistent. 
Furthermore, Hair et al. (2003) mention that scale can be reliable while measurements are repeated and the 
outcomes must be consistent. For the consistency reliability of the items among the constructs, Cronbach alpha 
reliability analysis test would be used to evaluate the construct reliability. Based on Cavana et al. (2001), 
Cronbach alpha with the value of greater than 0.70 is considered as an acceptable and good. According to Table 
2, the values of Cronbach Alpha for all of the six tested constructs were greater than 0.70, as according to the 
guidelines from Cavana et al. (2001). Therefore, it can be concluded that all the measurement scales for the 
constructs are reliable, stable and consistent.  

 

Table 2. Reliability of the constructs 

Constructs Composite Reliability 

Electronic Word of Mouth  0.871 

Brand Awareness 0.914 

Brand Association 0.795 

Brand Loyalty 0.821 

Brand Image 0.780 

Perceived Quality 0.838 

Source: Developed for this research. 

 

4.3 Validity Test 

Construct validity is used to measure the validity of dimensions (Cavana et al., 2001) and factor analysis will be 
utilized to measure the validity of the constructs. Table 3 shown the results of factor analysis. Malhotra (2004) 
states that when the value of KMO (Kasier Meyer Olkin) is between 0.5 and 1.0, the factor analysis is 
appropriate. On the other hands, the factor analysis is not appropriate if the value of KMO is below 0.5. 
According to the results indicated in Table 3, the value of the KMO was 0.850 (that is between 0.5 and 1.0) in 
which means factor analysis is appropriate. Furthermore, “statistical test for Bartlett test of sphericity was 
significant (p=0.000; d.f. = 351) for all the correlations within a correlation matrix (at least for some of the 
constructs)” (Kwek, Lau, & Tan, 2010, p. 69). Results from the principle components analysis and VARIMAX 
procedure in orthogonal rotation which were adopted in the factor analysis show that the Eignvalues for all the 
constructs are bigger than 1. Based on Table 3, brand image with 1.544 is the lowest to brand awareness with 
7.971 is the highest. According to Table 3, factor loading for all the constructs were greater than 0.50. All the 
related items that measure the particular construct are loaded together with the value of factor loading more than 
0.5. Thus, this can be concluded the measurement scales have a higher degree of convergent validity. The result 
of discriminant validity that shown in Table 3 indicates that items were not cross loading and supported different 
constructs respectively because whole items were allocated according to the different constructs.  
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Table 3. Factors identified by principal components factor analysis 

Factor’s Name  Variable 
Factor  

Loading 
Eigen-value 

Percentage  

of Variance Explained 

Cronbach’s 

Reliability 

Coefficients 

Brand Awareness 

(BA)  

BA 1 

BA 2 

BA 3 

BA 4 

BA 5 

0.872 

0.851 

0.871 

0.872 

0.770 

7.971 14.80 0.914 

Electronic word of mouth 

(EWM) 

EWM 1 

EWM 2 

EWM 3 

EWM 4 

EWM 5 

0.777 

0.836 

0.777 

0.801 

0.823 

2.720 12.878 0.871 

Brand Loyalty (BL) 

BL 1 

BL 2 

BL 3 

BL 4 

BL 5 

0.646 

0.736 

0.563 

0.801 

0.823 

2.598 11.365 0.821 

Brand Association 

(BAss) 

BAss 1 

BAss 2 

BAss 3 

BAss 4 

BAss 5 

0.873 

0.852 

0.871 

0.874 

0.755 

1.928 11.035 0.795 

Perceived Quality (PQ) 

PQ 1 

PQ 2 

PQ 3 

PQ 4 

0.782 

0.745 

0.783 

0.805 

1.697 10.054 0.838 

Brand Image (BI) 

BI 1 

BI 2 

BI 3 

0.698 

0.828 

0.808 

1.544 8.235 0.780 

Note. KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy =0.845; p =0.0001 (p<0.05); df =351; Cumulative Percentage Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings = 

68.368.  

Source: Developed for this research. 

 

4.4 Mediated Regression Analysis 

According to Howitt and Cramer (2011a), when variable one and variable two cause or precedue variable three 
(called dependent variable), mediational analysis would apply. For testing hypothesis 1, hypothesis 2, hypothesis 
3 and hypothesis 4, Baron and Kenny (1996) propose three steps approach in evaluating the mediating effect, 
known as mediated regression analysis. Based on Baron and Kenny (1986, p.1177), the following conditions 
must hold to establish mediation: first of all, in first step the independent variable should influence the mediator; 
in second step, the dependent variable should be influenced by independent variable; and lastly in third step, the 
mediator should influence the dependent variable. However, if all these conditions move in the predict condition, 
then the impact of independent variable in step three on dependent variable must be less than in equation two. 
Table 4(a),(b),(c),(d) shows the three steps procedure that advocated by Baron and Kenny (1986) in identifying 
the role of mediator.  
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4.4.1 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Association and Brand Awareness (H1) 

 

Table 4(a). Result of mediated multiple regression (mediator analysis) (H1) 

Independent Variable 
Brand Awareness (Mediator) Brand Association (Dependent Variable) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Electronic word of mouth 0.240* (1st equation) 0.270* (2nd equation) 0.210* (3rd equation) 

Brand Awareness   0.252* (3rd equation) 

Note. *p<0.05; 

Source: Developed for this research. 

 

Result from Table 4(a) illustrated that; electronic word of mouth (independent variable) significantly impacted 
the brand awareness (mediator) in equation one. In equation two, electronic word of mouth (independent variable) 
significantly impacted the brand association (dependent variable). Electronic word of mouth (independent 
variable) and brand awareness (mediator), both significantly affected brand association (dependent variable). 
Unstandardized beta coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation three is smaller that beta value of 
electronic word of mouth in equation two (0.210< 0.270, reduced by 0.06 (0.270-0.210)). This reduction in value 
indicates the hypothesis 1 (H1) is supported. Finding confirmed that brand awareness acts as a mediator in 
mediating the relationship between electronic word of mouth and brand association.  

4.4.2 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Loyalty and Brand Association (H2) 

 

Table 4(b). Result of mediated multiple regression (mediator analysis) (H2) 

Independent Variable Brand Association (Mediator) Brand Loyalty (Dependent Variable) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Electronic word of mouth 0.270* (1st equation) 0.292* (2nd equation) 0.210* (3rd equation) 

Brand Association   0.353* (3rd equation) 

Note. *p<0.05; 

Source: Developed for this research. 

 

Result from Table 4(b) illustrated that electronic word of mouth (independent variable) significantly impacted 
the brand association (mediator) in equation one. In equation two, electronic word of mouth (independent 
variable) significantly impacted the brand loyalty (dependent variable). Electronic word of mouth (independent 
variable) and brand association (mediator), both significantly affected brand loyalty (dependent variable). 
Unstandardized beta coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation three is smaller that 
unstandardized beta coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation two [0.210< 0.292, reduced by 
0.082 (0.292-0.210)]. This reduction in value indicates the hypothesis 2 (H2) is supported. Finding confirmed 
that brand association acts as a mediator in mediating the relationship between electronic word of mouth and 
brand loyalty.  

4.4.3 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Brand Image and Brand Loyalty 

 

Table 4(c). Result of mediated multiple regression (mediator analysis) (H3) 

Independent Variable Brand Loyalty (Mediator) Brand Image (Dependent Variable) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Electronic word of mouth 0.292* (1st equation) 0.166* (2nd equation) 0.210* (3rd equation) 

Brand loyalty   0.188* (3rd equation) 

Note. *p<0.05; 

Source: Developed for this research. 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 9, No. 8; 2014 

92 

Result from Table 4(c) illustrated that electronic word of mouth (independent variable) significantly impacted the 
brand loyalty (mediator) in equation one. In equation two, electronic word of mouth (independent variable) 
significantly impacted the brand image (dependent variable). Electronic word of mouth (independent variable) 
and brand loyalty (mediator), both significantly affected brand image (dependent variable). Unstandardized beta 
coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation three is smaller that unstandardized beta coefficient 
value of electronic word of mouth in equation two (0.210< 0.166, reduced by 0.044 (0.210-0.166)). This 
reduction in value indicates the hypothesis hypothesis 3 (H3) is supported. Finding confirmed that brand loyalty 
acts as a mediator in mediating the relationship between electronic word of mouth and brand image.  

4.4.4 Relationship among Electronic Word of Mouth, Perceived Quality and Brand Image 

 

Table 4(d). Result of mediated multiple regression (mediator analysis) (H4) 

Independent Variable Brand Image (Mediator) Perceived Quality (Dependent Variable) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Electronic word of mouth 0.166* (1st equation) 0.225* (2nd equation) 0.173* (3rd equation) 

Brand Image   0.311* (3rd equation) 

Note. *p<0.05; 

Source: Developed for this research. 

 

Result from Table 4(d) illustrated that electronic word of mouth (independent variable) significantly impacted 
the brand image (mediator) in equation one. In equation two, electronic word of mouth (independent variable) 
significantly impacted the perceived quality (dependent variable). Electronic word of mouth (independent 
variable) and brand image (mediator), both significantly affected perceived quality (dependent variable). 
Unstandardized beta coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation three is smaller that 
unstandardized beta coefficient value of electronic word of mouth in equation two (0.225< 0.173, reduced by 
0.52 (0.225-0.173)). This reduction in value indicates the hypothesis 4 (H4) is supported. Finding confirmed that 
brand image acts as a mediator in mediating the relationship between electronic word of mouth and perceived 
quality.  

5. Conclusion 

5.1 Implication of Research Findings  

5.1.1 Theoretical Implication 

Finding from this research shows that brand awareness acts as a mediator between electronic word of mouth and 
brand association; brand association acts as a mediator between electronic word of mouth and brand loyalty; 
brand loyalty acts as a mediator between electronic word of mouth and brand image; and finally brand image 
acts as a mediator between electronic word of mouth and perceived quality.  

5.1.2 Managerial Implication 

Findings from this study provide some insights for the industry. Firstly, with the use of electronic word of mouth 
via the social media context, companies can create and enhance brand equity of products and services and 
subsequently lead to attract customers. However, marketers must keep in mind that the electronic word of mouth 
is a great tool that influences brand equity of product and service in the social media. While the viral marketing 
information is seem to be trusted by consumers and users, marketers should prioritize and implement them in 
their advertising strategy. Furthermore, marketers must make sure that target audience will receive their 
marketing communications at right time and right place because the target audience in future will act as an 
opinion leader to the young consumers. In conclusion, the marketers should prioritize electronic word of mouth 
as their strategy in the social media because it does show that electronic word of mouth has significant direct and 
indirect relationships with the dimensions of brand equity in the social media context. 

5.2 Limitations of Research 

Outcomes from this study might be viewed with some limitations. Results in this study was analysed by using 
cross sectional data in which the cross section a data is solely capable to disclose the net impact of independent 
variable regardings to a certain dependent variable at a particular time frame (Cavana et al., 2001). Furthermore, 
as a result of rooted limitation of cross-sectional study, the outcomes in this research will not unable to describe 
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the flow of a typical pattern of the findings (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe, 2003, p. 45). In addition, 
utilisation of convenience sampling techniques in this study has restricted the generalizable of the study 
outcomes.  

5.3 Recommendation for Future Study 

In view of the above limitations, some recommendations are suggested for the future research. The limitation of 
the cross-sectional study will be able to overcome by using longitudinal study in which the longitudinal study 
will help to identify the trend of the analysis through repeating in measuring the samples over a preset duration 
of the time frame (Burns and Bush, 2003). In addition, probability sampling technique is recommended for the 
future study for the purpose of improving the validity and generalization of the research outcomes by reducing 
the restriction of generalization from the study.  
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Appendix: Questions for all the constructs 

Brand Awareness (BA) BA 1: I aware this particular product/brand that appeared in the social media. 

BA 2: I can recognize this particular product/brand in comparison with the other competing product/brand 

that appeared in the social media. 

BA 3: I know how this particular product/brand looks like. 

BA 4: Some characteristics of the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media come to my 

mind quickly. 

BA 5: I can quickly recall symbol or logo of the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media. 

Electronic Word of Mouth 

(EWM) 

EWM 1: Information about the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media is relevant. 

EWM 2: Data about the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media is up to date. 

EWM 3: Sources about the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media are accurate. 

EWM 4: Information about the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media is comprehensive 

and informative.  

EWM 5: Data and information about the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media are 

credible and trustworthy. 

Brand Loyalty (BL) BL 1: I regularly refer this particular product/brand through the social media. 

BL 2: I usually use this product/brand as my first choice in comparison with the other product/brand. 

BL 3: I would recommend this product/brand to others through the social media.  

BL 4: I will not switch to another product/brand that appeared in the social media next time.  

BL 5: I am satisfied with product/brand that appeared in the social media. 

Brand Association 

(BAss) 

BAss 1: This particular product/brand that appeared in the social media has its own personality.  

BAss 2: This particular product/brand is different in comparison with the other competing product/brand that 

appeared in the social media.  

BAss 3: I trust the company who owns the particular product/brand that appeared in the social media.  

BAss 4: This particular product/brand that appeared in the social media is familiar to me.  

BAss 5: There are reasons to buy this particular product/brand over the competing product/brand that 

appeared in the social media. 

Perceived Quality (PQ) PQ 1: The Webmaster provides prompt services at the promised time. 

PQ 2: The Webmaster handles customer complained effectively. 

PQ 3: The Webmaster is able to tell patrons exactly when the services would be performed. 

PQ 4: The Webmaster gives individual customer attention. 

Brand Image (BI) BI 1: This particular product/brand has a differentiated image in comparison with the other product/brand.  

BI 2: This particular product/brand has a clean image.  

BI 3: This particular product/brand is well established. 

Source: Developed for this Research. 
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