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Advocacy: “the action or act of advocating something; pleading for, support for, or 
recommendation of a person or thing; guardianship, protection, or patronage; an 
appeal for aid or defence.” 

(The Oxford English Dictionary) 
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In 2014, H&R Block (a tax accounting firm) created an online ‘H&R Block 

Community’ (http://community.hrblock.com) to connect the public to free online tax-

related advice. The strength of this and other online communities is in connecting a brand 

with current and prospective customers. Like many other online communities, the creation 

of this community provided an online platform for H&R brand advocates (i.e. consumers 

who had experienced the H&R tax service) to support their brand by sharing their 

experiences and knowledge with others (i.e. prospective H&R customers). In its first 12 

months, the community answered more than one million questions and generated a 15 

percent lift in business.  
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Abstract   
 

Mobilised by their digital devices, today’s consumers are increasingly sceptical about 

traditional, direct marketer-driven communication.  As a result, they are more receptive to 

information available to them at their fingertips, often sourced online from other consumers.  

They consider this information trustworthy and, hence, such communications influence their 

behaviour.  Consequently, the brand advocacy landscape is changing, as there has been a shift 

to customer-driven co-creation of brands, often through brand advocacy on online platforms. 

However, online brand advocacy is not well defined. It has been inconsistently and 

interchangeably referred to as electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM), recommendations online 

and ‘Liking’ or ‘Following’ a brand on social media, to name a few examples, and researchers 

use makeshift scales to measure the construct. This inconsistency has created confusion; 

highlighting the need for research in this area. 

In this new environment, organisations need to manage their brands differently.  They need to 

better understand why consumers advocate for their brands online, the ways in which they talk 

about their brands (i.e. how they advocate for their brands online to other consumers) and what 

such consumer-driven OBA means for their brand in terms of outcomes such as brand loyalty 

and purchase intent, two constructs closely related to brand advocacy. This project was 

designed to obtain insights into these issues.  

This research conceptualised and defined the OBA construct, which was found to be a four-

dimensional construct with roots in prior brand advocacy definitions, but with unique online 

communication characteristics that make it unique. The study, which had a series of qualitative 

and quantitative phases, led to an 18-item OBA scale. This research also developed an 

underlying model that identified some significant brand related antecedents and pro-brand 

consequences. The estimated model, which was based on Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) 

model, has important implications for brand and marketing practitioners and for academic 

researchers, which are highlighted at the conclusion of the thesis.  



vi 

Declaration 

This thesis has been completed during the course of studies and research towards the degree 

of Doctor of Philosophy at the University of Western Australia (UWA). This work has not 

been previously accepted for a degree at this or any other institution.  

The thesis is structured as follows: Chapter One provides a background to the study, Chapter 

Two presents a literature review of brand advocacy, specifically that of online brand advocacy 

(OBA), Chapter Three offers a conceptual model for OBA, Chapter Four outlines the 

qualitative study, Chapter Five presents the findings from the qualitative study, Chapter Six 

delivers the OBA scale development process, Chapter Seven tests the OBA conceptual model, 

Chapter Eight provides a general discussion and Chapter Nine summarises the study and 

provides insights into managerial and research implications.  

This thesis is entirely based on my own original research, seeded within my experience in 

online brand and marketing. Throughout my research, I was guided by and consulted with my 

supervisors: Professor Geoff Soutar and Dr Paul Harrigan, both of whom are the co-authors 

on all papers presented within this thesis. I conducted the data collection, data entry, data 

analyses and wrote the papers, with my supervisors reviewing and editing my work. There are 

three scholarly papers written for journal publication which support this thesis and which are 

attached as appendices. Each manuscript showcases a different aspect of this research. Each 

of the three papers attached had also benefited from the valuable comments and suggestions 

provided by anonymous reviewers. Two papers have been published (Journal of Marketing 

Theory & Practice, and Qualitative Marketing Research: An International Journal) and one is 

under review with the Journal of Brand Management. My co-authors have provided their 

permission to include these manuscripts in this thesis and their declarations are included on 

the following pages. 



vii 
 

Publications arising from this research program 
 

o Wilk, V., Harrigan, P. & Soutar, G. (2018), 'Navigating Online Brand Advocacy (OBA): 
An Exploratory Analysis', Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 26 (1-2), pp. 99-116 
(Appendix 3).  
 

o Wilk, V., Soutar, G. & Harrigan, P. (2018), ‘Tackling Social Media Data Analysis: 
Comparing and Contrasting QSR NVivo and Leximancer’, Qualitative Marketing 
Research: An International Journal, (In press) (Appendix 4).  

 
o Wilk, V., Soutar, G. & Harrigan, P. (2018), ‘Online Brand Advocacy (OBA): A multiple 

item scale’ (under review) (Appendix 5). 

 

  



viii 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page has been left blank intentionally. 

 

  







xi 
 

Acknowledgements 

I would like to acknowledge Professor Geoff Soutar and Dr Paul Harrigan for their 

guidance, contribution and involvement in my PhD research. In particular, thank you 

to Professor Soutar for his insights and direction during the OBA scale development 

process. 

I would also like to express my gratitude to the anonymous reviewers of my scholarly 

manuscripts and conference submissions, for embracing this research and for their 

constructive feedback which informed and shaped this study. Thank you to the Journal 

of Marketing Theory and Practice and the Qualitative Marketing Research: An 

International Journal, for publishing my first scholarly articles and to the Australian 

Government Research Training Program for granting me the Australian Postgraduate 

Award (APA) Scholarship. 

Most importantly, I would like to thank my husband, Marcin, and our two boys, Robert 

and Daniel. I could not have done it without you, your support, and your love. This is 

for you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page has been left blank intentionally. 

 

  



xiii 
 

 

Table of Contents 
Abstract .................................................................................................................................... v 

Declaration .............................................................................................................................. vi 

Publications arising from this research program .................................................................... vii 

Authorship Declaration ........................................................................................................... ix 

Acknowledgements ................................................................................................................. xi 

Table of Contents .................................................................................................................. xiii 

List of Tables ......................................................................................................................... xix 

List of Figures .........................................................................................................................xx 

List of Abbreviations ............................................................................................................. xxi 

Chapter 1: An Introduction .................................................................................................... 23 

1.1 Background to this study ............................................................................................. 23 

1.1.1 The importance of online brand communication .................................................. 23 

1.1.2 The changing communication landscape .............................................................. 24 

1.1.3 A lack of knowledge about OBA .......................................................................... 25 

1.1.4 The purpose of this study ...................................................................................... 26 

1.1.5 The importance of this research ............................................................................ 26 

1.2 The problem statement ................................................................................................. 27 

1.3 Aims and Objectives .................................................................................................... 30 

1.4 Research questions ....................................................................................................... 31 

1.4 The study’s significance .............................................................................................. 32 

1.5 Originality .................................................................................................................... 33 

1.6 Structure of the study and of the thesis ........................................................................ 34 

1.6.1 The structure of the research ................................................................................. 34 

1.6.2 The structure of the thesis ..................................................................................... 36 

1.7 Concluding remarks ..................................................................................................... 36 

Chapter 2: A Literature Review: Understanding OBA’s Origins .......................................... 39 

2.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................. 39 

2.2 General Brand Advocacy: understanding OBA’s roots ............................................... 41 

2.2.1 The definition of brand advocacy ......................................................................... 41 

2.2.2 The recent evolution of brand advocacy ............................................................... 42 

2.2.3 Word-of-mouth marketing .................................................................................... 43 



xiv 
 

2.2.4 Brand advocacy and its relationship with other constructs ................................... 45 

2.2.5 The changing communication landscape .............................................................. 46 

2.3 An overview of Online Brand Advocacy (OBA) ......................................................... 47 

2.3.1 The shift to consumer-driven online brand communication ................................. 47 

2.3.2 Examples of OBA ................................................................................................. 48 

2.3.3 The implications of OBA for the brand and the consumer ................................... 51 

2.4 Brand co-creation and User-Generated Content (UGC) .............................................. 53 

2.4.1 Co-creation ............................................................................................................ 53 

2.4.2 User Generated Content (UGC) ............................................................................ 54 

2.5 Is OBA different to eWOM and CBE? ........................................................................ 55 

2.5.1 eWOM ................................................................................................................... 55 

2.5.2 Consumer-brand engagement (CBE) .................................................................... 58 

2.6 Online communities’ contextual role in OBA ............................................................. 62 

2.6.1 A definition of an online community .................................................................... 62 

2.6.2 The importance of online communities................................................................. 63 

2.6.3 Types of online communities ................................................................................ 64 

2.7 Conclusions .................................................................................................................. 65 

Chapter 3: A Literature Review: OBA’s Role ....................................................................... 67 

3.1 Overview ...................................................................................................................... 67 

3.2 Social Identity Theory and CBI as a driver of OBA .................................................... 67 

3.2.1 Social Identity Theory ........................................................................................... 67 

3.2.2 Consumer-Brand Identification (CBI) .................................................................. 69 

3.3 CBI as mediator ........................................................................................................... 71 

3.3.1 Potential brand-related antecedents of OBA ......................................................... 71 

3.4 The consequences of OBA ........................................................................................... 79 

3.4.1 Purchase intent ...................................................................................................... 79 

3.4.2 Brand loyalty ......................................................................................................... 81 

3.5 A suggested OBA Model ............................................................................................. 82 

3.6 Conclusions .................................................................................................................. 84 

Chapter 4: The Online Communities’ Study: Method ........................................................... 86 

4.1 Overview ...................................................................................................................... 86 

4.2 Netnography ........................................................................................................... 86 

4.2.1 Ethical considerations ........................................................................................... 87 

4.2.1 The netnography procedure .................................................................................. 88 



xv 
 

4.2.2 Validity ................................................................................................................. 92 

4.3 Data analysis with QSR NVivo and Leximancer ......................................................... 92 

4.3.1 The QSR NVivo analysis ...................................................................................... 93 

4.3.2 The Leximancer analysis ...................................................................................... 96 

4.3.3 Supersizing netnography ..................................................................................... 102 

4.4 Conclusions .......................................................................................................... 104 

Chapter 5: The Online Communities’ Study: Results .......................................................... 106 

5.1 Overview .................................................................................................................... 106 

5.2 Cognitive OBA characteristics................................................................................... 106 

5.2.1 Endorsement ....................................................................................................... 108 

5.2.2 The brand’s best interest ..................................................................................... 109 

5.2.3 Knowledge .......................................................................................................... 110 

5.2.4 Reasoning ............................................................................................................ 111 

5.3 Affective OBA characteristics ................................................................................... 114 

5.3.1 Love .................................................................................................................... 114 

5.3.2 Experience through storytelling .......................................................................... 115 

5.4 Virtual visual OBA characteristics ............................................................................ 116 

5.4.1 Visual cues .......................................................................................................... 116 

5.5 Evidence of brand-related constructs (antecedents and consequences) ..................... 118 

5.5.1 Brand distinctiveness .......................................................................................... 118 

5.5.2 Brand prestige ..................................................................................................... 119 

5.5.3 Memorable brand experiences ............................................................................ 119 

5.5.4 Brand social benefits ........................................................................................... 119 

5.5.5 Brand warmth ...................................................................................................... 120 

5.5.6 Loyalty ................................................................................................................ 121 

5.5.7 Purchase intent .................................................................................................... 121 

5.6 OBA Model 2: A revised framework ......................................................................... 122 

5.7 A discussion of the findings ....................................................................................... 124 

5.7.1 The difference between OBA, brand advocacy offline, CBE and eWOM ......... 125 

5.7.2 The cognitive OBA dimension ........................................................................... 129 

5.7.3 The affective OBA dimension ............................................................................ 130 

5.7.4 Virtual Visual OBA dimension ........................................................................... 131 

5.7.5 Observations about OBA .................................................................................... 131 

5.8 Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 132 



xvi 
 

Chapter 6: The OBA scale development process ................................................................. 134 

6.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................ 134 

6.2 The undergraduate students’ survey (Test-retest reliability)...................................... 134 

6.2.1 The analysis of the 82 OBA items ...................................................................... 135 

6.3 The academic judges’ survey ..................................................................................... 139 

6.3.1 The analysis of the 22 OBA items ...................................................................... 141 

6.4 The online survey (scale validation) .......................................................................... 142 

6.4.1 The analysis of the retained 18 OBA items ........................................................ 145 

6.5 A working OBA definition ........................................................................................ 147 

6.6 Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 148 

Chapter 7: Testing the OBA Model ..................................................................................... 150 

7.1 Overview .................................................................................................................... 150 

7.2 The online survey ....................................................................................................... 150 

7.2.1 Survey overview ................................................................................................. 150 

7.2.2 The sample .......................................................................................................... 151 

7.3 The OBA Model ........................................................................................................ 151 

7.3.1 An assessment of the constructs’ measurement properties ................................. 152 

7.4 Estimating OBA Model 3 .......................................................................................... 158 

7.4.2 The analysis of the model’s paths ....................................................................... 160 

7.4.3 The suggested moderators ................................................................................... 163 

7.4.4 The mediated relationships ................................................................................. 164 

7.4.4 Total effects within the model ............................................................................ 168 

7.4.5 The final OBA Model (OBA Model 4) ............................................................... 168 

7.5 Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 169 

Chapter 8: General Discussion ............................................................................................. 171 

8.1 Overview .................................................................................................................... 171 

8.2 Defining OBA ............................................................................................................ 171 

8.2.1 The characteristics of OBA ................................................................................. 171 

8.2.2 The definition of OBA ........................................................................................ 176 

8.3 Key brand-related drivers of OBA ....................................................................... 177 

8.3.1 Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) CBI model ................................................ 177 

8.3.2 The role of CBI ................................................................................................... 178 

8.3.3 Brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and brand loyalty as OBA drivers 178 

8.4 Pro-brand outcomes resulting from OBA ............................................................ 181 



xvii 
 

8.4.1 Brand loyalty ....................................................................................................... 181 

8.4.2 Purchase intent .................................................................................................... 181 

8.5 Moderating effects ..................................................................................................... 182 

8.6 Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 183 

Chapter 9: Conclusions, Limitations and Managerial and Theoretical Implications ........... 185 

9.1 Some conclusions ....................................................................................................... 185 

9.2 Managerial implications: Strategy, management and execution ................................ 186 

9.2.1 Specific and applicable managerial recommendations ....................................... 187 

9.3 Limitations ................................................................................................................. 191 

9.4 Theoretical contributions and implications ................................................................ 192 

9.4.1 Operationalisation and conceptualisation of OBA .............................................. 192 

9.4.2 OBA on different online platforms ..................................................................... 193 

9.4.3 The determinants of OBA ................................................................................... 194 

9.4.4 Involvement as a moderating factor .................................................................... 194 

9.4.5 Pro-brand outcomes online and offline ............................................................... 195 

9.4.6 CAQDAS application to netnography ................................................................ 196 

9.4.7 Netnography in scale development ..................................................................... 196 

9.5 Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 196 

References ............................................................................................................................ 199 

Appendices ........................................................................................................................... 221 

Appendix 1: Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar and Sen’s (2012) CBI model ..................... 221 

Appendix 2: OBA and Brand Advocacy definitions and measurement scales ................ 222 

Appendix 3: Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice paper ........................................ 225 

Appendix 4: Qualitative Marketing Research paper ........................................................ 244 

Appendix 5: Journal of Brand Management paper .......................................................... 275 

Appendix 6: An Online Brand Community (OBC): huggies.com.au .............................. 300 

Appendix 7: An Online Open Community (OOC): bubhub.com.au ............................... 300 

Appendix 8: OBA characteristics analysis, findings and examples ................................. 301 

Appendix 9: The initial set of 96 OBA items .................................................................. 313 

Appendix 10: Exploratory Factor Analysis Results: ........................................................ 316 

Factor Loadings for the 44 OBA items * ......................................................................... 316 

Appendix 11: The 29 OBA items retained after the students’ survey ............................. 318 

Appendix 12: Online questionnaire of academic judges .................................................. 319 

Appendix 13: Items in the online survey testing OBA Model 2 ...................................... 324 



xviii 
 

Appendix 14: Factor Loadings for the 18 OBA items * .................................................. 326 

Appendix 15: Correlations and AVE scores suggesting multicollinearity between some 
constructs ......................................................................................................................... 327 

Appendix 16: Survey items used in the analysis of OBA Model 3 ................................. 328 

Appendix 17: OBA Scale Development Process Summary ............................................ 330 

 



xix 
 

List of Tables 
 

Table 2.1: OBA representations in academic literature……………………………………..46  

Table 2.2: OBA conceptual relationships: selected concepts…………………………….....57 

Table 4.1: Leximancer analysis: Top ranking individual concepts………………………....97  

Table 4.2: Leximancer analysis: Top ranking compound concepts………………………...98 

Table 5.1: Summary of OBA Characteristics, Leximancer and QSR NVivo Findings……104 

Table 5.2: OBA characteristics comparison to brand advocacy offline, eWOM and CBE..122 

Table 6.1: Model fit for the six OBA factors………………………………………………134 

Table 6.2: The measurement properties of the six OBA dimensions comprised of 29 
items………………………………………………………………………………………..134 

Table 6.3: The measurement properties of the revised OBA dimensions comprised of 22 
items…..……………………………………………………………………………………136 

Table 6.4: The 22 items used to measure the OBA scale’s six dimensions………………. 137 

Table 6.5: The 18-item OBA scale’s four dimensions…………………………………….140 

Table 6.6: The measurement properties of the four OBA dimensions comprised of 18 items 

……………………………………………………………………………………………...141 

Table 6.7: The relationships between OBA and other constructs………………………….142 

Table 7.1: The Constructs’ Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Properties…………..149 

Table 7.2: The Exploratory Factor Analysis Results (CBI antecedents)…………………..151 

Table 7.3: The measurement properties and the correlations among the revised 
constructs…………………………………………………………………………………..153 

Table 7.4: OBA Model 3: The Direct Paths……………………………………………….155 

Table 7.5: OBA Model 3: The Indirect Paths……………………………………………..156 

Table 7.6: Direct Effects in the model…………………………………………………….157 

Table 7.7: Moderator Effects in the model………………………………………………..159 

Table 7.8: Indirect Effects in the model…………………………………………………..162 

 

  



xx 
 

List of Figures 
 

Figure 3.1: OBA Model 1: Initial Conceptual Framework…………………………………79  

Figure 4.1: QSR NVivo Word Frequency Cloud…………………………………………...90 

Figure 4.2: Coding of the data: A sample list of nodes in QSR NVivo…………………….91 

Figure 4.3: QSR NVivo Coding Stripes OBA Analysis……………………………………92 

Figure 4.4: The Leximancer Two-in-One OBA Concept Map……………………………..93 

Figure 4.5: Leximancer OBC OBA Concept Map………………………………………….95 

Figure 4.6: Leximancer OOC OBA Concept Map…………………………………………96 

Figure 5.1: QSR NVivo Coding Stripes OBA Analysis…………………………………..103 

Figure 5.2: The Leximancer Two-in-One OBA Concept Map……………………………103 

Figure 5.3: OBA Model 2: A revised Conceptual Framework……………………………120 

Figure 5.4: OBA Dimensions……………………………………………………...............121 

Figure 7.1: Revised Model (OBA Model 3)……………………………………………….154 

Figure 7.2: OBA Model 3: SEM results…………………………………………………...163 

Figure 7.3: OBA Model 4: The final model……………………………………………….165 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xxi 
 

List of Abbreviations 
 

C2C  Consumer-to-consumer 

C2MC  Consumer-to-many-consumers 

CAQDAS Computer-aided qualitative data analysis software 

CBE  Consumer-brand engagement 

CBI  Consumer-brand identification 

CDI  Consumer-driven influence 

CFA  Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

EFA  Exploratory Factor Analysis 

EWOM  Electronic word-of-mouth 

MSI  Marketing Science Institute 

OBA   Online Brand Advocacy 

OOC  Online open community 

OBC  Online brand community 

PS  Prominence score 

ROI  Return on investment 

UGC  User generated content 

WOM  Word-of-mouth



22 
 

  

This page has been left blank intentionally. 

 



23 
 

Chapter 1: An Introduction 

Presented within this introductory Chapter is a background to this study, the problem 

statement, the aims and objectives. Its research questions, the significance and originality of 

this study are also discussed. The Chapter concludes by outlining the structure of the thesis.  

1.1 Background to this study 

“This is a world where customers are fully in control of their online experiences and 

where their motivations lead them to connect with other consumers while they create 

and consume online content, most of it user - rather than marketer – generated.” 

(Hoffman & Fodor 2010, p.42). 

1.1.1 The importance of online brand communication 

Today’s consumers are spending increasingly more time in online, rather than in face-to-face, 

communication. Industry reports suggest more than 4 billion people world-wide (more than 

half the world’s population) use the internet (Kemp 2018). As an example, the average internet 

user in China spends 27 hours a week online (Statista 2018). In 2016, global ecommerce sales 

reached more than $22 trillion, with the USA and China at 20.4 per cent and 20.2 per cent 

respectively, each accounting for about one fifth of the world’s ecommerce sales share (Liu 

2016).  

A new phenomenon in online communication is ‘conversational commerce’, which is driven 

by “smart companies that are finding new and innovative touch points with consumers that are 

contextual, relevant, highly personal, and conversational” (Messina 2015). Commerce is 

becoming not only more conversational but more seamlessly integrated into people’s lives.  

Consequently, the way people interact with and about brands is changing, as is evident in 

industry reports. For example, PricewaterhouseCooper’s Global 2016 Total Retail Survey 

found 67 per cent of shoppers’ online shopping behaviour was influenced by their reading or 



24 
 

writing social media reviews or comments (PricewaterhouseCoopers Global 2016). A recent 

KPMG Global Online Consumer Report (KPMG 2017) found 55 per cent of online consumers 

actively searched for reviews and recommendations online when researching products they 

bought online. Such reports suggest there is an increase in online activity across the board (in 

consumer participation, online shopping and ecommerce) and that consumers increasingly 

rely on consumer-driven, rather than marketer-driven, brand information (Urban 2005; Divol, 

Edelman & Sarrazin 2012). 

1.1.2 The changing communication landscape 

In today’s digital age, mobilized by their digital devices, consumers intertwine their online 

and offline activities through their use of the Internet; in particular, social media platforms and 

networking channels (Aksoy et al. 2013a). Being ‘wired’ by being connected online is now a 

part of everyday life. However, the social media environment is largely consumer, rather than 

marketer, controlled (Hoffman & Fodor 2010). Today’s consumers are also becoming 

increasingly sceptical about traditional, direct marketer-driven communication (Campbell & 

Kirmani 2008; Laran, Dalton & Adrade 2011; Obermiller & Spangenberg 1998) and are more 

receptive to information they source online from other consumers, as they consider this 

information to be more trustworthy (Bickart & Schindler 2001; Brown, Broderick & Lee 

2007). 

Online consumer-to-consumer (C2C) communications, often termed consumer-to-many 

consumers (C2MC) communications, has led to rich exchanges on online discussion forums 

such as those found in online communities that influence behaviour (Adjei, Noble & Noble 

2010; Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012). This has clear implications for 

marketers, as organisations compete for business in a commercial environment that is not only 

increasingly competitive, but takes place on a global stage that require brand managers to 

implement new online brand management and customer management strategies. However, to 

manage their brands effectively, organisations need to have a better understanding of the 
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reasons why consumers advocate for their brands online, the ways in which consumers talk 

about their brands (i.e. how they advocate for their brands online (OBA) to other consumers) 

and what such consumer-driven OBA means for brand outcomes such as brand loyalty and 

purchase intent, two constructs closely related to brand advocacy. Consequently, this research 

was undertaken to explore some brand-related antecedents to OBA and some consumer-

related outcomes resulting from OBA.   

1.1.3 A lack of knowledge about OBA 

In investigating brand-related antecedents to OBA, it was found that, despite the importance 

of online brand conversations, prior research had generally focused on brand advocacy at a 

general level and had treated OBA as fitting within general brand advocacy definitions 

suggested in prior offline research, rather than reflecting on its nature and scope in online 

contexts. Brand advocacy has generally been seen as favourable communication about a 

brand, the recommendation of a brand to others or the defence of a brand when it is attacked 

(Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007). At times, brand advocacy has been referred to as the 

extent to which people are willing to spend time and effort to actively recommend and support 

a brand (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010). It has also been labelled as customer promotion 

(Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012), freely given by 

customers who go out of their way to evangelise brands they have experienced to others 

(Fuggetta 2012).   

Clearly, such communication may take place offline or online. However, despite an increasing 

interest in brand advocacy occurring online (e.g. C. Leventhal, D. Hollebeek & Chen 2014; 

Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012) and the 

evident importance of online brand conversations (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman & 

Fodor 2010), OBA’s conceptualisation, dimensionality and measurement are unclear; creating 

confusion. Prior studies investigating brand advocacy online have used offline brand advocacy 

scales to measure OBA (e.g. Chou, Lin & Huang 2016; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). 
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However, some researchers have argued OBA is unique and differs from offline brand 

advocacy and have pushed for further investigation (Graham & Havlena 2007), while others 

have suggested there is a need to improve our understanding of how consumers advocate for 

brands online (Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; Urban 2005). This research responded to 

these suggestions by taking an exploratory view of OBA. Initially a qualitative, big data, 

online study was used to take some initial steps in exploring OBA.  This provided insights 

into its characteristics and its scope by examining online OBA posts from discussions found 

in online brand communities and online open communities. This led to a definition for the 

OBA construct and the development of a scale, which was examined further in online settings, 

as described in subsequent paragraphs. 

1.1.4 The purpose of this study 

This study builds on recent insights into online brand advocates’ behaviour by Parrott, 

Danbury and Kanthavanich (2015) and answers a call by Graham and Havlena (2007, p. 432) 

to develop a “stable and accurate measure of online brand advocacy (that was) a better match 

to our offline variable”. Given the lack of a clear definition, conceptualisation and measure 

of OBA, this research took an exploratory view to conceptualising OBA by identifying its key 

constituents and brand-related antecedents. The challenge to defining OBA seemed to be in 

developing a scale and validating it in an online environment.  

1.1.5 The importance of this research 

This research also answered a call by the Marketing Science Institute (MSI) to better 

understand consumers in our digital age and to provide insights into analysing ‘unstructured 

data’ in data-rich online environments (Marketing Science Institute 2014). The study also 

answered the MSI’s call for an investigation of analytical methods that might be used to gain 

greater insights from ‘unstructured data’ in data-rich online environments so as to 

understand technologically-savvy customers (Marketing Science Institute 2014, p. 4-5). 

Insights into ‘big’ data analysis were obtained by using the netnography procedure and two 
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computer assisted qualitative data analysis software, namely, the QSR NVivo (researcher-

driven) and Leximancer (program-driven) programs. Further, this research demonstrated that 

researchers wishing to explore a new construct and ultimately to design a measuring 

instrument, should follow a similar approach to the one described within this research, 

namely one which had evolved the Churchill (1979) scale development method to include 

netnography. Such an elaborate mixed-methods approach is particularly valuable for 

studying digital communications.  

This research is important to researchers and marketing practitioners as it opens a new area 

for academic exploration and raises awareness of OBA’s importance to brand and marketing 

practitioners. Academic researchers will also be able to better investigate relationships 

between the variables examined, as a new specific scale was developed during the study. 

Future research might, therefore, examine the consequences OBA has on its givers (online 

brand advocates) and receivers (potential consumers) and look into the impact of incentivised 

OBA and non-incentivised OBA. This study also led to practical recommendations that can 

be used to guide marketing practitioners and strategists. The findings should enable 

practitioners to develop holistic brand management and marketing strategies that account for 

the peculiarities of consumer-driven brand-related online communication and behaviour. This 

study was designed to provide marketing practitioners with a better understanding of brand 

advocacy that occurs online; specifying clear markers or trademarks of OBA that should 

enable marketers and brand owners to assess their brand’s health online and to track and 

manage online brand performance.  

1.2 The problem statement  

With the rise in online consumer-driven brand communication, often seen in online discussion 

forums, and its documented impact on the increasing online shopping activity of today’s 

consumers (e.g. Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman & Fodor 2010), this research sought to 

see whether a consumer’s identification with a brand (consumer-brand identification (CBI)), 
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alongside other brand-related constructs (such as brand prestige, brand warmth, memorable 

brand experiences and the like), resulted in consumers advocating for brands online, which 

was termed online brand advocacy (OBA). In other words, this research sought to see whether 

the same brand-related drivers found to be relevant in prior offline brand advocacy research 

drove OBA. Such information should assist brand managers in understanding consumer 

behaviour and equip them to better manage their brands in online settings (Parrott, Danbury 

& Kanthavanich 2015; Graham & Havlena 2007), where brands rely on co-creating their 

identities by engaging with their consumers (Füller et al. 2009; Firat & Venkatesh 1995; 

Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004).  

This research also investigated the usefulness of Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) CBI model 

(Appendix 1) in explaining why consumers engage in OBA. Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012)  

suggested CBI is driven by a set of brand-related drivers (including brand-self similarity, 

brand distinctiveness, brand prestige, brand social benefits, brand warmth, and memorable 

brand experiences) and that CBI is positively related to and leads to brand advocacy intentions 

and brand loyalty. Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) had (in most part) examined their CBI model 

in an offline context, whereas this research examined the CBI model in an online setting, 

adding to our understanding of brand advocacy. 

However, after examining prior brand advocacy research, it became apparent that there were 

many general brand advocacy definitions and that brand advocacy occurring online was often 

referred to in various ways, creating confusion. Examples of OBA definitions can be seen in 

Appendix 2 and included eWOM (e.g. Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007; Marsden, Samson & 

Upton 2005; Kozinets 2010; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004); user generated brand content (e.g. 

Berthon, Pitt & Campbell 2008; Burmann 2010; Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012); social 

media brand advocacy (e.g. Keylock & Faulds 2012; Goodman, Booth & Matic 2011; Smith 

2009); online brand recommendations (e.g. Cheong & Morrison 2008; Fuggetta 2012; 

Fagerstrøm & Ghinea 2011) and consumer-brand engagement (e.g. Angela Hausman, 

Kabadayi & Price 2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014). It was apparent 
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that, despite the importance of online conversations and the impact these had on people’s 

purchase behaviour (Hoffman & Fodor 2010; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010), prior research had 

not developed a clear, widely accepted definition or conceptualisation of OBA (Parrott, 

Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Graham & Havlena 2007; Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; 

Urban 2005).  

Thus, the overarching problem this research addressed was to explore brand advocacy 

occurring online (i.e. OBA), to identify how brand advocacy in an online communication 

environment. Some of the questions, this research sought to answer included: 

 Is OBA different to brand advocacy occurring offline?  

 If it is different, how does it differ to offline brand advocacy? 

 What are the constituents of OBA? 

 How does it differ from other constructs with which it is often confused, such as 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) and customer-brand engagement (CBE)?  

These questions have not been specifically addressed in the academic or in professional 

literature to date. However, the increase in C2MC communications, especially in online 

consumer communication platforms (e.g. online forums) has meant there is a pressing need to 

understand these issues and this study was designed to find answers to these questions. 

However, without a clear conceptualisation of OBA, this research would not have been able 

to answer the initial problem it sought to address, which was to better understand consumers’ 

reasons for giving brand advocacy online and the consequences of such OBA. Thus the OBA 

constructs itself was investigated first. 
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1.3 Aims and Objectives 

As already noted, the initial aim of this research was to explore OBA in its online context to 

see whether existing offline brand advocacy definitions and measures were appropriate when 

measuring OBA. In order to do this, OBA was examined in a number of online consumer 

posts, all of which were public online posts read by consumers within online communities’ 

discussion forums. This analysis was undertaken to see whether OBA is unique and if it should 

be differentiated from prior offline brand advocacy measures. Thus, this exploratory, 

qualitative phase was used to define and conceptualise OBA and its objectives were to:  

1. Identify the characteristics of OBA. 

2. See whether and how OBA differs from offline brand advocacy. 

3. See whether there were any indicators or traces of anticipated brand-related drivers of 

OBA in the OBA posts. 

This exploration of OBA, which is discussed in detail in Chapter Four, suggested that, 

although OBA shared many characteristics of offline brand advocacy, it also had some unique 

characteristics that were distinct from those defining brand advocacy offline. Further, there 

were traces of some of the brand-related constructs found in Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) 

CBI model within the OBA posts, suggesting the model’s CBI drivers might also be key OBA 

antecedents.  

Secondly, guided by the qualitative findings obtained from the exploratory stage of this study, 

a range of quantitative techniques were used to develop and validate a suitable and 

parsimonious OBA scale. The objectives of this stage were to:  

4. Develop an OBA scale based on the identified OBA characteristics.  

5. Validate the scale using an online sample of consumers. 
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This stage of the research led to a clear conceptualisation of OBA that led to a suggested OBA 

scale. Consequently, in the third stage of the research project, the impact CBI and the other 

brand-related constructs (such as brand prestige, memorable brand experiences, brand 

warmth, brand-self similarity, brand distinctiveness, and brand social benefits) found in 

Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model had on OBA and OBA’s impact on some consumer 

outcomes (brand loyalty and purchase intent) were examined. 

1.4 Research questions 

Based on these aims and objectives, the present study was designed to answer the following 

research questions:  

1. Does OBA differ from offline brand advocacy? If so, what differentiates it from offline 

brand advocacy?  

 This question will be answered in Chapter Two: Literature Review and Chapter 

Five: Qualitative Study Findings. 

2. What characteristics/variables of online C2C communication define OBA? What is 

OBA’s definition? 

 This question will be answered in Chapter Five: Qualitative Study Findings and 

Chapter Eight: Discussion. 

3. How can OBA be measured? 

 This question will be answered in Chapter Six: OBA Scale development and 

validation. 

4. Is the CBI model proposed by Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) useful for predicting OBA?  

In particular: 

 Are the brand-related drivers of CBI suggested by Stokburger-Sauer et 

al. (2012) valid in an online setting? 

 Is CBI a mediator of the relationships between its brand-related 

antecedents and OBA; 
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 This question will be answered in Chapter Seven: Quantitative Study Findings. 

5. Does OBA lead to pro-brand outcomes such as brand loyalty and intent to purchase? 

 This question will be answered in Chapter Seven: Quantitative Study Findings. 

1.4 The study’s significance 

Prior research suggests brand advocacy leads to financial and brand success (Marsden, 

Samson & Upton 2005; Keiningham et al. 2008; Rusticus 2006; Keller 2007). OBA is an 

increasingly important part of such advocacy and, given the increasing importance of online 

consumer interactions (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012; Kanthavanich, 

Danbury & Parrott 2012), it seems OBA is likely to contribute to an organisation’s success.  

Recent work into the “digital self” by researchers such as Belk (2014; Belk 2013) and Kuenzel 

and Halliday (2008) invited further investigation in this area. Further, recent media reports 

have highlighted that, in today’s digital world, “you are what you ‘Like’” (i.e. our identities 

are reflected in the brands for which we advocate in online settings) (The ABC Four Corners 

Program 2014). Such reports give rise to the following questions:  

 What drives consumers to advocate for brands online? 

 What does OBA look like?  

 What does OBA lead to? 

The significance of OBA is evident in its impact on consumers’ purchase behaviour (Adjei, 

Noble & Noble 2010; Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012). Indeed, Adjei et 

al. (2010, p. 634) found “positive information shared by (online) community members has a 

stronger moderating influence on purchase behaviour than negative information”. Further, 

Owyang and Lovett (2012, p.17) recommended managers should “feed (their) most impactful 

(advocacy) programs and fuel (their) active advocates,” because by developing an advocacy 

program (at very little cost) organisations can build genuine enthusiasts who support their 
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brand and, subsequently, their growth. Despite its noted importance, prior research has not 

developed a clear, widely accepted definition or conceptualisation of OBA; creating confusion 

and resulting in researchers calling for a more accurate measure of OBA to be developed 

(Graham & Havlena 2007) and validated, which led to the present study being undertaken.  

1.5 Originality  

Prior research has focused on brand advocacy at a general level and has treated OBA as a 

subset, rather than reflecting further on its nature and scope. As will be illustrated in the 

Literature Review Chapter (Chapter Two), the lack of an accepted definition of OBA has 

created an important research opportunity.   

Despite an increasing interest in OBA (C. Leventhal et al. 2014; Parrott, Danbury & 

Kanthavanich 2015; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012), its conceptualization, 

dimensionality and measurement are unclear. Some researchers have argued OBA is unique 

and differs from offline brand advocacy and have pushed for further investigation (Graham & 

Havlena 2007), while others have suggested there is a need to improve our understanding of 

how consumers advocate for brands online (Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; Urban 2005). 

This research responded to these suggestions by firstly, taking an exploratory view of OBA; 

secondly identifying its unique aspects so as to develop a scale reflective of OBA’s true nature 

and validating that scale in an online setting and, thirdly, examining an OBA model to better 

understand OBA’s brand-related drivers and consequences. 

This research also suggested opportunities for future research that might increase our 

understanding of the full extent of overall brand advocacy and, more specifically, OBA. 

Moreover, this study highlighted the importance of some brand-related constructs and the role 

they play as drivers of OBA, while also shedding light on the relationships between OBA, 

brand loyalty and purchase intent. The study extended recent general brand advocacy research, 

by looking at OBA in online brand- communities and open-communities, which have been 

shown to be increasingly influential online consumer communication platforms (Muniz Jr & 
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O’Guinn 2001; McAlexander, Schouten & Koenig 2002). Further, to date, no research has 

investigated whether Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model is valid in online settings and this 

study was designed to do that.  

1.6 Structure of the study and of the thesis 

1.6.1 The structure of the research 

This research followed an inductive, grounded theory approach when it explored  OBA in a 

qualitative, online study (Study 1). A deductive approach was also used to develop the OBA 

scale and to estimate the OBA model (Study 2 and Study 3) (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 

2006). Interpretivist and positivist paradigms were used at various stages of this research. 

During the initial, inductive, grounded theory stage, which used qualitative online data to 

explore OBA, the research was guided by the interpretivist paradigm (e.g. Goulding 1998; 

Belk 1995; Holbrook and Hirschman 1993). This allowed the research to focus on individual 

OBA posts and account for the complexity of the online communication. Additionally, the 

positivist paradigm was used in the quantitative studies that followed, as the focus here was 

on the “strictly formalised procedures for establishing and testing hypotheses” (Goulding, 

1998, p. 861).  

The study began with a synthesis of an elaborate set of academic literature (Chapter Two), 

which suggested much confusion existed around OBA. However, as OBA is given in a 

different communication setting to offline brand advocacy. This might be important, as brand 

aspects are co-created instantaneously online, where, through the use of social media and 

UGC, the customer has real power. The literature review found OBA was often confused with 

other constructs (e.g. eWOM, CBE and online recommendations) and measured through 

makeshift scales, often taken from existing WOM measures. These revelations led this study 

to initially explore OBA so as to truly understand its nature. Thus, the literature review helped 

answer Research Question 1 (Does OBA differ from offline brand advocacy?). To answer the 

second part of Research Question 1 (What differentiates OBA from offline brand advocacy?), 
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this research undertook a big data, online study of OBA posts found on online discussion 

forums, which is described in detail in Chapter Four. 

Chapter Three provides an overview of Social Identity Theory and Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s 

(2012) model and their importance to our understanding of OBA is discussed. Subsequently, 

a conceptual model (termed OBA Model 1) was constructed and discussed. 

As noted earlier, the initial theoretical exploration of OBA was followed by a qualitative, big 

data inquiry based on the exploration of a large number of online posts. This qualitative study, 

which is outlined in Chapter Four, used Kozinets’ (2010; Kozinets 2002) netnography 

procedure and two computer assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) programs 

(i.e. QSR NVivo and Leximancer) to undertake a comprehensive analysis of OBA evident in 

online posts in online forums. These findings are presented in Chapter Five, and suggest OBA 

has some unique aspects. This phase of the study provided further insights into answering 

Research Question 1 (Does OBA differ from offline brand advocacy? What differentiates OBA 

from offline brand advocacy?) and Research Question 2 (What characteristics/variables of 

online C2C communication define OBA?). 

Building on the findings from the qualitative phase, an OBA scale development process was 

undertaken, as is outlined in Chapter Six. This process, which included some quantitative 

online studies and academic judges’ input, led to an initial set of 96 items which was 

significantly reduced to an 18-item OBA scale. This parsimonious OBA scale was then used 

to test the suggested OBA Model, as outlined in Chapter Seven.  

Methods summary 

This research project used a mixed-methods approach, with a number of qualitative and 

quantitative studies undertaken. To explore OBA, a qualitative, exploratory online study was 

performed by following the netnography procedure. To analyse the big data collected, QSR 

NVivo and Leximancer programs were used. Subsequently, a scale development procedure 
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was followed based on a number of quantitative studies which used the SPSS, AMOS, 

WARPPLS programs to develop a parsimonious OBA scale. Consequently, an online 

quantitative study was done to test the OBA model and the SPSS and WARPPLS programs 

were used for the analysis. 

1.6.2 The structure of the thesis 

This introductory Chapter presented an overview of the research and is followed by a literature 

review (Chapter Two) to provide an understanding of the key constructs that seem to be related 

to OBA (i.e. general brand advocacy, electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) and consumer-brand 

engagement (CBE). Chapter Three extends the literature review by discussing Social Identity 

Theory and the consumer-brand identification (CBI) model developed by Stokburger-Sauer et 

al. (2012) that underpins this research. The review is followed by a discussion of the big data, 

online qualitative study (Chapter Four) and its key findings (Chapter Five). These chapters are 

supplemented by two manuscripts that resulted from this research and which have been 

recently accepted for publication. 1 Chapter Six outlines the OBA scale development process 

and is supplemented by a paper which is currently under review and is also provided in 

Appendix 5. In Chapter Seven, the results from a quantitative study investigating OBA’s 

antecedents and consequences are presented. Some general discussion is provided in Chapter 

Eight that sum up the qualitative and the quantitative studies’ key findings, while Chapter 

Nine provides a conclusion and some final comments on the research project, including some 

limitations, suggestions for future research and implications for marketing and brand 

managers and practitioners. 

1.7 Concluding remarks 

This Chapter outlined the research problem, discussed the study’s aims and objectives and 

outlined the research questions, the significance and originality of the study and presented an 

                                                           
1 These papers are provided in Appendices 3 and 4. 
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overview of the structure of the thesis. The following Chapter presents an overview of the 

literature which informed the study.  
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Chapter 2: A Literature Review: Understanding OBA’s Origins 

This Chapter presents an overview of the prior research that informed this study. The sections 

that follow aim to untangle the past studies on offline brand advocacy and the limited prior 

research into brand advocacy online.  Some examples of online brand advocacy are provided 

and related constructs, including electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) and consumer-brand 

engagement (CBE), are discussed. The Chapter precedes further discussion in Chapter Three, 

which discusses some relevant theories and Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model, which is 

at the core of this research project.  

2.1 Introduction 

Social media has impacted on consumer-to-many-consumers (C2MC) communication, 

providing consumers with the power to freely express themselves online and, ultimately, to 

co-create brands by engaging in user-generated content (UGC), specifically brand advocacy, 

online (Almeida et al. 2013; Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman 

& Fodor 2010). Brand advocacy has generally been seen as the active promotion, support for, 

or defence of a brand by a consumer to other consumers (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Keller 

2007; Park & MacInnis 2006).  

Facilitated by online communication platforms and channels, it is in the process of online 

socializing and networking, specifically through online C2MC communication and co-

creation via UGC (Berthon, Pitt & Campbell 2008; Muñiz & Schau 2007; Cheong & Morrison 

2008), that consumers give rise to brand advocacy. Thus, when brand advocacy occurs online, 

it might be termed online brand advocacy (OBA). Appendix 2 provides an overview of brand 

advocacy definitions and measures that were found in the course of the review.  
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The online environment that leads to the online C2MC communication that instigates OBA, 

is unique and differs in many aspects to such communication that occurs offline. Online 

communication has an instantaneous, global and permanent reach, extending the influence 

beyond one-to-one communication into one-to-many communication. Researchers and 

marketing professionals agree UGC across various social media platforms, in particular within 

online communities, is often brand-related, and can sway consumers’ brand preferences, thus 

influencing consumers’ behaviour (Kim et al. 2008; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 2001). As a result, 

there had been an increasing interest in OBA. Despite this, OBA’s conceptualization, 

dimensionality and measurement remain unclear (C. Leventhal et al. 2014; Parrott, Danbury 

& Kanthavanich 2015; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012; Keylock & Faulds 2012). Some 

researchers have argued OBA is unique and differs from offline brand advocacy and have 

pushed for further investigation (Graham & Havlena 2007), while others have suggested there 

is a need to improve our understanding of how consumers advocate for brands online (Divol, 

Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; Urban 2005). This literature is also be presented as part of this 

Chapter. 

The importance of theories, such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour , the Big-Five 

Personality Traits framework (Picazo-Vela, Chou, Melcher & Pearson, 2010; Chang, Hsieh 

& Lin 2013), and Uses and Gratifications Theory (Dholakia, Bagozzi & Pearo 2004; Madupu 

& Cooley 2010; Lampe et al. 2010), as predictors of participation in receiving and sending 

information in an online context, is noted. For example, studies such as Picazo-Vela, Chou, 

Melcher & Pearson (2010) have demonstrated that personality traits (such as neuroticism, and 

conscientiousness) are predictors of intent to give an online review. Further, the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour has been a popular conceptual framework to study human action (Ajzen, 

2001). Again, Picazo-Vela, Chou, Melcher & Pearson (2010) found Theory of Planned 

Behaviour components (attitude and perceived pressure) were significant predictors of 

intention to give an online review. The Uses and Gratifications Theory, which assists in 

understanding what motivates people to consume media, based on their expectations of what 
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they will receive by doing so, has received some recent attention in online contexts (e.g. 

Lampe et al., 2010; Madupu & Cooley 2010). However, these theories fall outside the scope 

of this research, as this study was designed to understand consumer-brand relationships and 

how these affect the giving of OBA. While these previously mentioned theories might explain 

the degree to which online community members participate in online advocacy, this research 

followed Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen (2012) study and focussed on brand-related 

constructs as drivers of OBA.  

By examining prior research into brand advocacy alongside research into how OBA has been 

treated (defined and measured) in previous studies and why it is important to investigate OBA; 

this literature review provides a foundation for answering Research Question 1 (Does OBA 

differ from offline brand advocacy?). 

2.2 General Brand Advocacy: understanding OBA’s roots 

2.2.1 The definition of brand advocacy 

Brand advocacy is generally seen as favourable communication about a brand, the 

recommendation of a brand to others or the defence of a brand when it is attacked (Park & 

MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007). As noted earlier, brand advocacy has also been referred to as 

the extent to which people are willing to spend time and effort to actively recommend and 

support a brand (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010). It has also been labelled as customer promotion 

(Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012). Some researchers 

have suggest brand advocacy is comparable to positive word of mouth or recommendations 

by highly involved or connected consumers (Jones & Taylor 2007; Wragg 2004; Rusticus 

2006; East, Hammond & Lomax 2008). Jillapalli and Wilcox (2010, p. 329) noted that, 

although marketers operationalise consumer brand advocacy as analogous to positive word of 

mouth, brand advocacy can also be seen as an active engagement that involves expending 

considerable effort in promoting the brand (Keller 2001). 
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Further, recent research has suggested brand advocacy is part of relational behaviour 

(Melancon, Noble & Noble 2011), which some refer to as customer ‘extra-role behaviour’ or 

‘elective behaviour’ (Park et al. 2010; Ahearne, Bhattacharya & Gruen 2005). Brand advocacy 

is also said to involve discretionary activities in which customers choose to engage (Bolton & 

Saxena-Iyer 2009; Van Doorn et al. 2010). In some studies, brand advocacy has been classified 

into social advocacy (e.g. consumer-to-consumer communication) and physical advocacy (e.g. 

owning and using the brand) (Noble, Noble & Adjei 2012; Mael & Ashforth 1992; 

Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012).  

Brand advocacy seems to be given by a consumer in a way that suggests that consumer 

endorses a particular brand, be it product or service, to other customers. Some researchers 

have investigated brand advocacy by differentiating it as active and explicit recommendation, 

and determining the strength of communication (Sweeney, Soutar & Mazzarol 2012; 

Mazzarol, Sweeney & Soutar 2007; Keller 2007; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 2001; East, Hammond 

& Lomax 2008). General brand advocacy is viewed as being freely given by satisfied 

customers, who go out of their way to evangelize a brand they have experienced to others 

(Fuggetta 2012). As wide-ranging as these brand advocacy definitions are, so too are the ways 

in which it has been measured, which are summarized in Appendix 2. 

2.2.2 The recent evolution of brand advocacy 

The marketing paradigm has been shifting from traditional push-based marketing to 

relationship marketing (Vivek, Beatty & Morgan 2012) and to trust-based advocacy marketing 

(Yamaoka 2004; Lorenzon & Pilotti 2008), suggesting brand advocacy can be a key to 

breaking through the clutter of marketing messages (Matzler, Pichler & Hemetsberger 2007). 

In an increasingly competitive environment, businesses have to strive to win customers by 

stimulating, amplifying and harnessing the customer-driven brand advocacy resulting from 

people’s positive experiences with their brands. They need to do this in order to drive and 

sustain brand growth and financial success, in particular today when competition is more 
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significant and customers are less brand loyal and prone to brand switching (Marsden, Samson 

& Upton 2005; Badrinarayanan & Laverie 2011; Reichheld 2006; Rusticus 2006; Keiningham 

et al. 2008).  

Today’s consumers are active and want to control the buying process, preferring to learn about 

brands so as to make informed decisions prior to purchase (Urban 2005) and this often occurs 

through word-of-mouth (WOM) (East, Hammond & Lomax 2008). Prior research has 

highlighted the importance of brand advocates in offline environments (Marsden, Samson & 

Upton 2005), suggesting companies seeking growth may be overlooking their most powerful 

growth-generating asset (i.e. their vocal advocates who are their clients). Labelling it as 

“word-of-mouth advocacy”, Marsden et al. (2005, p. 47) linked brand advocacy to company 

growth, as they found “the more brand advocates you have, the higher your growth”. The link 

between brand advocacy and positive effects for the brand, is one that presents great 

opportunities for companies seeking to improve their brand positioning, increase their brand 

equity and, ultimately, their sales and growth.  

2.2.3 Word-of-mouth marketing 

Many companies have recognised it is their customers who provide an authentic voice for their 

brands in today’s globally competitive and digitally-disrupted operating environment and such 

customers are referred to as brand advocates. Wragg (2004) defined brand advocates as 

consumers who are highly involved with a brand and who offer positive WOM. He noted 

brand advocates are ‘active’, have emotional bonds with a brand and ‘live’ the brand through 

high involvement and WOM. Adding to this definition, Rusticus (2006, p. 48) suggested brand 

advocates are “regular clients...who like your brand so much, they recommend it to others” 

and he differentiated brand advocates from opinion leaders “because they (brand advocates) 

derive their influence not from the fact that they frequently offer or are consulted for category-

related advice (as are opinion leaders) but because as highly satisfied adopters, they are 
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enthusiastic endorsers of your brand”. Thus, the influence brand advocates have in the 

marketplace should not be underestimated. 

Previous research has suggested marketers and brand managers might be able to harness the 

power of WOM to create brand advocacy (Keller 2007). It has been shown that favourable 

communication about a brand by its consumers can, for example, accelerate new product 

acceptance and adoption (Keller 1993). Consumer-driven ‘WOM advocacy’ can be the most 

influential source of information for the purchase of some products because it is perceived as 

originating from a less biased source (i.e. from consumers of the brand) (Kim, Han & Park 

2001). It has also been suggested that prospective customers use brand-related WOM to obtain 

information, to reduce the amount of information to be processed and to lessen anxiety when 

faced with a purchase decision (Hung & Li 2007).  

Indeed, general brand advocacy and positive WOM seem to be intertwined at times and are 

often used interchangeably (Keller 2007; Marsden, Samson & Upton 2005). However, they 

do not always mean the same thing. For example, a person speaking favourably about a brand 

does not necessarily need to have had an experience with that particular brand to spread brand-

related positive WOM, as such WOM can result from a person simply hearing a positive 

opinion of a brand (i.e. information based).  Litvin, Goldsmith and Pan (2008, p. 3) defined 

WOM as “the communication between consumers about a product, service, or a company in 

which the sources are considered independent of commercial influence”. This definition 

clearly differentiates WOM from brand advocacy, as WOM does not necessarily involve 

brand defence, brand endorsement, active recommendation or talking up and supporting a 

brand, all of which have been suggested as characteristics of general brand advocacy (e.g. 

Park and MacInnis 2006, Keller 2007, Jillipalli & Wilcox). It appears brand advocacy is given 

by a customer who: 

 Has had an opportunity to peruse and interact with a brand and to own or use a brand 

(i.e. brand advocacy is information and experience based). 
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 Takes on a role of not just as a brand endorser but also speaks on behalf of the brand. 

  Is pro-active and stands up for the brand (i.e. defends the brand). 

Thus, it seems that brand advocacy is more elaborate than positive WOM. The disparity of 

brand advocacy definitions and the scales used in its measurement illustrate the breadth of the 

brand advocacy construct and what it means to those wishing to measure it. Appendix 2 shows 

some of the brand advocacy measurement scales used in prior research and it is evident from 

the Table that most of these previously used scales are WOM-type measures. 

2.2.4 Brand advocacy and its relationship with other constructs 

It has been suggested that when a consumer becomes connected to a brand such connections 

can lead to advocacy for the brand (Anderson 1998). Further, prior research has found brand 

advocacy is associated with brand loyalty (Fuggetta 2012; Jang et al. 2008; McAlexander, 

Kim & Roberts 2003; Munnukka, Uusitalo & Jokinen 2014; Worthington, Russell-Bennett & 

Härtel 2010). Brand loyalty has been shown to be more than just repurchase behaviour, as 

loyal consumers have a significant psychological attachment to the brand (Fournier 1998). 

Loyal customers are considered to be the brand’s best advocates, as they spread positive WOM 

and are more resistant to competitive strategies (Dick & Basu 1994). Keylock and Faulds 

(2012, p.162) found that by “identifying those (customers) active and influential in social 

media, brands can encourage greater levels of advocacy and generate a substantial and long-

sustaining lift in sales”. Consequently, the nature of the online communication landscape, 

which facilitates online involvement (such as active participation, knowledge contribution 

behaviour, and co-creation) (Kim et al. 2008; Chou, Lin & Huang 2016), also facilitates OBA.  

Brand advocacy has also been shown to be positively related to brand love (Albert & Merunka 

2013; C. Leventhal, D. Hollebeek & Chen 2014; Carroll & Ahuvia 2006; Roy, Eshghi & 

Sarkar 2012), brand attachment (Park, MacInnis & Priester 2006; Park et al. 2010; Zhang et 

al. 2013) and brand commitment (Kim et al. 2008; Burmann & Zeplin 2005; Zhang et al. 2013) 

and these relationships seem to be underpinned by consumer-brand identification (CBI) (Kim, 
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Han & Park 2001; Ahearne, Bhattacharya & Gruen 2005; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Kuenzel 

& Halliday 2008; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012; Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2011). 

However, the link from CBI to OBA is yet to be established.  

2.2.5 The changing communication landscape 

A short note needs to be made at this point in the Chapter about the changing communication 

landscape and how it is affecting the way in which brand advocacy is given. The concepts of 

brand co-creation and user-generated content (UGC) will be explained further in Section 2.4. 

In today’s digital world, highly involved customers use their networking, socializing and 

information exchange opportunities and capabilities on virtual, online platforms, such as 

networking sites, online communities, blogging sites and online shopping sites (Brown, 

Broderick & Lee 2007; Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012), to actively endorse the brands they 

love offline or online (Wragg 2004). Despite a recognition that brand advocacy may occur 

online and offline, no clear distinction has been made between the two constructs (i.e. offline 

and online brand advocacy), to account for the uniqueness of the online communication 

environment, as has been done with WOM (offline) and electronic WOM (eWOM) (Hennig-

Thurau et al. 2004; Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008; Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007; Cheung & 

Thadani 2012; Goldsmith 2006). The shift to co-creating brands through online consumer 

networks and the rise of active consumers (Lawer & Knox 2006), accelerated by new C2MC 

communications platforms and channels (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010), have resulted in 

consumers driving brand advocacy in online settings (Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). 

This trend has forced organisations to implement new brand management strategies. However, 

as noted earlier, to do this effectively, organisations need a better understanding of online 

brand advocacy (OBA) (Graham & Havlena 2007; Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; Urban 

2005).  
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2.3 An overview of Online Brand Advocacy (OBA)  

2.3.1 The shift to consumer-driven online brand communication 

Online C2MC communication, spearheaded by a multitude of social media platforms and 

smart digital devices, has revolutionised the way in which consumers connect with one 

another. It is this online communication that often reveals otherwise unobtainable insights into 

consumer behaviour; in particular, insights into consumers’ attitudes and behaviours towards 

brands (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman & Fodor 2010), including giving brand 

advocacy online. Consumer connectedness is often driven by networking, socialising and 

information exchange opportunities and capabilities on virtual, online platforms (Brown, 

Broderick & Lee 2007; Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012). The opportunity to be anonymous, 

allows consumers to express their brand attitudes, opinions and experiences freely, honestly 

and to a global audience (Langer & Beckman 2005). Chu and Kim (2011) urged further 

investigation of online opinion-passing, which they suggested is more likely to occur in an 

online social context, especially as the unique characteristics of online communication and 

networking platforms can facilitate multidirectional communication, in which consumers can 

‘spread the word’ on a global scale (Dellarocas, Zhang & Awad 2007; Norman & Russell 

2006). The sentiment of “I don’t know you but I trust you” (Brown & Tuten 2009), seems to 

underpin today’s digitalised communication exchanges in which online communications 

between consumers play a key role in influencing people’s purchase decisions. 

Given the escalating importance of C2MC online communication and its impact on 

consumers’ purchase behaviour and attitudes towards brands (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; 

Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012), it is surprising research investigating the 

ways in which consumers advocate for brands in online platforms is limited and that OBA has 

not as yet been defined. However, recent studies have highlighted the need for further 

exploration in this area (Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015), and some have recognised 

and called for an accurate measure of online brand advocacy (Graham & Havlena 2007).  
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Some researchers attempting to investigate brand advocacy in online settings, have used 

improvised scales to measure the construct. For example, Wallace et al. (2012) suggested 

OBA consisted of social network advocacy and brand acceptance and used items from 

previously developed WOM measures, by wording items to specifically refer to Facebook, as 

can be seen in Appendix 2. Others, such as Keylock and Faulds (2012) and Graham and 

Havlena (2007), used offline brand advocacy measures to assess advocacy online, with a focus 

on brand recommendation to peers or other consumers. Clearly much work is needed if we are 

to better understand OBA. 

2.3.2 Examples of OBA 

OBA is becoming of increasing interest and prior researchers have used various terminology 

to assess what is, fundamentally, consumers advocating for brands online. There  are many 

constructs with which OBA has been used interchangeably, including electronic word-of-

mouth (eWOM) (Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007; Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008; Marsden, 

Samson & Upton 2005), ‘Liking’ or ‘Following’ a brand online (Wallace, Buil & De 

Chernatony 2012; Lipsman et al. 2012; Bulearca & Bulearca 2010; Hill, Benton & den Bulte 

2013), online recommendations (Cheong & Morrison 2008; Fuggetta 2012; Fagerstrøm & 

Ghinea 2011), online product reviews (Karakaya & Barnes 2010; Mangold & Smith 2012; 

Sher & Lee 2009), consumer-brand engagement (Chu & Kim 2011; Hollebeek 2011; Brodie 

et al. 2013), and positive online statements by opinion leaders and influencers (Booth & Matic 

2011).  

OBA has also been seen as WOM arising from Facebook ‘Likes’ and online recommendation 

to “friends” (Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012), customer brand engagement on Facebook 

(Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014) or ‘following’ a brand on Twitter (Bulearca & Bulearca 

2010). It seems to be evident when consumers use YouTube to post new product information 

(Ferguson 2008), discuss brands on their blogs (Chu & Kamal 2008) or in online reviews 

(Karakaya & Barnes 2010). OBA can be found in C2MC communication on online platforms, 
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such as social networking sites (SNSs) (e.g. Facebook or Twitter), online opinion platforms 

(e.g. tripadvisor.com) and discussion forums in online communities (e.g. epicski.com). It is 

often described in viral or connected marketing contexts (Dobele, Toleman & Beverland 2005; 

Kirby & Marsden 2006; Kirby 2012; Pitta & Taken Smith 2012) and talked about as C2C 

communication (Libai et al. 2010; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010). Table 2.1 provides examples 

of OBA found in prior research. Given the many references to ‘eWOM advocacy’, it is 

understandable that many researchers decided to measure brand advocacy online using WOM 

measures (e.g. Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). 

As an example, Wallace et al. (2012) examined what they termed ‘social network advocacy’, 

illustrating the relationship between self-expressive brands ‘Liked’ on Facebook and 

consumers’ brand advocacy in online and offline settings. However, they did not identify the 

difference between offline and online brand advocacy. Further, some researchers have 

cautioned that fans and followers of a brand's Facebook page or a Twitter account, are not 

necessarily the best customers to advocate for a brand online, as they may not necessarily have 

a strong connection to that brand and they are often enticed to do so by free products or special 

discounts (Keylock & Faulds 2012). While others define such online behaviour (i.e. liking a 

brand on Facebook) as consumers’ “online brand endorsements”, seen as consumers’ 

intentional, public, and positive online affiliations with brands (Bernritter, Verlegh & Smit 

2016), which do not necessarily meet general brand definitions. This means there is a 

difference between self-selected consumer-driven brand advocacy and that which is 

commissioned by brands (e.g. enticed online activity such as vouchers and discounts for social 

media ‘Likes’). The difference arises in the motivations driving such behaviour which 

ultimately indicates the authenticity of the content and the quality of the relationship between 

the consumer and the advocated for brand (e.g. Fournier, 1998). Self-selected, consumer-

driven brand advocacy would arguably be an indicator of a genuine and positive consumer-

brand relationship. Such relationship could only arise from a lived, positive and satisfactory 

interaction and/or experience a consumer has had with a brand. Whereas, advocacy which is 
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commissioned by brands (such as ‘Likes’ for discounts), would be indicative of a superficial, 

perhaps even, non-existing or artificially-created, consumer-brand relationship. 

Table 2.1: OBA representations in academic literature 

OBA examples Source 

User Generated (brand) Content 
(UGC) 

(Cheong & Morrison 2008; Kaplan & Haenlein 2010; Smith, Fischer & 
Yongjian 2012; Berthon, Pitt & Campbell 2008; Burmann 2010; Muñiz & 
Schau 2007; Boyland et al. 2013; Goh, Heng & Lin 2013) 

Social network (brand) 
advocacy 

(Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014; Wallace, Buil & De 
Chernatony 2012; Waterhouse & Lake 2011; Harris & Rae 2009; 
Algesheimer, Dholakia & Herrmann 2005) 

Social media (brand) advocacy (Hoffman & Fodor 2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012; Goodman, Booth & 
Matic 2011; Hutter et al. 2013; Heller Baird & Parasnis 2011; 
Rauschnabel, Praxmarer & Ivens 2012) 

Facebook: brand engagement  (Coulter & Roggeveen 2012; Cvijikj & Michahelles 2013; Ulusu 2010; 
Tsai & Men 2013; Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014) 

Facebook: recommendations 
and 'Like' 

(Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014, Lipsman et al. 2012, Wallace, 
Buil & De Chernatony 2012) 

Twitter: recommendations and 
'Follow' 

(Bulearca & Bulearca 2010, Chamlertwat et al. 2012, Smith, Fischer & 
Yongjian 2012, Hill et al. 2013) 

Positive online statements by 
influencers/ opinion leaders 

(Booth & Matic 2011; Leonard 2012; Biran et al. 2012; Cakim 2007) 

YouTube: posting videos and 
new product information 

(Ferguson 2008; Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012; Blythe & Cairns 2009) 

Online recommendations  (Cheong & Morrison 2008, Fuggetta 2012, Fagerstrom & Ghinea 2011, 
Reichheld 2003, Goldsmith 2006) 

Consumer brand engagement 
online 

(Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014, Brodie et al. 2013, Hollebeek, 
Glynn & Brodie 2014,  Chu & Kim 2011, Hollebeek 2011, Gummerus 
2012, De Vries 2014)  

Online brand advocates (Fuggetta 2012, Kirby & Marsden 2006, Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 
2015, Ferguson 2008) 

Brand influential blogs (Chu & Kamal 2008; Creamer 2005; Trammell & Keshelashvili 2005; 
Onishi & Manchanda 2012) 

Online reviews (Karakaya & Barnes 2010, Park and Kim 2009, Mangold & Smith 2012, 
Sher & Lee 2009, Park & Park 2008) 

eWOM advocacy (Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008; Chu & Kim 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al. 
2004; Ferguson 2008; Yap, Soetarto & Sweeney 2013; Brown, Broderick 
& Lee 2007; Marsden, Samson & Upton 2005; Kozinets et al. 2010; 
Breazeale 2009; Larson & Denton 2014; Litvin, Goldsmith & Pan 2008; 
Goldsmith 2006; Dwyer 2007; Cheung et al. 2009) 

C2C (brand) communication (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010, Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006, Keylock & Faulds 
2012) 

Only a sample of the sources considered as part of this study is showcased in the above table. 

In addition, researchers agree online communication has some distinct characteristics, as it is 

directed to multiple individuals, is available to other consumers for an indefinite period of 
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time and is anonymous (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). Moreover, online communication has 

“unprecedented scalability and speed of diffusion” (Cheung & Thadani 2012, p. 462) and 

involves multi-way exchanges of information in an asynchronous mode (Hung & Li 2007). 

The presentation format, quantity, and persistence of online communications have made them 

more observable and they are far more voluminous in quantity than information obtained from 

traditional contacts offline (Cheung & Thadani 2012). Further, online communication 

obtained from user-generated content (UGC) often results in the co-creation of a brand online. 

2.3.3 The implications of OBA for the brand and the consumer 

The influence of online C2MC communications and, in particular, their potential for online 

advocacy has been noted in recent research (Muniz & O’Guinn 2001, Lawer & Knox 2006), 

as well as in recent industry research (e.g. PricewaterhouseCoopers Global Total Retail Survey 

2016). Online communication, socialising and networking platforms (such as online 

communities and their discussion forums) enable consumers to access an array of sources of 

information, be they company driven or consumer driven. These online platforms provide 

consumers with an efficient way to gather unbiased brand information from other consumers 

and it in these platforms that many consumers exchange brand-related advice by engaging in 

OBA. Online C2MC communication is characterised by online interpersonal influence 

(Senecal & Nantel 2004), which is based on a fundamental principle of consumer behaviour 

(i.e. consumers have an ability to exert powerful effects upon each other and this is what 

marketers seek to use) (Dichter 1966; Haywood 1989). Online interpersonal influence 

exemplifies itself in consumer-driven OBA and such online C2MC communication has been 

linked to purchase behaviour (e.g. Adjei et al. 2010, Keylock & Faulds 2012). 

Online brand advocacy is important. Today’s ‘informed, connected and active’ consumers 

value the knowledge and experience of others in their networks more than they do company-

controlled marketing messages (Lawer & Knox 2006, p. 121). As noted earlier, according to 

a recent PricewaterhouseCoopers (2016) study, 67 per cent of shoppers either read or write 
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social media reviews and comments and this information influences their online shopping 

behaviour. Hoffman and Fodor (2010, p. 42) commented that “this is a world where customers 

are fully in control of their online experiences and where their motivations lead them to 

connect with other consumers while they create and consume online content, most of it user - 

rather than marketer - generated”.  

Prior research has shown consumers trust and act on the recommendations from their peers 

(Keylock & Faulds 2012), as studies have shown online C2MC brand-related communications 

influence consumers’ purchase behaviour (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006, Riegner 2007, Adjei et 

al. 2010, Keylock & Faulds 2012). Adjei et al. (2010) argued online brand communities are 

an extremely important conduit for online C2MC communication, as they allow product 

information and experiences to be shared, which can change purchase intent or actual 

purchase. Adjei et al. (2010, p. 634) found “positive information shared by (online) community 

members has a stronger moderating influence on purchase behaviour than negative 

information”. Moreover, online conversations about brands can be proxies for offline 

conversations and have been shown to influence offline purchasing decisions (Godes & 

Mayzlin 2004; Libai et al. 2010; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010). Further, satisfactory online 

recommendations also have a positive impact on online purchases (Fagerstrøm & Ghinea 

2011). For example, Keylock and Faulds (2012, p. 162) investigated customer loyalty and its 

relationship to social media advocacy and found that, by “identifying those (customers) active 

and influential in social media, brands can encourage greater levels of advocacy and generate 

a substantial and long-sustaining lift in sales”. While their study provided insight into the 

shopping and social behaviours of retail brand advocates, it did not suggest a way to measure 

online advocacy. 
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2.4 Brand co-creation and User-Generated Content (UGC) 

Section 2.2.5 suggested the communication landscape is changing and that these changes are 

enabling consumers to easily and freely advocate for brands online. This section explains the 

mechanisms through which consumers can advocate for brands online through brand co-

creation and user-generated content (UGC). 

2.4.1 Co-creation 

Internet-based communication, socialising and networking platforms are empowering today’s 

consumers to undertake co-creation activities, by enabling them to become more active and 

productive when communicating with and about brands online (Füller et al. 2009; Firat & 

Venkatesh 1995). Füller et al. (2009, p. 72) noted the “cost-efficient and multimedia-rich 

interaction opportunities offered by the Internet and the existence of online communities” have 

enabled consumers to undertake virtual co-creation. As a consequence, consumers are 

proactively engaging in “processes both defining and creating value” (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy 2004, p. 5). Through their online co-creation activities, today’s consumers seem 

to freely and easily take on the role of brand “co-creators” (Hatch & Schultz 2010). This co-

creation exemplifies the ‘costless’ and proactive role consumers play in creating value for a 

company (Füller & von Hippel 2008), often through their roles as brand advocates in online 

settings. Further, the emerging ‘new brand logic’ has led some researchers to point out that 

brand meaning and value is co-created when a company’s stakeholders (including its 

customers) engage with the brand (Merz, He & Vargo 2009). As brand co-creators, consumers 

can help create value by assisting companies to understand their needs, participating in product 

development and delivery, providing feedback on products and becoming product advocates 

(Sashi 2012). According to Keller (2007, p. 451), “we should think of consumers as primarily 

supportive of brands and companies, in the sense that they want to help connect good brands 

with good friends”. Thus, it seems consumers provide OBA as part of the process of ‘online 

brand co-creation’ (Hatch & Schultz 2010) and as part of their online consumer-brand 
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engagement (Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & 

Brodie 2014), which involves activities such as information sharing with other consumers 

online. Fundamentally, OBA seems to be the co-creation of brand-relevant information 

between consumers online.  

2.4.2 User Generated Content (UGC) 

Consumers advocate for brands online through brand-related User-Generated Content (UGC) 

that permeates social media channels (Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012).  UGC is the means 

by which consumers communicate with others and express themselves online (Boyd & Ellison 

2008) and it is often in the form of brand-related C2MC communication. It is what is produced 

in the moment of being social, as well as the object around which sociality occurs online, and 

this is common in online community discussion forums (Smith 2011; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 

2001). Researchers and marketing professionals agree that much UGC across various social 

media outlets, in particular within online communities, is brand-related, and has the potential 

to shape consumers’ brand perceptions (Smith et al. 2012, Cheong & Morrison 2008; Boyland 

et al. 2013; Goh et al. 2013). This clearly makes UGC in online discussion forums a suitable 

platform through which to explore OBA. 

Online UGC is different to content found in offline communication, as it is often given by 

consumers who remain anonymous, being identified only by usernames. UGC and, thus, 

C2MC communications in online community discussion forums are usually “created outside 

of professional routines and practices” (Kaplan & Haenlein 2010, p. 61). Such 

communication can be the most influential source of information for some purchases, as it is 

perceived as originating from a less biased source (Lee, Park & Han 2008). Mimicking what 

is typically said about online communication, online UGC has distinct characteristics that are 

different to those found in offline communication (e.g. communicators can be anonymous, as 

givers and receivers of information may be identified only by usernames) and such 

information is quick-to-act-on, easily accessible for an indefinite period of time and has global 
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reach. As OBA is given through UGC, it is clearly undertaken in a unique, online setting, 

further warranting its exploration.  

2.5 Is OBA different to eWOM and CBE? 

As noted earlier, this literature review makes it clear OBA is often discussed as a form of 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) (e.g. Henning-Thurau et al. 2004; East et al. 2008; Chu & 

Kim 2011) or as a form of consumer-brand engagement (CBE) (e.g. Hausman, Kabadayi & 

Price 2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014). Given the many references 

to ‘eWOM advocacy,’ which this study considered (only a sample of which is provided in 

Table 2.1), it is understandable that researchers wanting to measure OBA (e.g. Wallace, Buil 

& De Chernatony 2012) often turn to WOM measures. 

Consequently, in an endeavour to understand OBA, it seems to be necessary to not only 

differentiate OBA from brand advocacy occurring offline (as seen in earlier parts of this 

Chapter) but to also see whether and how it might be different to eWOM and CBE, the two 

constructs often used in this context.  

2.5.1 eWOM 

Generally, WOM is said to be created and delivered by a more trustworthy source of 

information about products and brands than are company-generated persuasive messages. 

Consumers often rely on WOM when they search for information on which to base their 

purchase decisions (Keller 2007; East, Hammond & Lomax 2008). Message valence and the 

strength of the communication both seem to play a key role in the persuasiveness of a WOM 

message (East, Hammond & Lomax 2008; Sweeney, Soutar & Mazzarol 2012). WOM 

information-sharing has evolved in the last decade with the emergence of Internet-based media 

that has given rise to eWOM. 
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2.5.1.1 The definition of eWOM 

Henning-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh & Gremler (2004, p. 38) offer some insights into eWOM; 

noting the “Internet enables customers to share their opinions on, and experiences with, goods 

and services with a multitude of other consumers; that is, to engage in electronic word-of-

mouth (eWOM) communication”. They defined eWOM as “any positive or negative statement 

made by potential, actual, or former customers about a product or company, which is made 

available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet” (Henning-Thurau et al. 

2004, p. 39). Stauss (2000, p.243) described online WOM as “Internet customer 

communication” that occurs when “customers report/interact about consumption-relevant 

circumstances on the Internet”.   

Given the importance of the Internet it is not surprising that eWOM has been widely 

investigated in recent years, (e.g. Keller 2007; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 2001; East et al. 2008; 

Chu & Kim 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). Brown, Broderick and Lee (2007, p. 3), for 

example, suggested online communities give rise to eWOM, as “consumption-related online 

communities essentially represent WOM networks, where individuals with an interest in a 

product category interact for information such as purchase advice, to affiliate with other like-

minded individuals, or to participate in complaint or compliment interactions”. Prior research 

suggests positively framed eWOM highlights the strengths of a product or service and 

encourages people to adopt that product or service, while negatively framed eWOM 

emphasizes the weaknesses or problems of a product or service and, thus, discourages people 

from adopting them (Dellarocas, Zhang & Awad 2007; Duan, Gu & Whinston 2008).  

Researchers have examined eWOM through three aspects (opinion seeking, opinion giving 

and opinion passing) (Chu & Kim 2011). It is said that brand-opinion seeking consumers tend 

to search for information and advice from others when making a purchase decision, whereas 

brand-opinion-giving consumers exert great influence on others’ attitudes and behaviours 

(Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman 1996; Feick & Price 1987). Online consumers are afforded the 



57 
 

luxury of interacting with one another within a multitude of social networking and 

communications platforms, where any person can take on “the multiple roles of opinion 

provider, seeker and transmitter” (Chu & Kim 2011, p. 50). Further, online forwarding or the 

passing on of eWOM is the norm online and is an important aspect of how consumers 

socialise, network, communicate and generally interact with each other online (Norman & 

Russell 2006; Sun et al. 2006). Interestingly, Chu and Kim (2011, p. 51) suggested opinion-

passing behaviour is an “enhanced dimension of eWOM” warranting further attention, 

specifically through the exploration of OBA.  

2.5.1.2 A comparison of OBA with eWOM 

Although at the outset, OBA seems to fit some of the definitions of eWOM, a closer inspection 

shows eWOM  lacks an online interpersonal influence aspect (Senecal & Nantel 2004) and 

does not make explicit the brand advocacy characteristics evident in earlier advocacy 

definitions, such as the  recommendation of a brand to others, the defence of a brand when it 

is attacked, and the active support of a brand (Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007; Jillapalli 

& Wilcox 2010). Unlike eWOM, OBA seems to be characterised as ‘strongly persuasive’, 

‘explicit advocacy, giving reasons’, ‘with full-frontal rhetoric’ (Ehrenberg 2000), and includes 

virtual visual aids such as emoticons and images of an advocated brand that consumers freely 

share as part of their online discussions with others (Schamp-Bjerede et al. 2014; Hogenboom 

et al. 2013). Thus, OBA may include an advocate's verbal (written) and non-verbal virtual 

communication not seen in offline brand advocacy, CBE or eWOM research to date. Further, 

eWOM seems to be a broad construct that encompasses any online communication between 

people about anything or any topic, and may be positive or negative. Indeed, researchers have 

suggested eWOM includes online reviews (Park & Lee 2008; Karakaya & Barnes 2010), 

online opinions (Cheung, Lee & Neil 2008) and online recommendations (Cheong & Morrison 

2008). Does this suggest positively-valenced eWOM is analogous to OBA? If eWOM, which 

is so often referred to in the context of OBA, is the same as OBA, then is OBA given by people 

who have not experienced or owned the brand? eWOM has also been analysed in various 
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ways, including assuming there are hedonic and utilitarian dimensions (Voss, Spangenberg & 

Grohmann 2003); examining attribute-value based and simple recommendation (Lee et al. 

2008) and assuming there are cognitive and affective dimensions (Wu & Wang 2011; Yap, 

Soetarto & Sweeney 2013). However, it is unclear if these dimensions apply to OBA, which 

is undertaken in a unique, online setting. Further, as opinion-passing behaviour, OBA may be 

a subset of eWOM in the form of an “enhanced dimension of eWOM” which Chu and Kim 

(2011, p. 51) had suggested. Thus, just as eWOM has been differentiated from offline WOM 

(Breazeale 2009; Cheung & Thadani 2012; Chu & Kim 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004), 

OBA should be explored and assessed against general brand advocacy definitions. 

2.5.2 Consumer-brand engagement (CBE) 

2.5.2.1 A definition of CBE 

Consumer-brand engagement (CBE) is a construct that seems to be closely related to brand 

advocacy. It has been defined as “behaviors that go beyond simple transactions” and as “a 

customer’s behavioral manifestations that have a brand focus, beyond purchase, resulting 

from motivational drivers” (Van Doorn et al. 2010, p. 254). More specifically, CBE  has been 

defined as "the level of an individual customer's motivational, brand-related and context-

dependent state of mind characterised by specific levels of cognitive, emotional and 

behavioural activity in direct brand interactions" (Hollebeek 2011, p. 790).  

CBE is often thought of as a psychological process, a behavioural manifestation and/or a 

motivational psychological state (Chan et al. 2014; Bowden 2009; Van Doorn et al. 2010). 

Patterson et al. (2006) defined customer engagement as a psychological state characterized by 

a degree of vigour, dedication, absorption and interaction; characteristics that are also evident 

in the brand advocacy literature (e.g. Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007, Jillapalli & Wilcox 

2010; Jones & Taylor 2007).  Hollebeek (2011) noted CE dimensions appear to be context 

specific (e.g., online versus brand or organizational perspectives) and suggested three 

generalised themes (immersion (engrossed in), passion (love or adoration), and activation 
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(willingness to spend time interacting with the brand)). In contrast, Vivek et al. (2012, p. 133) 

defined CBE as the “intensity of an individual’s participation in and connection with an 

organization’s offerings or organizational activities, which either the customer or the 

organization initiates”.  

Regardless of its exact definition, CBE seems to involve a consumer’s interactive experiences 

with a brand that enhances the overall brand value that consumer receives (Brodie et al. 2011). 

Further, CBE has been shown to enhance brand loyalty (Roberts & Alpert 2010; Brodie et al. 

2013), increase sales (Lee, Kim & Kim 2011) and generate positive word-of-mouth 

communication (Libai et al. 2010). Notably, prior CBE research supports the notion that 

consumers who are highly engaged with a brand are also activists for that brand (Hollebeek 

2011; Libai et al. 2010).  

As an example, research by Wallace et al. (2014), explored whether brand engagement, 

evidenced through "liking", was associated with such brand outcomes as brand love, and 

advocacy through eWOM and brand acceptance. Their study revealed that consumers who 

engage with inner self-expressive brands are more likely to offer eWOM for that brand; 

whereas, consumers who engage with socially self-expressive brands are more likely to accept 

wrongdoing from a brand.  

2.5.2.2 A comparison of OBA with CBE 

OBA seems to be closely related to CBE, and there are some initial indications in recent 

research that it may be an outcome of CBE (Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). As was 

the case with eWOM, at the outset, OBA seems to fit the CBE definition. However, it is 

unlikely it is the sole component of consumer engagement. Rather, it is likely to be a 

behavioural outcome of CBE, as can be seen in Table 2.2. It may be that a consumer advocates 

for a brand after a CBE event has taken place and that such engagement enhances the OBA 

undertaken. CBE researchers talks about  ‘immersion’, ‘passion’ and ‘activation’ (Hollebeek 

2011) and about similar dimensions to those suggested by eWOM researchers (i.e. cognitive 
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processing, affection and activation) (Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014); again posing the 

question as to whether OBA can be looked at this way. OBA seems to include some aspects 

of CBE (i.e. engaged consumers often advocate or defend the brand) and some aspects of 

eWOM (i.e. it is positive and given by a consumer who has experienced the brand).  Indeed 

OBA has not been clearly differentiated from these constructs by many previous researchers.  
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Table 2.2: OBA conceptual relationships: Selected concepts 

Concept Definition(s) Conceptual distinctiveness from OBA 

Brand 
advocacy 

“The extent to which (people) are willing to 
spend time and effort to actively 
recommend and support (a brand) relative 
to other (brands)”                             
(Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010, p.329).  

Brand advocacy offline seems to forego or 
trivialise the augmented layer of a message 
(e.g. visual cues) which seems to underpin 
online communication and ultimately, OBA. 
Offline brand advocacy takes place at a 
specific, one-off, time (e.g. a conversation) 
and is directed at one, or at most, a small 
number, of potential customers. OBA has a 
global reach and permanence. Unlike brand 
advocacy offline, OBA's strength is in the 
immediate online environment which is takes 
place in, i.e. OBA can be enforced with brand 
URL links and photos, can be received and 
acted on almost simultaneously. 

eWOM “Any positive or negative statement made 
by potential, actual, or former customers 
about a product or company, which is made 
available to a multitude of people and 
institutions via the Internet”             
(Henning-Thurau et al. 2004, p. 39). 

In contrast to eWOM, OBA is not based on 
hear-say and it is not a simple relay of 
positive brand information. Rather, it is based 
on a brand advocate's own experiences, 
interactions and knowledge of the brand. It 
also possesses unique online communication 
characteristics (e.g. virtual visual cues) that 
reflect a purposeful, impactful statement in 
support of a brand and can be seen as 
‘standing up’ for a brand online. 

CBE "The level of an individual customer's 
motivational, brand-related and context-
dependent state of mind characterised by 
specific levels of cognitive, emotional and 
behavioural activity in direct brand 
interactions"                                       
(Hollebeek 2011, p. 790). 

Unlike OBA, CBE seems to be reflective of 
the one-off interaction or event with or about 
a brand, and seems to be short-lived; CBE is 
a “motivational state” (Hollebeek, 2011). 
OBA is based on a consumer-brand 
interaction or event that has already taken 
place; it is an enduring and intense expression 
and support for a brand which may be driven 
by CBE. 

Co-creation “Consumers engage in processes of both 
defining and creating value”           
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004, p. 5). 

OBA seems to be an aspect of co-creation 
although it is not its sole constituent. OBA is 
a positive, purposeful and intense influence 
towards a brand between a brand advocate 
and a potential consumer of the brand. This 
influence is not seen in co-creation 
definitions.  
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2.6 Online communities’ contextual role in OBA 

More than 47 percent of the world’s population use the Internet (i.e. there are about 3.5 billion 

internet users) (statista.com accessed on 01/11/2017), suggesting its crucial role in modern 

societies. One aspect that is crucial within the Internet environment is the rise of so-called 

online communities. Within these communities are active consumers who co-create brands 

online, as is clearly evident in the C2MC communication found in discussion forums hosted 

within online communities. Thus online communities need to be examined in some detail, as 

they are likely to be major sources of OBA. 

2.6.1 A definition of an online community 

An online community is “an aggregation of individuals or business partners who interact 

around a shared interest, where the interaction is at least partially supported and/or mediated 

by technology and guided by some protocols or norms" (Porter 2004), while an online brand 

community is a “specialised, non-geographically bound community based on a structured set 

of social relationships among admirers of a brand” (Muniz & O’Guinn 2001, p. 412). For 

many, online communities are akin to a "family of (invisible) friends" that often feels like 

“home” (Rheingold 2001). Online communities, such as epicski.com or playstation.com, 

enable their members to communicate through online forums, discussion boards, chat rooms, 

video games, blogs and virtual worlds, or simply through social networking sites. Those who 

wish to be part of an online community usually have to become a member by signing on to a 

specific online site. Given the wide-ranging types of online communities and the 

communication platforms they offer, it is impossible to estimate the proportion of internet 

users who are members of online communities, although, arguably, every internet user is a 

member of some form of online community. 
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2.6.2 The importance of online communities 

In recent years, online communities have evolved into strategic corporate assets that are now 

used by corporate strategists and brand executives to solve important business issues, such as 

improving customer care, brand management and the creation of customer value (Hinchcliffe 

2016). These platforms are in the midst of a growth surge, with a compound annual growth 

rate of 26 per cent expected through 2019 as they become a $20 billion plus industry 

(Hinchcliffe 2016). Communication within online communities has a positive impact on 

immediate purchase intentions and sales, as higher sales are generated from customers who 

communicate more with other customers in such communities (Adjei et al. 2010; Keylock & 

Faulds 2012). Shang, Chen and Liao (2006) also found participation in online communities 

leads to an increase in brand loyalty, suggesting brands should promote such communities and 

help consumers participate and engage in positive brand-related communication.  

Adjei et al. (2010, p. 634) also found “online brand communities are effective tools for 

influencing sales regardless of whether these communities reside on company-owned or 

independently-owned websites,” while Lawer and Knox (2006, p. 123) suggested 

organisations should “integrate new marketing techniques into the overall customer 

experience by creating and facilitating communities (online), environments and contexts for 

customers to become involved with the brand”.  Indeed, Chernatony (2001, p. 191) suggested 

that, “to thrive on the internet, a looser form of brand control is needed, welcoming the active 

participation of consumers”. This is of particular importance in an era in which organisations 

place greater importance on co-creating with their consumers, through consumers’ 

participation in and engagement online. 

Online community discussion forums provide a wealth of immediate, accessible, easily 

transferrable, quick-to-act-on information, as well as insights into an organisation’s customers 

and into the customers who advocate their brand online (Casaló, Flavián & Guinalíu 2008; 

Lawer & Knox 2006). Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) identified several functions that online 
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brand communities perform, one of which is sharing information. It would seem that it is in 

the process of information sharing that consumers give OBA. Further, Kozinets (2002) noted 

the content found in online discussion forums makes them more suitable to study economic 

exchanges than do the more social content of other online settings, such as chat rooms. Thus, 

it is possible to investigate OBA in C2MC online communication by analysing online brand- 

and open-community discussion forums (Muniz & O’Guinn 2001; McAlexander et al. 2002). 

As noted earlier, information produced as UGC within the online discussion forums found in 

an online community is often seen as less biased and more credible than is marketer-produced 

information and is often used by prospective customers during their purchase decision making 

(Kim, Han & Park 2001; Lee, Park & Han 2008). Indeed, UGC has been shown to have a 

positive impact on purchases (both online and offline) (Adjei et al. 2010; Fagerstrøm & Ghinea 

2011). This suggests online community discussion forums are suitable platforms through 

which to explore OBA and this was the case in the present study in which an organisation 

managed (i.e. brand endorsed) and open (i.e. non-brand affiliated, independent) community 

were examined. 

2.6.3 Types of online communities 

As already mentioned, online communities can be organisation managed (i.e. brand endorsed) 

or they may be open (i.e. non-brand affiliated, independent). Previous researchers have 

defined online community types in different ways (e.g. Porter 2004; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 

2001; Yahia 2005). However, in this study, the two online communities examined were 

differentiated as:  

 An Online Brand Community (OBC) (in this case, huggies.com.au), which is owned, 

managed and sponsored by a brand, although the community’s discussions are driven 

by members. The community’s aim is to engage customers with the owner’s brand 

without restricting these discussions, which are brand and non-brand related, and 

which are focused on topics of common interest. Huggies.com.au is an online brand 
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community for parents with young children that allows parents to talk to each other 

in the various Huggies forums, with dedicated channels for different topics and areas 

of interest, including Huggies products. There are numerous competitions within the 

community, such as “Win a year’s supply of Huggies nappies”, which further engage 

members with the Huggies brand. The community also allows members to purchase 

Huggies products within the platform. (Appendix 6: The Online Brand Community). 

 An Online Open Community (OOC) (in this case, bubhub.com.au), which is 

independent of any brand affiliation. It is owned and managed by consumers and is 

financially supported by advertising revenue. It brings together consumers with a 

common product category or interest, and tries to provide a forum for information and 

support on topics of common interest that can include brand-related discussion.  

Bubhub.com.au: is a thriving forum whose members share tips, advice and reviews 

and talk to one another about whatever topic they like. One reason it has become so 

successful is that it is very helpful when answering product-related queries. By simply 

entering a question or keyword into the search bar, users are likely to be met with 

multiple existing threads, instantly reinforcing whether or not they should buy a 

specific product. (Appendix 7: The Online Open Community).  

2.7 Conclusions 

This Chapter discussed the literature that built the case for exploring OBA. It acted as a 

precursor to Chapter Three, which continues the literature review by examining Social Identity 

Theory, CBI and the CBI model developed by Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) in more detail.  
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Chapter 3: A Literature Review: OBA’s Role 

3.1 Overview 

The preceding Chapter discussed prior research into offline and online brand advocacy. This 

Chapter extends this discussion and suggests online brand advocacy (OBA) can be explained 

through Social Identity Theory. Attention is given to some suggested brand-related drivers of 

OBA and, specifically, the relevance of consumer-brand identification (CBI) and Stokburger-

Sauer et al.’s (2012) model. Some expected consequences of OBA (brand loyalty and purchase 

intent) are also discussed. The Chapter concludes by discussing the hypotheses suggested by 

this review and the development of an OBA model. 

3.2 Social Identity Theory and CBI as a driver of OBA 

3.2.1 Social Identity Theory 

Social Identity Theory suggests psychological attachments motivate the direction and intensity 

of people’s volitional efforts and extra-role behaviours (Badrinarayanan & Laverie 2011). 

Prior research has found that, when a consumer becomes connected to a brand and is fond of 

the brand they have experienced, such consumer-brand connections can lead to extra-role 

behaviours, such as advocacy for the brand (Kemp, Childers & Williams 2012; Anderson 

1998). This has led some to suggest brand advocacy might be examined through the lens of 

Social Identity Theory (SIT) (Lam et al. 2010; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Kuenzel & Halliday 

2008).  

Social Identity Theory suggests people define their self-concepts by their connections with 

social groups or organisations and, more specifically, that a person’s self-concept includes a 

personal identity (representing idiosyncratic personal characteristics) and a social identity 

(encompassing salient group characteristics) (Tajfel & Turner 1985). Further, a person’s self-

concept seems to be underpinned by identification (i.e. a perception of oneness with or 
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belongingness) with a social referent (such as an organization or a brand) and by experiencing 

its (the organisation’s or the brand’s) successes and failures as one’s own (Ashforth & Mael 

1989). Such identification can be seen when, for example, members of brand communities 

engage in collective behaviour and when customers who identify with the same brand exhibit 

a collective and public self in their interactions (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; McAlexander, 

Schouten & Koenig 2002; Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 2001). Consequently, the consumers’ self and 

their identification with a brand is not a fleeting state be it offline or online, and, as a result, 

would seem to provide a way to investigate consumers’ engagement in OBA. 

Further, as explained in relationship marketing, the consumer-brand relationship appears to be 

based on relational exchanges and can be enhanced through effective relationship marketing 

strategies. Relationship marketing is about attracting, maintaining, and enhancing customer 

relationships (Berry 2000), and, when effective, such a relationship “becomes instrumental in 

goal achievement” (Bagozzi 1995, p. 273). Consumers engage in relational market behaviour 

to achieve greater efficiency in their decision making, to reduce the task associated with 

information processing, to achieve more cognitive consistency in their decisions and to reduce 

the perceived risks associated with future choices (Sheth & Parvatiyar 1995, p. 256). By 

identifying, developing and nurturing a relationship portfolio, brands are better able to 

compete in the marketplace, to develop long-term, loyal customer base and to achieve a 

competitive advantage that, ultimately, results in superior financial performance (Gummesson 

2002; Hunt & Derozier 2004). In relationship marketing, the ‘dominant logic’ suggests the 

“focus is shifting away from tangibles and toward intangibles, such as skills, information, and 

knowledge, and toward interactivity and connectivity and ongoing relationships” (Vargo & 

Lusch 2004, p. 15). It is through this “interactivity, connectivity and ongoing relationships” 

that a consumer is a co-creator of a brand, and these relationships are of particular importance 

when exploring and understanding online brand communications such as OBA.  
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3.2.2 Consumer-Brand Identification (CBI) 

Prior research suggests brands can embody, inform and communicate desirable consumer 

identities (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Lam et al. 2010). Termed consumer-brand identification 

(CBI), and deeply set in the Social Identity Theory, such identification has been defined by 

some as a “consumer’s perceived state of oneness with a brand” (Stokburger-Sauer et al. 

2012, p. 407). Some others have suggested CBI is “a customer’s psychological state of 

perceiving, feeling and valuing his or her belongingness to a brand” (Lam et al. 2010, p.130), 

in which a brand is a relationship partner to the private self (that is, customers use the brand 

to define who they are) and the social self (that is, customers consider themselves part of an 

in-group of customers who identify with the same brand).  

CBI is often thought of as a form of social identification that occurs through a “cognitive state 

of self-categorization” (Bergami & Bagozzi 2000, p. 557). It has been viewed as a three-

dimensional, formative construct (Lam et al. 2010) with cognitive (Bergami & Bagozzi 2000), 

affective (Mael & Ashforth 1992) and evaluative (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006) dimensions. As 

people perceive themselves to be psychologically intertwined with social groups (for example, 

a brand or an online community), strong identification fosters actions and behaviours that 

support a group’s interests (e.g. consumers support one another by providing insights into 

brand(s) that are discussed on online forums). Past studies have demonstrated that, when a 

consumer identifies with a brand, such identification stimulates favourable outcomes for the 

brand, such as positive and cooperative behaviours, including a greater willingness to 

contribute toward the wellness of the brand (Badrinarayanan & Laverie 2011), expending 

significant effort toward supporting and improving the performance of the brand (Dutton, 

Dukerich & Harquail 1994), greater cooperation (Ashforth & Mael 1989), increased brand 

commitment (Bergami & Bagozzi 2000; Tuškej, Golob & Podnar 2011), greater resistance to 

brand switching and better brand loyalty (Lam et al. 2010; Pritchard, Havitz & Howard 1999), 

positive word of mouth (Kim, Han & Park 2001), brand advocacy intent (Stokburger-Sauer, 

Ratneshwar & Sen 2012) and prosocial or customer citizenship behaviours (Bhattacharya & 
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Sen 2003). Bhattacharya and Sen (2003), for example, suggested CBI is strengthened when 

companies encourage customers to engage in co-creation, enabling them to feel they belong 

to a meaningful social group, which results in these positive outcomes for the brand. Such 

‘encouragement’ on behalf of a company could include the setting up of, or the support of, 

online customer communities, enabling customers to communicate about their brand 

experiences online.  

Brand advocacy is often described as a positive outcome of a strong consumer-brand 

relationship; seen through the lens of CBI and from within Social Identity Theory (Stokburger-

Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012; Kuenzel & Halliday 2008; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003). Prior 

research has found a consumer who identifies with a brand is more likely to advocate for the 

brand. Most recently, Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) examined some of these constructs under 

the umbrella of CBI, and found CBI was a significant predictor of general brand advocacy and 

had a mediating effect on the relationships between some brand-related constructs and brand 

advocacy intentions offline. Their study invited further research into the CBI construct and its 

drivers, which was addressed in this study, although in an OBA context.  

Consequently, following Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012), who found a positive relationship 

between CBI and brand advocacy intentions offline, it is suggested CBI is also a key driver of 

brand advocacy online. That is, consumers who identify with a brand are likely to advocate 

for a brand online more than those who do not have a strong identification with that brand. 

This is in line with Tuškej et al.’s (2011) study, which found consumers who identify with a 

brand tend to commit more strongly to that brand, are more loyal and generate more positive 

WOM.  Thus, it is suggested consumers who identify with a brand will advocate a brand online 

more than will those who do not have a strong consumer-brand identification. Therefore, the 

key hypothesis in the study’s model is: 

H1: The more a consumer identifies with a brand, the more s/he will advocate 

for that brand online. 
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H2: The more a consumer identifies with a brand, the more loyal s/he will be 

to the brand. 

As was illustrated in the previous Chapter, UGC enables consumers to become brand co-

creators in online settings (Hatch & Schultz 2010; Füller et al. 2009; Firat & Venkatesh 1995). 

This co-creation exemplifies the ‘costless’ and proactive role consumers can play in creating 

value for a company (Füller & von Hippel 2008). As OBA seems to exemplify the co-creation 

of brand-relevant information between consumers, it is expected online community 

involvement (such as active participation, knowledge contribution behaviour, and co-creation 

in the online community) (Kim et al. 2008; Chou, Lin & Huang 2016) may affect the 

relationship between CBI and OBA. That is, it is expected that online involvement will 

moderate the degree to which OBA is performed by an online brand advocate who identifies 

with the brand, suggesting: 

H1a: As a person’s online involvement increases, the positive relationship 

between CBI and OBA becomes stronger. 

3.3 CBI as mediator  

3.3.1 Potential brand-related antecedents of OBA 

Understanding consumers’ attitudes towards brands may assist in understanding OBA. It 

seems consumers form an affective response to their general experience with a brand (e.g. 

through their ownership, use and consumption of that brand) and that such a response can be 

described as an attitude (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2002; Petty, Wegener & Fabrigar 1997). 

Brand attitudes represent an overall evaluation of a brand and show the extent to which 

consumers are satisfied through their experience with that brand (Fullerton 2005; Ambler et 

al. 2002). Fullerton (2005), for example, pointed out that consumers seem to form satisfaction 

judgments about the brands they experience and these satisfaction judgments play a role in 
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explaining why consumers become loyal to that brand.  They may also explain why consumers 

advocate for a brand online.  

Underpinned by relationship marketing (Bendapudi & Berry 1997; Sheth & Parvatiyar 1995) 

and consumer-brand relationships (Chaudhuri & Holbrook 2002; Fournier 1998), prior 

research has suggested that, when a consumer identifies with a brand, this identification leads 

to favourable outcomes for that brand, such as increasing a consumer’s resistance to brand 

switching and brand loyalty (Lam et al. 2010; Pritchard, Havitz & Howard 1999) and 

increasing positive word of mouth (Kim, Han & Park 2001) and brand advocacy intent 

(Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012).  

Further, prior research has also shown that many brand-related constructs, such as brand 

loyalty (Dick & Basu 1994), brand love (Carroll & Ahuvia 2006), self-brand connection (Park 

et al. 2010; Fournier & Lee 2009), brand identification (Kuenzel & Halliday 2008), customer-

company identification (Hong & Yang 2009), reputation (Hong & Yang 2009), brand 

attachment (Park et al. 2010) and brand prominence (Lam et al. 2010; Park et al. 2010; Carroll 

& Ahuvia 2006), have a direct and positive relationship with brand advocacy, favourable 

WOM and brand advocacy intentions. It seems CBI and OBA might be affected by a similar 

set of brand-related drivers. 

Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model, which is at the core of this research, included a 

number of such brand-related constructs, including brand-self similarity, brand 

distinctiveness, brand prestige, brand social benefits, brand warmth and memorable brand 

experiences. They also suggested identification with a brand (CBI) had cognitive and affective 

CBI aspects.  Thus CBI is determined by the extent to which a person perceives that brand to: 

1. Have a personality that is similar to his/her own. 

2. Be unique or distinctive. 

3. Be prestigious. 
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CBI is also determined by the extent to which consumers: 

1. Felt their interactions with the brand help them connect with others. 

2. Thought about the brand in warm, emotional terms rather than in cold, rational terms. 

3. Have fond memories of brand consumption experiences.   

Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) found five of the six suggested drivers influenced CBI, 

although brand prestige did not.  They also found the five significant antecedents had stronger 

relationships with CBI when consumers were more involved with the brand’s product 

category. CBI also mediated the relationship between these brand-related antecedents, brand 

advocacy intentions offline and brand loyalty. Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) study provided 

a framework within which to investigate the role of CBI in an online context and, specifically, 

to examine CBI’s effect on OBA.  

3.3.1.1 Brand-self similarity 

Prior studies found the congruity or similarity between a consumer’s self and a brand was 

important to our understanding consumer-brand relationships (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar 

& Sen 2012; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Escalas & Bettman 2009). Self-concept has been 

viewed as the sum of an individual's ideas, thoughts and feelings about themselves in relation 

to other objects in a socially determined frame of reference (Onkvisit & Shaw 1994). It 

includes an individual's perception of a person’s own abilities, limitations, appearance and 

characteristics, including their personality (Graeff 1996). According to self-concept theory, 

people act in ways that maintain and enhance their self-concept (e.g. through the products they 

purchase and use) (Graeff 1996). Consumers achieve brand-self congruity by holding positive 

attitudes toward, and purchasing brands that are perceived to be similar to their self-concept. 

They display favourable attitudes and purchase intentions toward brands that are perceived to 

be congruent with their self-image. A brand is often seen as an extension of one’s self through 

the brand’s “self”. Thus, the perceived congruity between the personality of a brand and a 
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consumer’s self plays an important role in understanding that person’s attitudes and behaviour 

towards that brand (Graeff 1996; Aaker 1997; Sirgy 1982). It often said that marketers strive 

to create a brand image that is similar to, or congruent with, the self-image of their target 

consumers so as to advance pro-brand outcomes (Aaker & Biel 1993; Kapferer 1992).  

Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012, p. 408) defined brand–self similarity as “the degree of overlap 

between a consumer's perception of his or her own personality traits and that of the brand” 

and they found this construct influenced CBI. As they found CBI was a mediator of brand-

self similarity and brand advocacy intentions offline, it is suggested here that this relationship 

will be replicated in an online OBA environment. This suggestion is supported by Taylor, 

Strutton and Thompson’s (2012) study, which found self-brand congruity and product 

category involvement increased the self-expressiveness of online ads that, in turn, increased 

the likelihood of sharing these ads online. This suggests: 

H3: CBI mediates the relationship between brand-self similarity and OBA. 

3.3.1.2 Brand distinctiveness 

Brand distinctiveness is the degree to which a consumer perceives a brand is distinct from its 

competitors (Kapferer 1992). This led Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012, p. 408) to define brand 

distinctiveness as “the perceived uniqueness of a brand's identity in relation to its 

competitors” (i.e. it is the differentiation of a brand in a consumer’s mind). It seems some 

consumers seek to affirm their identities through the consumption of brands that are perceived 

to be different and “the polar opposites of mass-production, mass-consumption brands” 

(Stokburger-Sauer et al. 2012, p. 408). It has been said brands should create distinctiveness 

by positioning themselves so as to project an image to its customers that suggest they have a 

unique value (Yin Wong & Merrilees 2008).    

Perhaps not surprisingly, Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) found distinctive brands were more 

likely to have higher CBI. It is likely that this relationship will be replicated in an online 
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environment. That is, consumers who perceive a brand to be distinctive are more likely to 

identify with that brand (CBI) and that CBI is a mediator of the construct’s effect on OBA. 

Thus suggests: 

H4: CBI mediates the relationship between brand distinctiveness and OBA. 

3.3.1.3 Brand prestige 

In order to boost their self-esteem and image, consumers tend to identify with prestigious 

brands (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Mael & Ashforth 1992). Consumers judge a brand’s 

prestige by assessing its inherent, unique attributes or its overall quality and performance 

(Dubois & Czellar 2002), although they may also use price as an indicator (Wiedmann, 

Hennigs & Siebels 2009). Reference groups also seem to influence brand prestige perceptions 

(Bearden & Etzel 1982). Alden, Steenkamp, and Batra (1999) suggested consumers see 

prestigious brands as a signal of social status, wealth and/or power and such brands are 

strongly linked to an individual’s self-concept and social image. As consumers, we are 

inclined to share our consumption of prestigious, often luxury, brands to our online social 

networks (e.g. Tynan, McKechnie & Chhuon 2009, Phan, Thomas & Heine 2011).  

Social media and the expectations of today’s ‘selfie-culture’, enable ordinary consumers to 

become microcelebrities to whom personal or self-branding as a self-representation strategy, 

is extremely important (Marwick, 2015). People pay particular attention to the way in which 

their image is represented online (Hearn 2008; Lair, Sullivan & Cheney 2005). As noted by 

Hearn (2008, p. 197), consumer’s self-representation “is purposeful and outer-directed; self-

production is heavily narrated, marked by the visual codes of the mainstream culture industry, 

and subject to the extraction of value”. This is further enabled through social media and the 

“iconography of glamour, luxury, wealth, good looks, and connections” visible via digital 

channels (Marwick, 2015 p. 141). Given the unique online context, the representation of 

oneself as interacting with brands which are prestigious, may enhance a person’s self-branding 



76 
 

attempts, and further explain their consumer-brand identification. Ultimately, this suggests 

that consumers of prestigious brands may be more willing to engage in OBA. 

Although Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) did not find brand prestige impact on CBI in their 

offline context, it was felt desirable to see if brand prestige did play a role in online 

conversations about brands. Consequently, it was suggested that: 

H5: CBI mediates the relationship between brand prestige and OBA. 

3.3.1.4 Brand social benefits 

Brands are said to be carriers of social and cultural meaning and are able to provide social 

benefits to consumers (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012; Diamond et al. 2009). A 

brand is able to connect consumers to one another and consumers often unite into distinct 

subgroups (be it off- or online) on the basis of a shared commitment to a particular brand 

(McAlexander, Schouten & Koenig 2002). Membership of such sub-groups or brand 

communities can lead to identification with that community and with the brand that is at the 

core of the group (Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; O'Guinn & Muniz 2009). It has been found that 

people often consume the brands that are used by their reference groups or important 

individuals (social groups or individuals that are important to them and to their sense of self), 

to gain or strengthen their membership or standing in such groups or with such individuals 

(Escalas & Bettman 2003).  

Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012, p. 409) defined brand social benefits as “the social interaction 

opportunities and gains afforded by a brand” and they found the construct was a key driver 

of CBI. It is likely that this relationship will be replicated in an online OBA environment, as 

consumers who feel a brand offers social benefits are more likely to identify with that brand 

(CBI) and are more likely to be involved in OBA, suggesting: 

H6: CBI mediates the relationship between brand social benefits and OBA. 
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3.3.1.5 Brand warmth 

A brand’s personality can be classified as warm or cold (Aaker 1997; Carroll & Ahuvia 2006; 

Fournier 1998) as people generally perceive things as either ‘hedonic/pleasurable/ warm’ or 

‘utilitarian/cognitive/competent’ (Dhar & Wertenbroch 2000; Fiske et al. 2002). The 

determination of whether a brand’s personality is warm or cold is said to be based on the 

“brand's product category (e.g., clothing vs. coat hangers), its salient or differentiating 

attributes (e.g., visually pleasing vs. boring aesthetics in the brand's product designs), and its 

positioning via marketing communications” (Stokburger-Sauer et al. 2012, p. 409). In line 

with prior research suggesting consumers are more likely to have more intense feelings about 

warmer brands than about colder brands (Fournier 1998; Park et al. 2010), Stokburger-Sauer 

et al. (2012) found brand warmth impacted on CBI.  

This relationship is likely to be replicated in an online OBA environment, as the more a 

consumer perceives a brand to have a warm personality, the more that consumer will identify 

with the brand and the more likely they are to be involved in OBA, suggesting: 

H7: CBI mediates the relationship between brand warmth and OBA. 

3.3.1.6 Memorable brand experiences 

When a consumer has a memorable brand experience, it is registered in their memory and 

establishes a positive brand association (Arnould & Price 1993; Park et al. 2010) that 

contributes to the consumer’s sense of self (Moore & Wilkie 2005). A memorable brand 

experience does not need to be extraordinary (Arnould & Price 1993), (e.g. being upgraded to 

first class on a flight).  It may occur on a more ordinary, everyday but meaningful level (e.g. 

a zip lock bag brand that never fails, even when it is squashed and thrown around in a child’s 

lunch bag). It is said that memorable brand experiences assist in self-referencing and in the 

creation of brand stories (Escalas 2004) that may be relayed to others in the process of 

networking and socialising.  
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Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012, p. 410) defined memorable brand experiences as “the extent to 

which consumers have positive, affectively charged memories of prior brand experiences”. 

They found the more memorable brand experiences a consumer had, the more that consumer 

identified with that brand and more likely they are to be involved in OBA, suggesting: 

H8: CBI mediates the relationship between memorable brand experiences 

and OBA. 

3.3.1.7 Product category involvement 

Product category involvement is the perceived relevance a product category has for an 

individual consumer based on his or her inherent values, needs, and interests (Zaichkowsky 

1985). People are more motivated to process information about a product category with which 

they are more involved (Chen & Chaiken 1999). Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) suggested 

consumers’ identification with certain brands helps them satisfy their self-definition needs, 

but only if these brands belonged to product categories the consumer cares about. These 

researchers suggest that, within such product categories consumers, are likely to find brands 

that can meet their self-definitional needs. Product category involvement can be seen in a 

consumer’s knowledge and/or experience with various brands in the category (e.g. through 

prior research or brand trial) that determine which brands are ‘worthy’ and which are not. 

Indeed, Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) found product category involvement was a moderator 

of the relationships between the various brand-related drivers in their model and CBI. It is 

likely that this moderating effect will be replicated in an online OBA environment, which 

suggests: 

H3a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and brand-self similarity becomes stronger. 
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H4a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and brand distinctiveness becomes stronger. 

H5a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and brand prestige becomes stronger. 

H6a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and brand social benefits becomes stronger. 

H7a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and brand warmth becomes stronger. 

H8a: As a consumer’s involvement in the product category increases, the 

relationship between CBI and memorable brand experiences becomes 

stronger. 

3.4 The consequences of OBA 

An overview of the power of online brand communication was provided in the previous 

Chapter that built a case for the need to better understand OBA. Prior research has suggested 

several outcomes of brand advocacy and this study examined the relationship such advocacy 

had on two important pro-brand consequences (purchase intent and brand loyalty). These 

suggested relationships are discussed in subsequent sections. 

3.4.1 Purchase intent 

Prior research has shown consumers trust and act on recommendations from their peers 

(Keylock & Faulds 2012). As already discussed, online brand-related communication between 

consumers by way of sharing product information and experiences, influences consumer’s 

purchase behaviour, often resulting in increased purchase intent and purchase (Bagozzi & 

Dholakia 2006; Riegner 2007; Adjei et al. 2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012). Some studies found 

positive eWOM obtained in online communities influenced purchase attitudes (East et al. 
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2008; Adjei et al. 2010), while others have showed eWOM resulted in a positive return on 

investment (ROI) for the brand (Hoffman & Fodor 2010). Adjei et al. (2010) also found 

communication in online brand communities had a positive impact on immediate purchase 

intentions and sales, as higher sales were generated from customers who communicated more 

with other customers in these communities. Adjei et al. (2010, p. 634) suggested “positive 

information shared by (online) community members has a stronger moderating influence on 

purchase behaviour than negative information” and such positive brand information could be 

considered a form of OBA.  

Online conversations about brands can be proxies for offline conversations and seem to 

influence offline purchasing decisions (Godes & Mayzlin 2004; Libai et al. 2010; Adjei, Noble 

& Noble 2010). Satisfactory online recommendations also have a positive impact on online 

purchases (Fagerstrøm & Ghinea 2011). Consequently, online C2MC communication is 

characterised by online interpersonal influence (Senecal & Nantel 2004). This interpersonal 

influence is based on the fundamental principle of consumer behaviour that consumers have 

an ability to exert powerful effects on each other (Dichter 1966; Haywood 1989). Thus, it 

seems likely that OBA influences purchase intent. 

Prior studies (e.g. Sun et al. 2006) have shown opinion leaders (such as OBA givers) are also 

opinion seekers (i.e. OBA receivers). Online settings are particular in the way people interact 

with each other and with content. Research has shown people’s participation online is such 

that the roles of ‘sender’ and ‘receiver’ are not mutually exclusive (Dholakia, Bagozzi & Pearo 

2004; Madupu & Cooley 2010). This means those who are highly involved and participate 

online are often highly involved as both ‘senders’ and ‘receivers’ of information. Echoing 

prior studies which had investigated a recipient’s intent to purchase (e.g. Keller 2007), it is 

likely OBA givers can present insights into OBA consequences and are able to provide 

insights into their repurchase of the brands for which they advocate and insights into their 

purchase intent of an advocated brand. It is anticipated that a consumer who advocates for a 

brand online is more likely to purchase an advocated brand, suggesting”  
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H9: The more a person undertakes OBA, the more likely that person is to 

purchase that brand.  

3.4.2 Brand loyalty 

Brand loyalty is a “deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a preferred 

product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same-

brand set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential 

to cause switching behaviour” (Oliver 1999, p. 34). However, brand loyalty is more than just 

repurchase behaviour, as loyal consumers have a significant psychological attachment to the 

brand (Fournier 1998). Brands strive for loyal customers, as loyalty leads to marketing and 

financial advantages, such as reduced marketing costs, wider reach, more new customers and 

greater trade leverage (Aaker & Biel 1993).  

Prior research has shown CBI has a strong influence on brand loyalty as CBI prevents 

consumers from switching brands (Lam et al. 2010). Further, customers may use more of the 

brand, as they like using the brand or identify with its image (Upshaw 1995). Consumers who 

identify with brands have a sustained, long-term preference for that brand’s offerings 

(Bhattacharya & Sen 2003). Loyal customers are also willing to pay more for a brand because 

they perceive some unique value in the brand that other brands cannot provide (Jacoby & 

Chestnut 1978). Ultimately, brand-loyal customers are considered to be the brand’s best 

advocates, as they spread positive WOM and are more resistant to competitive strategies (Dick 

& Basu 1994). Indeed, Keylock and Faulds (2012, p.162) found that by “identifying those 

(customers) active and influential in social media, brands can encourage greater levels of 

advocacy and generate a substantial and long-sustaining lift in sales”. 

Thus, as noted earlier (H2), CBI is likely to influence brand loyalty in the present online 

context. Further, the relationship between brand loyalty and OBA is likely to be a reciprocal 

one (i.e. the more loyal a consumer is to a brand, the more s/he will advocate for the brand 
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online and the more a consumer advocates for a brand online, the more loyal s/he is to the 

brand), suggesting: 

H10a: The more loyal a consumer is to a brand, the more s/he will advocate for 

that brand online. 

H10b: The more a consumer advocates for that brand online, the more loyal that 

consumer will be to that brand. 

H11: The more loyal a consumer is to a brand, the greater will be his/her 

purchase intent. 

3.5 A suggested OBA Model 

The suggested model, OBA Model 1 in Figure 3.1, is based on the hypotheses discussed in 

this Chapter and was based on Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) models, although some 

additional variables (marked with an *) were included in this model.  
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Figure 3.1: OBA Model 1  
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3.6 Conclusions 

This Chapter discussed Social Identity Theory, the relevance of CBI and Stokburger-Sauer et 

al.’s (2012) model that underpinned this study. The suggested brand-related drivers of OBA, 

along with some expected consumer (pro-brand) consequences (brand loyalty and purchase 

intent) were discussed and the hypotheses that were examined in this research were outlined. 

The Chapter concluded by suggesting an OBA model based on these hypotheses. The next 

Chapter presents an overview of the qualitative study that initially examined OBA to ensure 

there was a good understanding of the construct before a scale was developed so the suggested 

model could be examined. 
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Chapter 4: The Online Communities’ Study: Method 

4.1 Overview 

The preceding Chapters reviewed the brand advocacy literature and suggested some OBA 

dimensions; assisting in conceptualising the construct. The previous Chapter led to a 

suggested OBA model based on Social Identity Theory and on Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s 

(2012) model. This Chapter discusses the netnography phase of the study, which was based 

on Kozinets’ (2002, 2010) procedure and which was designed to answer Research Question 1 

(Does OBA differ from offline brand advocacy? If so, what differentiates it from offline brand 

advocacy?) and Research Question 2 (What variables of online C2C communication define 

OBA?). An analysis of online posts taken from online discussion threads found in two different 

online community forums was undertaken. Two computer assisted qualitative data analysis 

software (CAQDAS) applications (QSR NVivo and Leximancer) were used to provide a 

comprehensive evaluation of OBA. The methodology and analytical software used in this 

research are explained in subsequent paragraphs. This Chapter is supplemented by a 

manuscript (“Tackling social media data analysis: Comparing and contrasting QSR NVivo 

and Leximancer”) which has been accepted for publication in Qualitative Marketing Research 

(Wilk, Soutar and Harrigan 2018 (In press)) and is provided in Appendix 4.  

4.2 Netnography 

This study explored OBA in consumer-driven discussions in online community forums using 

the netnography procedure suggested by Kozinets (2002, 2010). Netnography “is a way to 

understand the discourse and interactions of people engaging in computer-mediated 

communication about market-oriented topics” (Kozinets 2002, p. 64). It is the systematic 

study of online conversations in consumer online communities through the observation of 

people in their “natural environment” (i.e. social media websites) based on the observation of 

computer mediated interaction between individuals and the analysis of their textual discourses 
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about market oriented topics (Kozinets 2002). Netnography uses publicly available online 

information and has been used to study C2MC communication behaviour in online 

communities (Kozinets 2010; Weiss, Lurie & MacInnis 2008).  

Behavioural and content analysis data (Kassarjian 1977) obtained through the investigation 

and observation of online C2MC communication advocating brands, has been missing in 

recent research (Lampe et al. 2010). In this study, content analysis was seen as appropriate, as 

it offered a systematic and objective way through which to compare a large number of UGCs 

that could be considered to be OBA posts (Kolbe & Burnett 1991; Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 

2012). Researchers keen to access and explore online information and communication have 

used netnography in a multitude of research contexts (e.g. Sandlin 2007; Belz & Baumbach 

2010; Rageh, Melewar & Woodside 2013; Muñiz & Schau 2007; Cova & Pace 2006). In this 

study, netnography was used: 

1. To identify key OBA characteristics. The procedure allowed the exploration of the 

nature of OBA found in online posts in discussions on online community forums. 

Coupled with the use of QSR NVivo and Leximancer, the netnography procedure 

helped identify key OBA aspects that were unique to the ways in which consumers 

advocated for brands in their online interactions with other consumers.  

2. To see whether and how OBA differed from previously suggested offline brand 

advocacy definitions. 

3. To identify other related constructs that might be worthy of investigation to better our 

understanding of OBA.  

4.2.1 Ethical considerations 

As already noted, this research used a netnography procedure to unobtrusively observe 

publicly available online discussions in two online community forums (www.bubhub.com.au 

and www.huggies.com.au). Other researchers, including Kozinets (2002), have suggested the 
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disclosure of a research project or a researcher’s presence is not required if it is unobtrusive 

and passive and only uses easily and publically available Internet-based information (Walther 

2002; Owens 2014). Further, as noted by Walther (2002, p. 207), “any person who uses 

publicly-available communication systems on the Internet must be aware that these systems 

are, at their foundation and by definition, mechanisms for the storage, transmission, and 

retrieval of comments”. The advice presented in prior research was followed and ethical 

approval to carry out this research was obtained from the University of Western Australia’s 

Human Research Ethics Committee. 

4.2.1 The netnography procedure 

This approach enabled an elaborate exploration of big, unstructured online data, as outlined 

in subsequent sections.  

4.2.1.1 Determining research-procedure fit 

In determining which procedure to use in this phase of the project, the research objective 

(exploring the ways in which consumers advocate for brands to other consumers in online 

discussion forums) was considered. As the data collection was to be obtained through the 

unobtrusive observation of consumers and their ‘naturally occurring behaviours’ in their 

‘natural’ online environments, which are rich in C2MC communication and, specifically, rich 

in brand advocacy communication. Noting Kozinets’ (2002, p. 62) observation that 

netnography “uses the information that is publicly available in online forums to identify and 

understand the needs and decision influences of relevant online consumer groups”, it was 

decided that a netnography approach was appropriate in this case. 

4.2.1.2 Entrée: netnography-online community fit 

To prepare for the netnography procedure, the researcher referred back to the research 

questions relevant to this part of the study, namely Research Question 1 (Does OBA differ 

from offline brand advocacy? If so, what differentiates it from offline brand advocacy?) and 
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Research Question 2 (What variables of online C2C communication define OBA? ) to identify 

suitable online forums.  

In order to identify suitable online communities, the researcher was guided by Kozinets’ 

(2002, p. 63) criteria for choosing suitable online communities. More specifically, the 

researcher searched for such communities in which online discussion forums provided public 

access to their information and in which there was information-rich and frequent research-

relevant data. Search engines were used to create a list of potential online forums with public 

access to their online discussions. Upon inspection of their online communication, two forums 

were identified as suitable and meeting the required criteria (i.e. bubhub.com.au (an OOC) 

and huggies.com.au (an OBC)). Both online forums had:  

1. Research-relevant information (i.e. online discussion involving consumers advocating 

brands to each other). 

2. High ‘traffic’ of posts involving OBA between consumers.  

3. Large numbers of unique usernames (i.e. consumers who are not identified by their 

real name.  

4. Detailed and descriptive online posts featuring OBA between consumers (i.e. posts 

where consumers communicated in some detail about brands.  

5. Discussion threads which included a lot of between-member interactions, that is, a 

high amount of C2MC communication via online posts in one discussion thread.  

A crucial aspect to carrying out a netnography analysis, was the researcher’s familiarity with 

the online communities being studied, including the language and etiquette involved in the 

online C2MC interactions that were relevant to OBA. The communities were rich in 

community-specific language that needed to be comprehended in order for the researcher to 

correctly interpret the meaning behind the qualitative findings (e.g. DH, DW, DP = dear 
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husband, dear wife, dear partner; WAHM = work at home mum; SAHM = stay at home mum; 

CIO = Cry it out).  

The two online communities chosen provide online support to parents of young children and 

both were Australian based.  However, one was an online open community (OOC) 

(bubhub.com.au), while the other was an online brand community (OBC) (huggies.com.au). 

These types of communities differ as:  

 Online Brand Communities (OBC) are owned, managed and sponsored by a brand, 

although discussion forum interactions are driven by its members. The community’s aim 

is to engage customers with the owner’s brand without restricting discussions, which can 

be brand or non-brand related and are focused on topics of common interest (Appendix 

6).  

 Online Open Communities (OOC) are independent of any brand affiliation and are owned 

and managed by consumers, although they may be financially supported by advertising 

revenue. OOCs bring together consumers who have a common product interest and 

provide forums for information and support on topics of common interest that can include 

brand-related discussion (Appendix 7). 

4.2.1.3 Data collection 

There were two important elements in the data collection that was undertaken to allow a 

netnography approach to be used, namely: 

1. The data were directly copied from the computer-mediated communications of online 

community members (automatic transcription of downloaded documents). 

2. The researcher’s observations of the community, its members, interactions, and 

meanings, were recorded. These notes were not input into the CAQDAS programs; 

rather they assisted the researcher in deducing the meaning of the online posts 

analysed as part of this study. 
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Each discussion thread consisted of one question posted on the forum and more than one reply 

post. As suggested by Kozinets (2002), the choice of which data to save and which to pursue 

was guided by the research question and available resources (especially time). The forum posts 

were classified as primarily social or informational and as primarily on topic or off-topic (the 

topic in this case being the study’s research question). The data analysis used only the 

primarily informational and on-topic messages. Threads that contained a positive brand 

mention were included in the analysis. A positive brand mention in this case was defined as a 

mention of a brand by name and in favourable terms (e.g. “I liked brand X”, “it worked for 

me”, “I’m happy with it”, “I would recommend it”).  These aspects were based on the prior 

general brand advocacy definitions that were presented earlier in Appendix 2. 

4.2.1.4 The sample 

Two hundred active C2MC discussion threads, which had 1,796 posts, in the two different 

online communities were examined. One hundred discussion threads (1,060 posts from 437 

unique usernames) were obtained from an OOC (bubhub.com.au), while 100 discussion 

threads (736 posts from 430 unique usernames) were obtained from an OBC 

(huggies.com.au). Data were collected between November 2014 and February 2015. This 

length of time was believed to be sufficient to provide in-depth findings and ensure saturation 

(i.e. no new insights were likely to be generated by looking beyond this time period) (Green 

& Thorogood 2004; Gaskell 2000). Brand advocacy in the threads included discussions about 

local and international brands, and ranged from high-involvement products, such as prams and 

family car brands, to low-involvement products, such as baby formula and baby hygiene 

products.  

The data collected were directly copied from the relevant online discussion forums. They 

included C2MC communication exchanges in the form of online posts from the two online 

communities that provided insights into the community and its members and member 

interactions and meanings (Kozinets 2002). While most of the data were text-based, 
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emoticons, emojis, acronyms, capital and bold lettering also featured. Where necessary, visual 

symbols, such as emojis and emoticons, were transcribed as textual-expressions (e.g.  was 

transcribed as ‘happy’). This was necessary, as the OBA posts were laden with social-cues 

that were crucial to our understanding of OBA.  

4.2.2 Validity 

After these transcriptions, the text-based data were formatted into MS Word documents and 

the two CAQDAS programs mentioned earlier (QSR NVivo and Leximancer) were used to 

assist in handling, working with and analysing the data. The use of the two different programs 

minimised researcher-bias and ensured the analysis and interpretation of results was 

acceptable.  The use of two online communities also decreased potential bias that might have 

emerged dur to the peculiarities of a single community. 

4.3 Data analysis with QSR NVivo and Leximancer 

Qualitative data analysis is often connected with the data collection used. Researchers agree 

transparency, especially providing a clear description of the analytical processes and the 

procedures used, is crucially important when presenting findings from a qualitative study 

(Hutchison, Johnston & Breckon 2010; Bringer, Johnston & Brackenridge 2006).  

Netnography, which is a procedure for textual discourse research, needs suitably matched 

CAQDAS software to expedite data storage, analysis and output. This research reinforced the 

netnographic analysis by using two CAQDAS programs so as to better reveal the patterns, 

trends and associations that emerged from consumers’ online brand communication, 

behaviour and interactions.  

There is support for using the QSR Nvivo and Leximancer software packages to better explore 

qualitative data (Jones & Diment 2010; Sotiriadou, Brouwers & Le 2014). Leximancer 

provides a form of automated, program driven and, to some degree, impartial analysis based 

on the properties of qualitative data, such as interview transcripts, discussion threads and 



93 
 

journal articles. QSR NVivo, on the other hand, provides a precise identification of concepts 

and themes that were of interest. However, it requires some manual control of data at various 

points (such as coding and queries development). Researchers agree there are benefits to using 

both packages and it is still unclear which software is more useful in optimising research 

outcomes.  

Given the exploratory nature of this project, the online discussion threads data were 

contextualized using both, QSR NVivo and Leximancer qualitative analysis packages. The 

findings from both analyses were considered concurrently, as they are both valuable to the 

exploration and understanding of online brand discussions, specifically OBA, occurring in 

online communities. The QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs are well-known options for 

the analysis of big text-based datasets (e.g. Crofts & Bisman 2010; Hutchison, Johnston & 

Breckon 2010; Jones & Diment 2010; Sotiriadou, Brouwers & Le 2014) that offer ‘visual text 

analytics’ and ‘visual data mining’, providing better insights into the data’s ‘patterns of 

relevance’ (Angus, Rintel & Wiles 2013; Risch et al. 2008) and these are discussed in 

subsequent sections.  

4.3.1 The QSR NVivo analysis 

The two hundred online discussion threads imported into QSR NVivo were classified 

according to the type of online community from which they originated. In the concept 

identification stage, distinct events in the data were identified, intensively scrutinized and 

meaning labels were attached to the identified segments (Hutchison, Johnston & Breckon 

2010). The coding stage was driven by the researcher. Nodes (codes) were created for relevant 

text relating to the concept represented by each node. The codes were initially based on general 

brand advocacy definitions and scales, and promptly evolved during the coding process, to 

depict OBA characteristics evident in the posts. This researcher-driven coding provided an 

immediate understanding of what consumers were saying about brands and, more specifically, 

how consumers were advocating for brands in online discussions. While time consuming, the 
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researcher-driven coding process enabled the inclusion of researcher insight and allowing an 

interpretation of meaning to occur at an early stage.  

This research was guided by the grounded theory approach that is often used by researchers 

to derive theory from observed and collected data and the data were allowed to speak for 

themselves (Corbin & Strauss 2007). To obtain an initial impression of the data, a Word 

Frequency Query was used to identify the most frequently occurring words across all posts.  

A Word Cloud based on these frequencies is shown in Figure 4.1. 

 
The top 50 most frequently used words when positively mentioning a brand in an online community forum. 

 

Figure 4.1: The QSR NVivo Word Frequency Cloud 

These results suggested the codes that should be considered when classifying or coding the 

data (Figure 4.2). At the open coding stage, phenomena were identified and roughly 

categorized into preliminary themes, with some guidance from prior brand advocacy research 

(Corbin & Strauss 2007). The next stage (axial coding) enabled the deduction of connections 

between categories by providing conceptual axes around which the key phenomena revolved 
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(Corbin & Strauss 2007). This stage allowed the themes to emerge more definitively and 

specific themes were also condensed into broader themes (Creswell et al. 2007). The final 

stage (selective coding) identified one theme (‘positive, influential brand mention’) as the 

most important and encompassing theme (Corbin & Strauss 2007). Throughout this process, 

themes were continually compared with the data (the constant comparison technique) to 

ensure the best fit was obtained.  

 

Figure 4.2: Coding of the data: A sample list of nodes in QSR NVivo 

The Coding Stripes Analysis (Figure 4.3) helped identify the key characteristics of OBA, by 

comparing nodes (emergent concepts) and visually depicting how they related to one another. 

This analysis identified intersecting codes, suggesting connections between the emerging 

concepts. For example, the most commonly referenced node and one of specific interest was 

‘positive brand mentions,’ which included all positive mentions of a brand name in the online 

posts. The Coding Stripes Analysis enabled the ‘positive brand mentions’ node to be depicted 

alongside nodes with which it most frequently co-occurred; highlighting important OBA 

characteristics.  

A QSR NVivo Matrix Coding Query allowed this research to examine the data at a community 

level (i.e. from the OBC and OOC datasets). As a result, community-specific OBA 

characteristics emerged. A visual representation of associations and connections between the 

nodes according to the type of online community resulted from a QSR NVivo Coding Stripes 
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Analysis, which can be seen in Figure 4.3. Although the QSR NVivo analysis is influenced 

and, to some degree, limited by researchers’ analytical decisions and epistemological 

positions, in this study it helped the iterative concept exploration process by suggesting 

subsequent lines of enquiry that Leximancer was able to explore in more detail.  

 

 

Figure 4.3: QSR NVivo Coding Stripes: OBA Analysis 

4.3.2 The Leximancer analysis 

The Leximancer program enabled an automated, program-driven analysis of the data to be 

undertaken. Leximancer uses blocks of text to identify concepts and themes that are identified 

through an iterative process of seeding word definitions from frequencies and co-occurrences 

(Sotiriadou, Brouwers & Le 2014; Angus, Rintel & Wiles 2013). It does not automatically 

present a definition for each ‘concept’, which are words that form clusters or groups called 

‘themes’. Concept grouping or ‘themes’ emerge through a contextual similarity function that 

identifies concepts (words) that have contextual similarity and appear close to each other in a 

Concept Map, which is shown in Figure 4.4. The most frequently co-occurring concepts are 
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clustered together and grouped by theme circles that represent the main ideas (Cretchley, 

Rooney & Gallois 2010). These themes are named after the most prominent concept in the 

cluster (i.e. the concept with the largest dot in that cluster).  

 

Figure 4.4: The Leximancer Two-in-One OBA Concept Map 

In this research, the Leximancer-determined theme names were revised so as to better reflect 

the concepts within them. The size of the themes is not representative of the importance of the 

themes; rather it is indicative of the concepts’ co-occurrence with other concepts. The themes 

are heat-mapped from hottest to coolest, where red is the ‘hottest’ or most prominent theme 

(e.g. ‘Brand Mention’), and purple is the ‘coolest’ or least connected theme to the prominent 

theme (e.g. ‘Experience Feedback’). The concepts are connected by lines, illustrating which 

concepts share the strongest conceptual similarity.  

 



98 
 

Each concept exerts a pull on the other identified concepts with a strength related to their co-

occurrence value. A shorter line or spring connection indicates a stronger force of attraction 

between the concepts, suggesting the concepts co-occur more frequently. The emergent 

themes, concepts and their relationships, are represented schematically by way of a Concept 

Map and a quantitative view of those relationships is provided in what is termed an Insight 

Dashboard report. The Concept Map provides a conceptual overview of the semantic structure 

of the online discussions about brands on open- and brand- communities and an indication of 

the strength of association between the identified concepts. 

In this analysis, two compound concepts (‘Positive brand mentions’ and ‘Negative brand 

mentions’) were seeded to explore emerging relationships of interest. This manual seeding 

process is akin to setting up of two queries (‘Brand mention’ AND ‘Positive communication’ 

as ‘Positive brand mention’ and Brand mention’ AND ‘Negative communication’ as 

‘Negative brand mention’), which enabled this research to pinpoint instances of positive and 

negative brand mentions.  

Three sets of analyses were conducted using Leximancer. A Two-in-One Analysis was 

obtained in which tags identified common themes in the posts on each of the two online 

communities. Key differences highlighted through this analysis were explored further in a 

One-in-One Analysis for each online community (OBC and OOC) separately, which are 

shown in Figures 4.5 and 4.6 respectively. This approach provided an overview of OBA across 

both communities and enabled a comparison of OBA in each of the online communities. 
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Figure 4.5: The Leximancer OBC OBA Concept Map 
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Figure 4.6: The Leximancer OOC OBA Concept Map 

The Leximancer Insight Dashboard Report provided a quantitative overview of the Concept 

Maps, and provided a better understanding of the results (Leximancer 2017). The Dashboard 

is best used for comparison, or difference analysis, and again, separate Insight Dashboard 

Reports were created for situations in which:  

1. There was only one category for comparing the emerging concepts, namely ‘Brand 

Mention’. 

2. The categories of comparison were the tags for each of the two online communities 

(i.e. OBC and OOC).  
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The first report shows how consumers mentioned brands in online posts when advocating for 

a brand, while the second report allowed the researcher to determine the ways in which 

consumers advocated for brands in the two online communities. All of the concepts were 

assessed for their ‘prominence’ (represented by their respective Prominence Scores (PS)) in 

relation to a ‘Brand Mention’ and in relation to the two different community types being 

studied. This report was useful in investigating the concepts or attributes associated with 

relevant tags or categories in the data (i.e. ‘Brand Mention’) and the two online community 

types. Further, the report showed the relative frequencies for concept combinations that were 

evident in the Concept Map and, using Bayesian algebra, calculated a PS for each concept and 

for each compound concept (pairs of concepts co-occurring together) and these are shown in 

Table 4.1 and table 4.2.  

Table 4.1: Leximancer analysis: Top ranking individual concepts 

Brand Mention Online Brand Community Online Open Community 

Concept PS Concept PS Concept PS 

Tried 1.7 OBC Brand 

Name 

1.7 Love 1.4 

Use 1.6 Read 1.7 Price 1.3 

Love 1.4 Tried 1.7 Looking 1.3 

Better 1.4 Problem 1.6 Bought 1.1 

Buy 1.3 Best 1.4 Great 1.1 

PS = Prominence Score. 

The insights from the Concept Maps were interpreted alongside the PSs from the Insight 

Dashboard Reports. A PS greater than 1.0 suggests the co-occurrence between a concept or 

compound concept and a category or tag, happens more often than by chance (Leximancer 

2017). Here, such a score was considered sufficient to identify unique and important OBA 

characteristics and, for compound concepts, a PS of 3 or more was deemed satisfactory. 
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Table 4.2: Leximancer analysis: Top ranking compound concepts  

Brand Mention Online Brand Community Online Open Community 

Compound 
Concept 

PS Compound 
Concept 

PS Compound 
Concept 

PS 

Tried & brands 17.4 Read & 
understand 

22.0 Easy & fold 
(functionality of 

products) 

39.3 

Positive brand 
mention & 

negative brand 
mention 

16.8 Tried & brands 12.1 Price & range 11.5 

Better & cheaper 11.6 Best & brands 8.4 Looking & 
reviews 

8.5 

Positive brand 
mention & 

reviews 

10.0 OBC Brand Name 
& brands 

8.1 Issues & pay 8.2 

Problem & never 9.3 Positive brand 
mention & 

negative brand 
mention 

7.9 Recommend & 
compact 

(product feature) 

7.6 

 

4.3.3 Supersizing netnography 

The two CAQDAS programs seemed to ‘supersize’ netnography by enabling an elaborate 

exploration of the big, qualitative text-based data that was collected online. Both programs 

contributed towards understanding OBA, with each of the programs providing a unique 

perspective on the data. 

Two themes emerged during the QSR NVivo analysis that could not have been captured in 

Leximancer. QSR NVivo recognized ‘Reactive OBA’ and ‘Proactive OBA’ as two different 

types of OBA. The identification of such concepts of interest required foresight and human-

intellect at the data coding stage, which was facilitated by QSR NVivo. OBA posts could only 

be classified as reactive or proactive through a researcher deducing meaning based on the 

totality of a message (the post’s whole wording) and the post’s position in the overall 



103 
 

discussion thread. This process allowed the researcher to see OBA can be unprompted or 

prompted, improving our understanding of the nature of OBA.  

Leximancer’s automated analysis ensured an expedient identification of emerging ‘concepts’ 

and ‘themes’ without much intervention from the researcher. Its results are neatly displayed 

in a Concept Map (Figure 4.4 in this case), which was supported by information about the 

strengths of the relationships between the ‘concepts’ and the ‘themes’, as highlighted in the 

Insight Dashboard Reports. The ‘impartiality’ of the Leximancer process proved to be of great 

importance in the present exploratory study in which key concepts were not clear, which is 

likely to often be an issue when using big data. For example, without Leximancer, we would 

not have found differences in OBA posts in the OBC and OOC communities, which seemed 

to exist, as they were identified by the QSR NVivo Coding Stripes Analysis.  

These differences were clearly highlighted through the Leximancer emerging ‘High 

Involvement Products (HIP)’ and ‘Low Involvement Products (LIP)’; each of which was 

‘pulled’ by the OOC or the OBC. These findings suggested OBA posts on the OOC site were 

advocating for high involvement products in this category more than OBA posts on the OBC 

site. On the other hand, the ‘Low Involvement Products: Feeding’ and ‘Low Involvement 

Products: Hygiene’ themes were more closely associated with the OBC tag. This suggested 

low involvement products were advocated on the OBC site more than on the OOC site, 

highlighting that OBA posts on the OBC site were mostly about the community owner’s brand, 

its immediate competitors and closely related, but non-competing, product categories. 

Whereas, on the OOC forum, OBA was provided for a wide variety of products and 

significantly more OBA posts seemed to be about high involvement products. This was a 

significant finding providing insight into why OBA had clear common characteristics across 

both online communities and why it also showed clear differences between the two 

communities. Consequently, the Leximancer analysis assisted in deducing more meaning from 

the results provided by the QSR NVivo analysis.  
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While QSR NVivo and Leximancer producing insightful findings, it was the researchers’ 

interactions with the data that helped in the further exploration and interpretation of the textual 

meanings shown in Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2.  Crofts and Bisman (2010, p. 197) suggested 

“CAQDAS should not operate as a substitute for the researcher’s immersion in, or 

interpretation of the data but rather as a means for enriching the research process”.   It was 

this follow-through that enabled the researcher to draw meaningful and complete conclusions 

about OBA. 

Consequently, the use of netnography coupled with QSR NVivo and Leximancer, enabled this 

research to investigate the topic and detangle OBA’s unique characteristics. Had this research 

only used one program, findings from only one side of the analysis would be have dominated 

the results, foregoing a more complete understanding of OBA and its characteristics that 

suggested how OBA differed between the different online communities. The use of both 

programs provided a more holistic view of the true nature and characteristics of OBA.  

4.4 Conclusions 

This Chapter outlined the netnography procedures that were followed to explore as large 

number of online OBA posts. The use of two different CAQDAS applications meant this 

research was able to delve deeply into the characteristics of OBA that were evident in online 

posts by consumers communicating about their brand experiences to  other consumers in 

online discussion forums.  These findings, which led to a revised framework, are discussed in 

more detail in the next Chapter. 
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Chapter 5: The Online Communities’ Study: Results 

5.1 Overview 

This Chapter highlights key findings from the qualitative study described in Chapter Four. 

The findings, analysis, and examples are summarized in Appendix 8, and comparison to 

Leximancer and QSR NVivo findings are in Table 5.1. Seven OBA aspects relevant to 

consumers’ online communication when advocating for brands (endorsement, brand’s best 

interest, knowledge, reasoning, love, experience, virtual visual cues) were found; 

differentiating OBA from offline brand advocacy, eWOM and CBE, as shown in Table 5.2.  

The analysis suggested the seven OBA aspects have cognitive characteristics (e.g. brand 

knowledge and how to get more information about a brand), emotional characteristics (e.g. 

words like ‘love’ and ‘adore’) and virtual visual characteristics (e.g. emoticons and brand 

imagery). The visual output from the QSR NVivo and Leximancer analyses that was shown 

in Chapter Four are referred to in subsequent sections of this Chapter and, for ease of reference, 

some Figures are repeated. To illustrate the nature of OBA, some transcripts of the examined 

online posts are provided. These had been transcribed verbatim as they appeared in the 

discussion forums (i.e. with spelling mistakes, lack of punctuation and grammatical errors). 2 

5.2 Cognitive OBA characteristics 

The results of the QSR NVivo and Leximancer analyses (Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2) suggested 

OBA had cognitive, rational characteristics, as brand advocates (OBA givers) and prospective 

consumers (OBA receivers) were brand-information savvy. Several aspects emerged within 

this group of OBA characteristics and these aspects are discussed in subsequent sections. 

                                                           
2 This Chapter is supplemented by a manuscript (“Navigating Online Brand Advocacy (OBA): 

An Exploratory Analysis”) which has been accepted in the Journal of Marketing Theory and 
Practice (Wilk, Harrigan, and Soutar, 2018) and provided in Appendix 3. 
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Figure 5.1: QSR NVivo Coding Stripes OBA Analysis 

 

Figure 5.2: The Leximancer Two-in-One OBA Concept Map 
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Table 5.1 Summary of OBA characteristics, Leximancer and QSR NVivo findings 

Leximancer Findings QSR Nvivo Findings OBA Characteristics 

Brand mention (Positive-
Negative) (1, 3, 4) 

Brand experience (1, 6, 2) 
1. Endorsement 

Positive Communication (5, 1, 7) Brand ownership (1) 2. Brand's best interest 
Endorsement (1) Reasons for advocating (4, 5, 2) 3. Brand knowledge 

Reasoning (4)  
Recommendation based on 
requirements (1) 4. Reasoning 

Low Involvement Products 
(Competitor Brands) (3, 4) 

Problem support (3, 6) 
5. Brand Love 

Brand's Best Interest (2) Virtual visual cues (7) 
6. Experience sharing through 
storytelling 

Advice (3, 6) 
Recommendation based on brand 
comparison (1)  

7. Virtual Visual Positive 
Expression 

Recommendation (1, 3, 6) 

Extra supporting brand 
information (web link, photos, 
price, availability) (4, 3, 6)   

Experience Feedback (3, 6) Technical brand language (3)   
High Involvement Products (3, 
4)    

Low Involvement Products 
(Non-Competing Brands) (3, 4) 

  
  

 

5.2.1 Endorsement 

OBA posts were more than a recommendation; they were brand endorsements based on the 

advocate’s experience, interactions with and ownership of the brand. As can be seen in the 

Two-in-One OBA Concept Map (Figure 5.2), there was a clear identification of self through 

the use of words such as ‘my’, ‘I’, and ‘we’ with ‘have’ and ‘having’. An OBA post is a non-

incentivized and voluntary endorsement of a brand by a current or past customer and is either 

proactive (endorsing the brand without prompting by another consumer) or reactive 

(endorsing the brand due to a question or specific recommendation request by a prospective 

consumer) as can be seen in the Coding Stripes Analysis (Figure 5.1).  

‘Brand experience’, ‘Brand ownership’, ‘Recommendation given based on requirements’ and 

‘Recommendation given based on brand comparison’ were key OBA elements in both online 

communities, as was evident in the Coding Stripes Analysis (Figure 5.1). Such endorsement 

described the advocate’s attempt to position the brand in a positive way by identifying an 

attribute, feature, and/or, characteristic, or provided value for ‘money’ and made the brand 
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prestigious, superior or ‘best’. The Leximancer analysis, shown in Figure 5.2, suggested a 

brand advocate would often describe a brand as being superior, using words such as ‘best’, 

‘better’ and ‘great’. For example:  

“I find the <hygiene brand> ones are best. Have tried numerous others and they all seem 

so thin in comparison.” 

5.2.2 The brand’s best interest 

OBA posts were more than just simple recommendations or hear-say. Online brand advocates 

seem to be informal brand spokespeople and in their OBA posts they seemed to represent the 

brand’s best interest online. OBA seems to be favourable online communication on behalf of 

the brand, in defence of the brand or as general support for the brand, by a current or past 

customer. Such mentions were generally classified as ‘Brand mentions (positive)’ and, as 

illustrated in the Coding Stripes Analysis (Figure 5.1); positive brand mentions were the key 

layer upon which OBA posts were expressed. Further, the Leximancer analysis, found brand 

advocates used expressions such as ‘I’ve had no problems’ and ‘it’s always worked great for 

me’ in their OBA posts. For example:  

“<Pram brand >   I've had mine for 3 years and no punctures. If you're jogging on 

rough surfaces I would definitely get a pram specifically designed for running. The <pram 

brand > has better suspension, larger wheels and a handbrake. Also has a soft structured 

hammock style seat, so the seat swings side to side with the movement of running and 

bumps, which means a smoother ride for bub.” 

Notably, no “watchdog comments”, in which a consumer reading the OBA post would suggest 

comments were untrue (Larson and Denton 2014), were identified. 
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5.2.3 Knowledge 

OBA posts were vivid showcases of in-depth cognition and an intimate knowledge of the 

brand portrayed as advice to others. The advocate often demonstrated they knew everything 

and anything there was to know about the brand. Notably, advocates were able to refer 

prospective customers to information sources if they did not have sufficient information 

themselves. The Concept Map (Figure 5.2) suggests OBA posts referred to ‘online reviews’, 

virtual consumer groups on Facebook or other ‘websites’.  

5.2.3.1 Brand knowledge and involvement 

In their OBA posts, advocates showed their involvement and interest in the brand (brand 

involvement) and discussed things such as availability, sales, product updates and the correct 

use of a brand to get optimum performance. They often used brand-specific, technical 

language.  

“I’ve got <food processor brand >. It’s got a quad blade plus lots of attachments, two 

bowls, wide chute etc... I love it! 25 year warranty on the motor. I got it for $375 tho I 

think the rrp is $500+. When I was researching I read an article about the development 

of the <food processor brand>. A team went out and bought every fp they could find and 

wrote up everything they could find wrong with them. Then they came up with a dream 

list of everything fp should do, and the <food processor brand> was born. I love mine!” 

5.2.3.2 Product category knowledge 

Advocates were also involved and interested in the product category, and had knowledge of 

other brands’ price, quality, and functionality. Figure 5.1 shows ‘Product category 

involvement’ is a key feature of OBA posts, while Figure 5.2 shows ‘money’, ‘value’, ‘price’, 

and ‘quality’ were prominent in OBA posts.  

“<Nappy brand A>!!! Always!!!... Tried <nappy brand B> crap! A friend gave me a pack 
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of <nappy brand C> and they're really bulky, very poor fit and I took it off my DD [dear 

daughter] after about five minutes! The most i've ever paid for a box of <nappy brand A> 

is $30…many other brands don't seem to hold as much fluid so you then go through more. 

Sometimes <nappy brand A> work out cheaper!” 

5.2.3.3 Other knowledge sources 

Other online sources providing more brand information were referred to in the OBA posts. 

References to online resources, such as a ‘website’, ‘reading (online)’, ‘google’ and ‘local 

group (online)’, were important features of OBA, as highlighted in Figure 5.2. Posts frequently 

included references to online reviews or other forums that had positive statements about the 

advocated brand.  

“My stash is <nappy brand> http://www.<brandnameweblink>.com.au Have a look on 

Facebook if you are on there, there are a couple of <nappy brand> groups like buy and 

sell, as well as <nappy brand> review groups where you can ask questions and get info 

you need. Also try http://<weblink>.com.au/...” 

5.2.3.4 Extra brand information provision 

Advocates also provided ‘extra unrequested brand information’. Figure 5.1 suggests the extra 

details included links to a brand’s website, photos of products, locations of distribution outlets, 

discount prices and availability.  

“It is cheaper to buy <pram brand> from <online distributor brand> and use a mail 

forwarder to get it to Australia. I bought it on sale at <online distributor URL> and all 

up it was only $180 delivered.” 

5.2.4 Reasoning 

OBA posts featured strong rationales. Persuasive arguments lay behind the recommendation 

and support for a brand, reflecting the advocate’s reasoning and beliefs about that brand. This 
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led to elaborate positive brand statements based on evidence from brand experience and 

ownership. Such statement often outlined a brand’s functionality, attributes, benefits, quality 

and value for money, explaining why the advocate was a fan of the brand, why the brand was 

the ‘best’ or ‘better’ than competitors, and/or why a prospective customer should ‘give it a 

try’.  

“I did my own little test. I bought the cheaper nappies, and each day I wrote down how 

many nappies I’d been through. I did this for 2 weeks, and then I bought <nappy brand> 

and wrote down how many per day for another 2 weeks. The result ended up being that I 

changed the cheaper ones much more frequently because otherwise they’d leak. Some 

brands I even used twice as many as I did with <nappy brand>.” 

5.2.4.1 Positive-negative brand mentions 

Positive-negative brand mentions based on brand comparisons often underpinned OBA posts. 

The Leximancer analysis showed positive-negative brand mentions had a high prominence 

score in OBA posts (PS=16.8) and Figure 5.2 clearly shows the positive-negative brand 

mentions in the ‘Brand mention’ theme. Three types of positive-negative brand mentions were 

common in the OBA posts, namely:  

a. Advocacy despite a shortcoming through a positive-negative brand mention 

underlined an aspect of honesty and transparency in such OBA posts. It featured 

positive aspects of the advocated brand and honest insights into its negative 

aspects. Despite this, the brand was suggested to be superior to other brands. 

“These <brand> bottles are expensive but they are the best bottles on the market 

in my opinion anyway!!! My daughter is great on these bottles but she wasn’t very 

good on any other bottles.” 

b. Brand comparison between brands (positive-negative brand mention between 

brands).  
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“I had the <car brand A> and boy was it thirsty. Just driving around the CBD 

and suburbs and a tank only lasted around 8 days and it was $90 to fill!! Also it 

was bought new and as soon as the 3 year warranty was up things started 

breaking. It cost me $1,800 to replace the central locking on 2 doors!... I traded 

it in for a <car brand B> brand and am so happy. Great fuel economy, fantastic 

service and beautiful car! I would definitely go <car brand B> over <car brand 

A> any day just IMO [in my opinion].” 

c. Brand comparison within a brand and between brands (positive-negative brand 

mention within and between brands).  

“I used to use <nappy brand A> for a bit but <nappy brand B> are the best trust 

me especially during teething it is worth it you don’t want your baby anymore 

miserable! …definitely worth <nappy brand B> buy in bulk and it adds up to the 

same as the cheap nasty ones!” 

5.2.4.2 Championing brand trial 

The reasoning within OBA posts often included the advocate championing the idea for the 

prospective consumer to try the brand to find out it is the ‘best’ or ‘better’ than other brands. 

This again reinforced the premise that brand experience is crucial to understanding what the 

brand has to offer.  

“Free samples of different brands made me a <baby hygiene product brand> mum - 

I couldn't get on with others… it is worth trying the different samples.” 

5.2.4.3 Referral to brand endorsers 

OBA posts often featured referral to other users of the brand as credible endorsers. Offline 

sources, such as friends, local groups (offline), experts and places of authority (e.g. a hospital), 

mentioned in OBA posts, suggested the advocated brand was also used and/or recommended 
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by other individuals, groups or institutions. Sometimes these sources were highly visible 

and/or had credibility in the offline community (e.g. hospital or a local mothers’ group). For 

example: 

“<Vitamin brand>. This was suggested by my midwife after I had DS [dear son] and 

had low iron and within weeks my iron level was back to normal.” 

5.3 Affective OBA characteristics 

OBA was also characterised by strong affective, emotive and passionate characteristics that 

showed the consumer’s fondness for, adoration of and positive emotion towards the advocated 

brand. As shown in Figure 5.2, positive valence was evident in both online communities 

through words such as ‘love’, ‘best’, ‘great’ and ‘ prefer’. These words were fundamental to 

many OBA posts, as they expressed the advocate’s fondness for the brand. OBA posts were 

emotionally-laden and their intensity was evident in the way they were written. The OBA 

expression was clear and bold when elaborating about an advocated brand’s superiority. OBA 

posts were stories of satisfied consumers using a brand and these stories often related 

memorable brand experiences. Online brand advocates display their passion and affection for 

the brand in their OBA posts and this emotion may make their OBA relatable. 

5.3.1 Love 

OBA posts displayed strong positive attitudes, affection and feelings for the brand; seeing it 

as part of one’s life and as if the brand was the advocate’s partner in a relationship. ‘Love’ 

was the most frequently used word in OBA posts in both online communities. For example, 

on the OOC “positive brand mention and love” ranks very highly as a compound concept. 

However, ‘love’ was not the sole descriptor. Some other frequently used words were ‘adore’, 

‘the one’, ‘great’, ‘best’, and ‘prefer’.  
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“We have <car brand> and absolutely LOVE. Heaps of anchor points for car seats, plenty 

of boot space, easy to drive, seems good value for petrol, haven't had one problem with it. 

Also love the sliding doors on both sides - major selling point for me!” 

“Being the 'nappy snob' I am, I LOVE <nappy brand> and whenever we leave the house 

I always make sure DS has <nappy brand> on”. 

5.3.2 Experience through storytelling 

OBA posts showcased the advocate’s hands-on experience and ownership of a brand and were 

characterised by storytelling. Experiences and ownership were often described with a sense of 

pride and references to previously received acknowledgements from others for using the 

brand. OBA posts were usually written from a first person point of view (‘mine’, ‘my’, ‘ours’) 

and included examples of own brand use and, often, examples of the use of other brands 

against which the advocate compared the advocated brand.  

“I have a <safety monitoring system brand >, which I've used for both my children, and 

am still using now for my 8 month old. I love it. Really happy with it. For me the breathing 

(apnoea) monitor was crucial, as peace of mind. It is really sensitive, and has never 

malfunctioned. It has alarmed a few times, and when I rushed into her room to check on 

her last time, she was choking ... It has a temperature monitor, and you can set alarms for 

too cold or too hot…It is portable and lightweight, I take it wherever we go.” 

 

“I have a <pram brand>, love it!! Totally worth the $$$ I bought the <pram brand> 

because I have a small car, we travel a lot, easy to steer and shop around with and have 

storage, light, and comfy for bub. It met all my expectations and beyond. 9 months on it 

still looks like new, its been on 3 flights and one international holiday. I bought a mesh 

bag that attaches at the front and I can do a small shop with that and i can squeeze into 

ANY shop... DD loves it comfort wise, and I get sooo many complements!” 
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5.4 Virtual visual OBA characteristics 

Virtual visual cues or message characteristics featured prominently in OBA posts in both 

online communities, although, as a group, they were more prominent in the OBC. These visual 

aids helped consumers show feelings associated with the advocated brand that otherwise might 

have been difficult to portray in online communication. These visual components supported 

the cognitive and affective dimensions of OBA posts. Virtual visual cues were often used as 

if to replace the lack of face-to-face interaction, as consumers (brand advocates and OBA 

recipients) communicated in an informal and direct way, as if they were speaking to someone 

offline. 

5.4.1 Visual cues 

Virtual visual indicators were used to show affect for the brand, support, strengthen the 

argument for the brand, showcase the brand and discourage the use of competing brands, as 

discussed in subsequent sections. 

5.4.1.1 Virtual facial expressions  

Facial expressions were provided through emojis and emoticons that were common on OBA 

posts. Emoticons were the most visible virtual visual aid used. Smilies () seemed to be the 

favoured emoticon and emoji.  

“<Retailer brand A> baby sale on thurs has <nappies brand> 2 for $66 aswell! 

so if u cant get to a <retailer brand B> that maybe a better option for some 

....and yes its country wide im in WA we all have the same sales ”. 

5.4.1.2 Attenuation of expression  

Attenuation of expression through the use of capital and bold lettering and exclamation marks 

was extremely important and seen in most OBA posts. This highlighted a need to put intended 

OBA messages in the right way. Exclamation marks (!!!), and capital and bold lettering (e.g. 
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I LOVE <BRAND>) were often used by online brand advocates to portray excitement, 

happiness, thrill, uniqueness and a heightened positive emotion. They were also used to 

express disappointment with a trialled competitor brand. Often, these written visual aids were 

a call-to-action (e.g. urging others to buy the brand) and were used to express the emotion or 

importance intended by the online brand advocate.  

“I find <nappy brand A> at night are great for my 8mth old. <Nappy brand B> 

are the NASTIEST!!! leak through EVERY TIME even if the nappy has been on 

only an hour in some cases. i will not use them at night anymore as every time i 

did DS [dear son] would wake up soaked.” 

5.4.1.3 Brand look  

Brand look obtained by attaching or embedding photos or images of the brand in the OBA 

post, was a key feature of online advocacy. Such photos were often embedded in the OBA 

post, attached as a file that could be clicked to be viewed or links were provided to other 

websites containing images of the brand. These images showed, for example, what the brand 

looked like, what features it possessed, sizes or colours and, generally, helped people visualise 

what the advocated brand had to offer, sometimes in situ.  

“Just a few pics off my phone that show <pram brand> out and about! ;-) < photo 

1> < photo 2> < photo 3> < photo 4>.” 

5.4.1.4 Community-semantics 

Community-semantics, which are ‘online slang’ or acronyms particular to a community (for 

example: DS (dear son), FF (forward facing car seat)) suggested the informality and directness 

of OBA expression. These community semantics, reflected members’ familiarity with the 

online community’s etiquette and communication style, and were an important feature of 

many OBA posts. 
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“I've just purchased a <baby carrier brand>…. Have used it so much already and 

wish I had bought it sooner. DS [dear son] is 18 months and around 11kgs and I think 

he is quite tall but he still fits in it no worries  ”. 

5.5 Evidence of brand-related constructs (antecedents and consequences) 

Further to the unique OBA characteristics already mentioned, aspects of some of the CBI 

brand-related constructs outlined in the study’s suggested model (discussed in Section 3.5) 

seemed to exist in the online brand discussions studied, suggesting these CBI antecedents 

might play a role in understanding OBA.  

5.5.1 Brand distinctiveness 

Online brand advocates seemed to freely express how distinctive a brand was in comparison 

to other, competing, brands and this was underpinned by the frequent positive-negative brand 

mentions comparing brands (section 5.2.4.1). Advocates often did this by highlighting a 

brand’s features, price and overall performance as markers of the brand’s distinctiveness, 

which they deem to make the brand ‘the best’ in their eyes.   

“I did a bit of online research about formulas for my baby daughter and found that 

<baby formula brand> sounded pretty good so I went with that. It is the only formula 

that is not genetically modified and also the only one made in Australia so is therefore 

at a very affordable price. She has had it since we got home from the hospital and we 

have never had a problem with it. Both my GP and child health nurse have praised 

that formula too and said that is keeps them nice and full for 3 to 4 hours, which it 

certainly has for my bub. She is 15 weeks old now and thriving!!”.  
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5.5.2 Brand prestige 

The prestige or superiority of a brand seems to be relevant when advocating for premium, 

luxury brands. Online brand advocates made it explicit that the brand they were 

communicating about is prestigious. 

“We went with the <premium car brand> 7 seater and I can't recommend it enough. 

The boot space is massive! The car is so comfortable and has all the little luxuries.”  

5.5.3 Memorable brand experiences 

Storytelling about positive and memorable brand experiences is a way through which online 

brand advocates relay brand-relevant information to their fellow online community members; 

a way in which a brand-related story can be made relatable to others, in particular non-brand 

users and potential customers of the brand.   

“We have a <car brand>…As an indicator to how big the boot is, we picked up a tall 

boy chest of draws with all the kids and their car seats in the car middle and back row 

and were still able to fit the chest of draws in the back. The guy we purchased it off 

was stunned. Plus because we had taken one of the seats out we had plenty of space 

still in the car which we filled with beach and picnic gear to take the kids to the beach 

for the day”. 

5.5.4 Brand social benefits 

Online brand advocates like to showcase how they use a brand and how that brand is received 

or supported by others; in particular, other customers of the brand. Their remarks often 

reflected the way in which a brand offered them an opportunity to socialise or in which they 

received social approval from other customers, thus being a part of a brand community offline 

or online.  
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“<Baby carrier brand A> all the way from 18ish months+ and standard before that. 

Provides exceptional knee to knee and perfect M shape positioning and is amazingly 

comfy (I've tried a lot of others) There's a local FB (Facebook) group called Aussie 

<baby carrier brand>Love and there was a canvas on there the other day that sold 

for 140. Here's a pic of <baby carrier brand A> v  <baby carrier brand B> v <baby 

carrier brand C> and there's a great blog here showing the differences with a pic by 

pic comparison from different angle”. 

“If anyone lives in the Caroline Springs area in Victoria <supermarket brand> has 

the <nappy brand> boxes for $29.99!!! Wipes are also on special. Also if you buy 

nappies, wipes, wash cloths and change mats you get 500 bonus flyby points. Just 

wanted to share the bargain with everyone, it’s not often you can get the nappies that 

cheap!” and in response “WOW what a great bargain, thank you for sharing!” 

Brand social benefits also included social approval from non-brand customers or the wider 

offline or online community, for example, as compliments on using the brand. 

“I (too) got <premium pram brand> off eBay for $1200 including bassinet and free 

postage …Everyone keeps on stopping and commenting us every time we go out.”  

5.5.5 Brand warmth 

A brand’s personality often came across as relatively warm in OBA posts.  Online brand 

advocates were unafraid to express their fondness for the brand based on their ‘warm’ 

perceptions of the brand, which they alluded to almost as one would to a friend and getting on 

with that friend. 

“I love <baby hygiene brand> I wouldn't use anything else. All of the free samples of 

different brands made me a <baby hygiene brand> mum - I couldn't get on with (the) 

others”. 
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5.5.6 Loyalty 

Online brand advocates often mentioned their attachment and commitment to a brand, 

preference for a brand even at a higher price and resistance to switching to another brand, 

when communicating about their brand purchase behaviour. Words such as “always buy” and 

“loyal customer” often appear in their online brand communication.  

“I love <baby hygiene product brand> I wouldn't use anything else. I always get the 

green box of <baby hygiene products brand> from <retailer brand>… they are 

perfect for us!”. 

“<Baby hygiene product brand> all the way here. Had 4 kids and every single one of 

them have been in <baby hygiene products brand> since day dot. Have tried other 

brands but have ended up passing them on. I’m a loyal <baby hygiene products 

brand> customer now!” 

5.5.7 Purchase intent 

Purchase intent was evident on two levels. Firstly, OBA posts often explicitly stated the 

advocate’s intent to purchase the brand again and continuously in the future. Secondly, OBA 

posts are often responded to by an OBA recipient who expresses their intent to purchase or 

lets members know they have purchased the advocated brand. Notably, OBA recipients are 

often brand advocates of other brand-related online communications.  Thus, an online brand 

advocate might simultaneously participate in numerous online brand-related discussions.  In 

some discussions s/he might be the OBA giver/advocate.  In one discussion s/he might be 

advocating for a particular car brand but, in another discussion about a baby hygiene product, 

s/he might be the OBA receiver.  

OBA post by the advocate:  

“I am going to purchase the <cosmetic brand> again. It’s the only one which works”. 
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Posts in response to OBA:  

“Thanks so much for your advice! I'm going to give <baby feeding formula brand> a 

go.” 

“Oh great. Thankyou.  good to know it works. Just going out now to see if I can get 

some now.” 

Although no brand-self similarity was detected by way of explicit verbatim comments in the 

online discussions studied, this construct seems to fill many observations. It is, therefore, 

anticipated that all six brand-related drivers of CBI in Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model, 

might play roles in understanding OBA, as these constructs may well be drivers of OBA.  

5.6 OBA Model 2: A revised framework 

The qualitative study findings highlighted the need to revise the initially suggested OBA 

model, which was discussed in section 3.5. This revised OBA Model, which can be seen in 

Figure 5.3, is based on the suggestion that the CBI brand-related drivers and purchase intent 

seem to exist in the context of OBA. It seems the brand-related drivers of CBI might have a 

direct effect on OBA. Consequently, additional hypotheses were added to the already 

suggested framework, namely: 

H12: The more a consumer perceives to be similar to the brand (brand-self 

similarity) the more the consumer will advocate for the brand online (OBA). 

H12a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, the positive 

relationship between brand-self similarity and OBA will become stronger. 

H13: The more a consumer perceives a brand to be distinct, the more the 

consumer will advocate for the brand online (OBA). 
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H13a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, the positive 

relationship between brand distinctiveness and OBA will become stronger. 

H14: The more a consumer perceives a brand to be prestigious, the more the 

consumer will advocate for the brand online (OBA). 

H14a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, the positive 

relationship between brand prestige and OBA will become stronger. 

H15: The more a consumer perceives a brand to offer brand social benefits, the 

more the consumer will advocate for the brand online (OBA).  

H15a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, the positive 

relationship between brand social benefits and OBA will become stronger. 

H16: The more a consumer perceives a brand to have a warm personality, the 

more the consumer will advocate for the brand online (OBA).  

H16a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, the positive 

relationship between brand warmth and OBA will become stronger. 

H17: The more a consumer perceives a brand to have memorable brand 

experiences with a brand, the more the consumer will advocate for the brand 

online (OBA).  

H17a: As a consumer’s product category involvement increases, te positive 

relationship between memorable brand experiences and OBA will become 

stronger. 
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Figure 5.3: OBA Model 2: A revised Model 

 

5.7 A discussion of the findings 

This qualitative phase of the study found “I love <Brand name>”, an unjustified 

recommendation by way of a simple positive brand mention or hear-say, (e.g. positive eWOM 

(Yap et al. 2013; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004)), was not sufficient to explain OBA. It seems 

OBA is unique, elaborate, information and emotion-laden and that virtual visual cues (e.g. 

emoticons, emojis, photos and lettering) underpin the OBA message. OBA posts have seven 

key aspects (endorsement, brand’s best interest, knowledge, reasoning, love, experience, 

virtual visual cues) that can be grouped into cognitive, affective and virtual visual OBA 

dimensions. OBA is “strongly persuasive”, “explicit advocacy, giving reasons”, “with full-

frontal rhetoric”, as described by Ehrenberg (2000) and is supported by visual aids, such as 

emoticons  and enclosed images of the advocated brand, which have not been studied in this 

context (Schamp-Bjerede et al. 2014; Hogenboom et al. 2013). OBA seems to be an expression 

of customer-driven influence (CDI) through which customers' verbal and non-verbal 
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communication may affect other customers' attitudes and behaviours (Aksoy et al. 2013a). 

These insights suggest ways through which OBA might be defined. 

5.7.1 The difference between OBA, brand advocacy offline, CBE and eWOM 

Consumers advocating for a brand online, post elaborate, positive statements about and in 

support of the brand, using strong and unique cognitive, affective and visual ways of 

expression.  Such advocacy seems to have the three general dimensions of OBA that can be 

seen in Figure 5.4.  

 

Figure 5.4: OBA’s dimensions 

An OBA post is a persuasive attempt by a non-incentivised, voluntary brand advocate to 

positively position and support a well-liked brand to prospective customers. Online brand 

advocates (brand information givers) are informal brand spokespeople who are also brand-

information gatekeepers and who provide ‘extra information’ to online brand information 

5. Love, relationship partner 
6. Brand experience storytelling 

7. Virtual visual cues 
(emojis, emoticons, 
lettering, photos etc.) 

1. Brand endorsement 
2. In-depth brand knowledge 
3. Representing brand’s best 

interest 
4. Reasoning 
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seekers (potential customers).  Such advocates are brand-information savvy, and they engage 

in lengthy online C2MC discussions about brands. Table 5.2 compares the newly-found OBA 

characteristics to those evident in prior brand advocacy, eWOM and CBE research. 

Table 5.2: OBA characteristics in comparison to brand advocacy offline, eWOM and CBE 

Construct Dimensions Reference 
OBA Cognitive: 

- Brand endorsement: 
o recommendation based on own brand interaction and 

experience 
o requirements-based and/or brand comparison 
o non-incentivised, voluntary 
o proactive or reactive 
o positions brand in positive way on some aspect (e.g. 

attribute, feature, value for money) 
- Brand knowledge: 

o in-depth, intimate and brand-specific  
o reference to brand information sources 

- Brand’s best interest: 
o informal brand spokesperson 
o support for, representation of and communication on behalf 

of the brand 
- Reasoning: 

o strong brand rationale 
o persuasive argument  
o elaborate, positive brand statement based on evidence from 

own brand interaction/experience 
o positive and negative brand mentions and comparison within 

and between brand(s)  
o championing brand trial 
o referral to brand endorsers 

Affective: 
- Love  

o strong positive attitude, affection and feelings for the brand 
o part of the advocate’s life, partner in a relationship 
o frequented by use of the word ‘love’ 

- Experience storytelling 
o evidencing the relationship with the advocated brand through 

stories 
Virtual Visual Cues: 
- emojis, emoticons, attenuation of expression, brand look (photos), and 

community semantics. 

This research 
(qualitative study 
phase). 

Brand 
Advocacy 
Offline 

Favourable brand communication; Brand defence. 
The act of recommending, defending, and pleading on behalf of a particular 
person or a cause. 
Brand recommendation 
Positive WOM intentions 
Brand recommendation or support 

(Park & MacInnis 
2006; Keller 2007; 
Jillapalli & Wilcox 
2010; Fullerton 2005 
and 2011; 
Algesheimer & 
Dholakia 2005; 
Bruggen, Foubert & 
Gremler 2011;  
Badrinarayanan & 
Laverie 2011) 

eWOM Rational (cognition, knowledge of the advocated brand) and emotional 
(passion for the advocated brand) appeal.  
Hedonic (pleasant, gratified brand experience) and utilitarian (insights into the 
advocated brand’s functionality and effectiveness) elements. 
*Argument quality (e.g. comprehensiveness of brand information) and source 
credibility (e.g. online brand advocate’s expertise and trustworthiness through 
own experience).  

(Wu & Wang 2011) 
 
(Voss et al. 2003) 
 
(Cheung et al. 2008) 
 
 

CBE Cognitive Processing (e.g. thinking about brand, interest to learn more about 
brand) 
Affection (e.g. feeling positive and proud to use brand) 
Activation (e.g. time spent using brand, use of brand in comparison to other 
brands) 

(Hollebeek, Glynn & 
Brodie 2014) 
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5.7.1.1 OBA and brand advocacy offline  

OBA seems to have some of offline brand advocacy’s characteristics (e.g. brand defence, 

brand support, recommendation, positive brand mention) that were evident in prior research 

(e.g. Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007; Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Fullerton 2005 and 2011; 

Algesheimer & Dholakia 2005; Bruggen, Foubert & Gremler 2011; Badrinarayanan & Laverie 

2011). However, it also has more elaborate, online-communication-specific constituents and 

some new aspects that were not reported in prior research (e.g. brand knowledge, brand 

positivity, virtual positive expression). This resonates with the recent shift to co-creating 

brands through user-generated content (UGC) (Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012; Boyd & 

Ellison 2008) and the rise of the active consumer (Lawer & Knox 2006), factors impacted by 

the new C2MC communications platforms and channels (Adjei et al. 2010) that are driving 

brand advocacy in online settings (Wallace et al. 2012).  

As can be seen in Figure 5.4, OBA was found to have seven unique aspects that can be grouped 

into cognitive, affective and virtual visual cue aspects. The final aspect was not found in prior 

brand advocacy research. OBA appears to differ from general or offline brand advocacy, as it 

is impacted by the communication environment in which it is given (i.e. online communication 

varies from offline (face-to-face) communication, as online communication is highly visible, 

has an unlimited global reach, and is permanent). OBA is a strong, purposeful and impactful 

statement in support of a brand by an experienced brand consumer. It presents itself as a brand 

endorsement, a persuasive rationale in the brand’s best interest and is deeply founded in the 

advocate’s own brand interactions and experience, which can be seen in the online sources of 

information that are often provided, such as links to websites and photos of the brand (often 

photos of the brand in situ with the advocate), aspects not seen previously in brand advocacy 

research.  

OBA can be positively and negatively valenced, as it can include positive and negative brand 

mentions and comparisons within and between brand(s), which is also a novel finding in 
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research of this type. Unlike previous brand advocacy definitions, OBA portrays a brand as 

part of an advocate’s life and as a partner in a relationship. It is clear brand advocates use vivid 

words to describe their fondness for the brand (e.g. I love <brand>) and many visual virtual 

cues (such as emojis, emoticons, photos, links and lettering), to articulate their intended 

cognitive and affective brand messages. Consequently, OBA includes verbal (written) and 

non-verbal virtual communication. 

5.7.1.2 OBA, CBE and eWOM 

OBA comes from positive and involved consumer-brand interactions that advocates have 

experienced. Such activities reflect a positive consumer-brand relationship and OBA is the 

‘activation’ of that relationship between a consumer (the advocate)-to-many-(prospective) 

consumers online. OBA does not exhibit all of the CBE aspects seen in definitions of the 

construct, and accounts for only a portion of what CBE might be seen to include (Brodie et al. 

2013; Hollebeek 2011; Hollebeek & Chen 2014); differentiating it from CBE.  

An OBA post is an insightful statement about an advocated brand that demonstrates an 

advocate’s knowledge of and passion for a brand. These findings support previous research 

into eWOM message persuasiveness, as OBA posts clearly have: 

 Rational (cognition, knowledge of the advocated brand) and affective (passion for the 

advocated brand) appeals (Wu & Wang 2011). 

 Hedonic (pleasant, gratified brand experience) and utilitarian (insights into the 

advocated brand’s functionality and effectiveness) elements (Voss et al. 2003). 

 Argument quality (e.g. comprehensiveness of brand information) and source 

credibility (e.g. online brand advocate’s expertise and trustworthiness through own 

experience) (Cheung et al. 2008).  
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Prior eWOM research suggests cognitive message components can influence message 

persuasiveness (Lee & Youn 2009; Wu & Wang 2011; Yap, Soetarto & Sweeney 2013) and 

these components have also been investigated in CBE research (Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 

2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014).  

The constituents identified in this research seem to be unique to OBA. OBA has more 

ostentatious, brand-specific, cognitive and affective characteristics than those evident in prior 

eWOM and CBE research. These OBA components are accompanied and enhanced by virtual 

visual characteristics, such as emoticons, emojis, lettering and brand look; these have not been 

investigated in eWOM or in CBE research, but are certainly an imperative aspect to how 

consumers advocate for brands online.  

5.7.2 The cognitive OBA dimension 

The cognitive OBA dimension was characterised by examples of advocates’ brand ownership 

and experiences conveyed OBA through memorable brand experiences. This may help in top-

of-mind positioning of a brand or in recall by OBA recipients when faced with ultimately 

deciding which brand to purchase (Sweeney et al. 2012). OBA posts often featured extra brand 

information that showed the extent of an advocate’s brand knowledge, strengthening the 

advocacy statement for the brand. OBA is given by consumers who have experienced (used) 

and owned a brand, unlike eWOM, where experience and ownership are not necessary.  

OBA in the online communities’ discussion forums was underpinned by a frequent positive-

negative brand comparison that can occur in and/or between brands, further differentiating 

OBA. This positive-negative brand mention or brand comparison filtered through the other 

identified OBA characteristics. The positive-negative brand mention within a brand, which 

was termed ‘advocacy despite some shortcoming’, occurred when positive and negative 

aspects of the advocated brand were highlighted in an OBA post and was a key cognitive 

feature that gave credibility to the honesty and transparency of an OBA post. This has not 

been previously reported in eWOM or customer-brand engagement research, where messages 
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(e.g. UGC, CBE interactions, eWOM) have been identified as either positively or negatively 

valenced (Hollebeek & Chen 2014; Yap et al. 2013) but not as both  (i.e. positively and 

negatively valenced). Previous researchers have found customers are increasingly paying 

attention to the cognitive insights and consumption patterns of their fellow customers (Berger 

& Schwartz 2011; Hinz et al. 2011). Thus, the cognitive OBA dimension may be important to 

the way in which OBA is received by prospective customers and OBA’s connection to 

people’s ultimate purchase decisions.  

5.7.3 The affective OBA dimension 

The affective OBA dimension could be seen though its positive valence, with words such as 

‘love’, ‘great’, ‘best’, ‘better’ and ‘prefer’ being used frequently. These words were 

fundamental to many OBA posts, as they expressed an advocate’s fondness for a brand. 

Although “I Love <Brand name>” was not, in itself, sufficient, it was generally a crucial part 

of an OBA post, as it concisely and clearly portrayed its underlying core meaning. Advocates 

were unafraid to use ‘love’ to show their fondness for a brand, portrayed through storytelling,  

and this is consistent with prior research that showed brand love underpinned consumer-brand 

relationships (Albert & Merunka 2013; Langner et al. 2016; C. Leventhal, D. Hollebeek & 

Chen 2014).  

‘Love’ was more prominent in OBA posts in the OOC than in the OBC, perhaps because brand 

advocates felt a need to be more bold and vivid in open online settings, as unless their OBA 

‘cut through’ the clutter of many posts, it may go unnoticed or lose its impact. However, in an 

OBC setting, the relationship between consumers and the brand is already established and 

consumers were aware of what the brand is or what it offers. Thus, there may not be such a 

need to prominently say “I LOVE” in posts. As Williams and Cothrell (2000) noted, 

consumers participating in an online community can enhance positive attitude and affect 

toward a brand by their involvement in the community.   
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5.7.4 Virtual Visual OBA dimension 

The visual OBA dimension, which related to the use of virtual visual aids such as emoticons, 

emerged as an important component of OBA posts. Visual online message characteristics have 

recently received some research attention (Schamp-Bjerede et al. 2014; Hogenboom et al. 

2013), but have not been widely studied in brand-related online communication. Emoticons, 

embedded or attached photos and lettering, all played an important part in OBA. Smilies (), 

in particular, were prominently used in the OBA posts studied. These are used frequently and 

freely and help communicate in online environments that lack the face-to-face interactions 

encountered offline. These visual OBA characteristics play a vital role in reinforcing the 

cognitive and affective characteristics of OBA messages (Schamp-Bjerede et al. 2014). These 

aspects have not yet been studied in eWOM or CBE research. It seems OBA bridges a gap 

between eWOM and CBE and can be considered an activation of CBE beyond a simple 

positive brand mention. 

5.7.5 Observations about OBA 

OBA seems to be given proactively by an advocate (i.e. without prompting, as an online 

discussion starter) or as a reactive response to a potential brand customer seeking a 

recommendation, clarification or more information about a brand (i.e. a response within an 

online discussion thread); exemplifying the brand co-creation behaviour of current customers 

of a brand (Hatch & Schultz 2010; Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004; Fuller et al. 2009). 

The findings from this qualitative phase of the study led to a number of observations about 

OBA, which assisted in its exploration and definition. OBA seems to be:  

 A multidimensional concept with seven unique aspects that group into cognitive, 

affective and virtual visual dimensions.  

 Reflective of a triangular relational process between a consumer, a brand and 

potential consumer(s). 
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 A positive statement and a persuasive argument in support of a brand that can be 

seen as an endorsement of the brand and is often presented as brand defence, 

brand advice or brand recommendation. 

 Non-incentivised by the brand and voluntary, resulting from an advocate’s own 

initiative. 

 Executed by a current or former consumer who is experienced with the brand. 

 Characterised by ‘advocacy despite some shortcoming’ and the co-occurrence of 

positive and negative brand mentions. 

 Undertaken as relational worth or extra-role behaviour that is not typically 

expected of or a part of a consumer’s role. The brand advocate is an informal 

brand spokesperson online. 

 Available to many people and institutions because of the C2MC communication 

platforms available in online platforms. 

5.8 Conclusions 

This Chapter outlined the qualitative phase’s findings. These findings, which are summarised 

in Appendix 8, provided some clarity about how consumers advocate for brands in online 

forums. Seven unique OBA characteristics emerged (endorsement, brand’s best interest, 

knowledge, reasoning, love, experience, virtual visual cues) and these were grouped into three 

dimensions (cognitive, affective and virtual visual characteristics) that made OBA unique and 

which suggested OBA should be defined in its own right. OBA is an expression of consumer-

driven influence underpinned by customers’ verbal (written) and non-verbal, virtual 

communication. The next Chapter describes the study undertaken to develop an OBA scale 

and outlines the development and validation processes used in this process.   
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Chapter 6: The OBA scale development process 

6.1 Introduction 

The qualitative phase described in the preceding Chapter investigated the way in which 

consumers advocated for brands in discussions in online communities. This phase of the study 

found OBA had characteristics that were particular to online communication; suggesting 

existing offline brand advocacy measures needed to be reconsidered in online contexts. OBA 

was found to be an elaborate and multidimensional construct with some similarity to offline 

brand advocacy, but with additional unique characteristics that reflected online 

communication and needed to be considered. Consequently, it was clear there was a need to 

develop an OBA scale and this Chapter outlines the procedures that were undertaken to 

develop such a scale. Appendix 17 provides a summary of the OBA scale development 

process.  

6.2 The undergraduate students’ survey (Test-retest reliability) 

The review of prior brand advocacy research provided in Chapter Two found a number of 

offline brand advocacy scales (e.g. Groth 2005; Fullerton 2005; Kemp, Childers & Williams 

2012). These scales and the findings obtained in the qualitative phase of the study (described 

in Chapter Five) were used to develop a list of 96 items (shown in Appendix 9) that were felt 

to measure OBA. These items were used to create an online questionnaire (programmed in 

Qualtrics). Following the critical incident technique (Gremler 2004), respondents were asked 

to “think of a time when you’ve had a positive experience with a brand and how you reacted 

to this experience in your online communications with others”. They were prompted by a 

statement that preceded the item that said “When I discuss this brand online, I often…”.  

Respondents were asked to rate each of the 96 items on a Likert-type scale that ranged from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The questionnaire was pre-tested with a small 
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sample (52) of respondents, which led to some minor wording changes prior to the major data 

collection process being undertaken. 

As the initial phase was designed to assess the test-retest reliability of the proposed items, a 

sample of undergraduate University students were asked to respond to the 96 items twice over 

a two week period, as this period is generally recommended for such analysis (Peter 1979). 

While the respondents were younger (18 to 30 years of age) than those in the online 

community forums examined in the qualitative phase (late 20s to mid-50s), the aim of this 

phase was only to examine test-retest reliability and not to make substantive assessments of 

relationships. University students have often been used as respondents to questionnaires for 

such purposes (Mangold, Miller & Brockway 1999; Steffes & Burgee 2009; Herr, Kardes & 

Kim 1991), which led to the decision to use students in this case. 

Two hundred and thirty one students completed the first round questionnaire and 209 of these 

students completed it again two weeks later; although only 186 were complete responses (i.e. 

the same respondent completed the questionnaire in both rounds). These respondents’ ages 

ranged from 18 to 30 years and there were slightly more males (56 per cent). Most were local 

Australian residents (52 per cent), while the rest were international students (mostly from 

China (18 per cent) or Singapore (14 per cent)). 

In the first stage of the analysis, correlations were computed between the test (round 1) and 

retest (round 2) responses. Fourteen of the 96 items were removed at this point, as they had 

test-retest correlations that were less than 0.40 (Paul & Rana 2012; Field 2005), which meant 

the 82 items that are also shown in Appendix 9 were retained for the subsequent analysis, as 

is outlined in the next section. 

6.2.1 The analysis of the 82 OBA items 

As the Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) of 0.91 suggested a factor analysis was likely 

to be useful (Hair et al. 2014), a principal components analysis (PCA) was undertaken on the 
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remaining 82 items. Six factors were found that had eigenvalues greater than one and that, 

together, explained 51 per cent of the variation. As a parallel analysis supported the suggestion 

that there were six factors (O’Connor 2000; Horn 1965), these factors were retained and a 

varimax rotation was used to obtain a simple structure. When the loadings were examined, 

there were a large number of items that loaded onto more than one component. As the purpose 

in this phase of the analysis was to reduce the item pool without changing the nature of the 

dimensions, these items were removed and the remaining 44 items, which are shown in 

Appendix 10, were re-analysed. Once again, six factors were obtained. However, in this case, 

after a varimax rotation, a simple structure was obtained as there were no cross-loading items, 

as can be seen in Appendix 10. 

At this point, the factors were given names that were thought to reflect their nature (Hair et al. 

2014). A substantive interpretation of the factors was undertaken by looking at items with 

higher loadings on each factor, which were used to name them. The names given and the 

tentative descriptions for each factor were:  

1. Brand Positivity, reflected in positive and favourable communication about a 

brand and the endorsement of a brand. 

2. Brand Defence, reflected in a person’s proactive and reactive defence of a brand, 

standing up for a brand’s best interests, providing backing for a brand and 

preserving a brand’s good name and good will. 

3. Virtual Positive Expression, reflected in the provision of virtual visual 

manifestations in support of a brand, visual online expressions that indicate 

feelings in favour of a brand. 

4. Brand Zest, reflected in a person expressing conviction and enthusiasm for a 

brand, having an exceptional feeling for a brand based on their brand experiences 

and the sharing of brand stories. 
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5. Brand Knowledge, reflected in a person providing shrewd and relevant 

information about a brand and showing online astuteness about a brand’s intricate 

details. 

6. Brand Appraisal, reflected in a person providing honest brand comparisons, 

outlining distinct brand details and being honest and transparent about a brand’s 

shortcomings. 

The scale was further refined by undertaking a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on each 

factor in turn, to see whether the suggested factors fitted the data. In this phase of the analysis, 

the AMOS program was used to fit the suggested models (Foster, West & Francescucci 2011). 

In some cases, the factors did not fit the data well, as there were items that had correlated 

errors, which can be problematic when fitting structural models (Gerbing & Anderson 1984). 

Consequently, as there was still a desire to reduce the number of items, such items were 

removed in an iterative fashion until a good fit (i.e. a chi-square with a probability greater than 

0.05) was obtained. This resulted in 29 items shown in Appendix 11 being retained. Table 6.1, 

shows the fit for each of the six factors and, as can be seen in the table, the six factors all had 

a good fit to the data.   

In order to ensure that the reduction in the number of items during the refinement process did 

not change the underlying nature of these dimensions, the correlations between each of the 

original factors (obtained from the 44 items) and the relevant revised factors (obtained from 

the finally retained 29 items) were computed. As can also be seen in Table 6.1, these 

correlations ranged from 0.87 to 0.97, suggesting no such changes occurred in the refinement 

process and that the revised scales could be safely used in subsequent analysis (Thomas, 

Soutar & Ryan 2001). 
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Table 6.1: Model fit for the six OBA factors (29 items) 

Factor Original 
# items 

Final       
# Items 

Chi-
square 

df Prob. Original-Refined 
Correlation 

Brand Positivity 12 8 29.58 20 0.08 0.97 

Brand Defence 10 6 13.38 9 0.15 0.96 

Virtual Positive 
Expression 

6 3 0.10 1 0.75 0.87 

Brand Zest 6 6 3.71 5 0.74 n/a 

Brand Knowledge 6 3 0.30 1 0.61 0.88 

Brand Appraisal 4 3 1.10 1 0.30 0.95 

The measurement properties of the revised scales were then examined to ensure they were 

reliable and that they had convergent and discriminant validity.  The WARPPLS program 

(Kock 2017) was used to compute the coefficients needed to assess these properties. As can 

be seen in Table 6.2, all of the OBA dimensions were reliable, as their Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients ranged from 0.76 to 0.89 and their composite reliability coefficients ranged from 

0.86 to 0.92, which were all above the minimum suggested 0.70 level (Hair et al. 2014).  

Table 6.2: The measurement properties of the six OBA dimensions (29 items) 

OBA Dimension Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha AVE Score 

Brand Positivity 0.91 0.89 0.57 

Brand Defence 0.91 0.88 0.63 

Virtual Positive 
Expression 

0.92 0.87 0.79 

Brand Zest 0.87 0.83 0.54 

Brand Knowledge 0.86 0.76 0.68 

Brand Appraisal 0.87 0.77 0.68 
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The six factors also had convergent validity, as their average variance extracted (AVE) scores 

ranged from 0.54 to 0.79, which are also shown in Table 6.2, were also above the minimum 

suggested 0.50 level (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Finally, all of the OBA dimensions had 

discriminant validity as the squared correlations (shared variance) between them ranged from 

0.01 to 0.42, while the lowest AVE score was 0.54 (Fornell & Larcker 1981). Thus, the 29 

retained items and the six OBA dimensions were retained at this point of the analysis. 

6.3 The academic judges’ survey 

Experts have often been used as judges of a scale’s domain in marketing (e.g. Zaichkowsky 

1985; Babin & Burns 1998; Sweeney & Soutar 2001; Baldus, Voorhees & Calantone 2015). 

Consequently, an online survey was used at this point to obtain the views of a number of 

relevant academics to ensure the 29 items reflected the OBA scale’s suggested domains. The 

questionnaire, which can be seen in Appendix 12, was pre-tested with a small sample of 

academics (8), allowing some minor changes to be made. 

The judges were presented with a working definition of OBA and an outline of the six 

dimensions and their descriptions. They were then asked to “think about the nature of online 

brand advocacy (OBA) and the manner in which it could be presented, (to) please indicate to 

which of the proposed dimensions (boxes below) each statement most closely relates” and to 

sort the items into the suggested dimensions. If the judges believed any of the statements 

related to some other dimension that was not included in the questionnaire, they moved that 

item to an ‘Other’ box. The judges were also able to suggest a more suitable name for any of 

the dimensions, or to suggest a new dimension and a descriptor for it. Of the 20 judges 

approached, 14 responded. The 22 items that nine or more judges classified as representative 

of a dimension, which can be seen in Table 6.3, were retained for further analysis. The 

measurement properties of the scales obtained from this reduced set of items were initially 

examined using the data obtained from the student sample.   
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Table 6.3: The 22 items used to measure the OBA scale’s six dimensions 

FACTOR 1: BRAND POSITIVITY 

Descriptor: positive and favourable communication about the brand, endorsement of the brand. 

Say it is great.  

Say positive things about it. 

Talk about it favourably. 

Mention I am happy with its performance. 

Talk about the good points of this brand.  

FACTOR 2: BRAND DEFENCE 

Descriptor: Proactive and reactive defence of the brand, standing up for the brand's best interest 

Am likely to defend this brand when others talk it down. 

Am likely to defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 

Talk up this brand when others talk negatively about it. 

Am likely to stand up for this brand when others talk negatively about it. 

FACTOR 3: VIRTUAL POSITIVE EXPRESSION 

Descriptor: virtual visual manifestation in support of the brand 

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks. 

Use smilies :-) 

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, exclamation or capital lettering). 

FACTOR 4: BRAND ZEST 

Descriptor: expressing conviction and enthusiasm for the brand, exceptional feeling for the brand 

Express how excited I am to support it. 

Try to convince others to buy it. 

Feel a need to express my fondness for it. 

Express my fondness for it. 

FACTOR 5: BRAND KNOWLEDGE 

Descriptor: shrewd and relevant information about the brand, online astuteness about the brand 

Provide extra details about this brand (e.g. price, store locations, availability of discounts or a link to a 
website). 

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts for this brand. 

Share information about available or upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 

FACTOR 6: BRAND APPRAISAL 

Descriptor: providing honest brand comparison and outlining distinct brand details 

Provide lengthy explanations as to why it is better than other brands. 

Discuss its good and not so good points. 

Provide a lot of information about the brand. 
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6.3.1 The analysis of the 22 OBA items 

As noted earlier, 22 of the 29 items were retained at this stage, and, as expected and can be 

seen in Table 6.4, the refinement did not affect the six dimensions’ measurement properties. 

Once again, all of the OBA dimensions were reliable, as their Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

ranged from 0.76 to 0.8, and their composite reliability coefficients ranged from 0.86 to 0.92, 

which were all above the minimum suggested 0.70 level. The six factors also had convergent 

validity, as their AVE scores ranged from 0.64 to 0.79, which were also well above the 

minimum suggested 0.50 level. Finally, all of the OBA dimensions had discriminant validity 

as the squared correlations (shared variance) between them ranged from 0.01 to 0.42, while 

the lowest AVE score was 0.64. Thus, the 22 items and the six OBA dimensions were retained 

at this point of the analysis. 

Table 6.4: The measurement properties of the OBA dimensions (22 items) 

OBA Dimension # items Composite 
Reliability 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

AVE Score 

Brand Positivity 5 0.90 0.86 0.64 

Brand Defence 4 0.91 0.87 0.73 

Virtual Positive 
Expression 

3 
0.92 0.87 0.79 

Brand Zest 4 0.88 0.82 0.65 

Brand 
Knowledge 

3 
0.86 0.76 0.68 

Brand Appraisal 3 0.87 0.77 0.68 

 

 

 

 



142 
 

6.4 The online survey (scale validation) 

As the scale had been initially examined on a student sample, it was decided to validate it on 

a more general sample. Consequently, the 22 OBA scale items were included in a 

questionnaire that was sent to members of an online Australian research panel. Respondents 

were asked to think about a time when they had a positive experience with a brand and how 

they reacted to this experience online. They were asked to name the brand, which was 

automatically included in questions asked throughout the survey, allowing a personalisation 

of the questionnaire. The respondents indicated their level of disagreement or agreement with 

each of the 22 retained OBA items on a seven-point Likert-type scale that ranged from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The section that asked about OBA began with the phrase, 

“When I discuss (brand name inserted automatically) online, I often…”. 

The main objective of this phase of the study was to evaluate the generalisability of the 22-

item OBA scale by seeing whether the six dimensions that emerged from the student data were 

found in a different setting. Respondents were also asked about their love for the brand, their 

loyalty to the brand (repeat purchase and support) and their purchase intent, to see whether the 

suggested scale’s dimensions added to OBA’s ability to predict such outcomes. These 

constructs were chosen as they have been related to brand advocacy in prior research (Albert 

& Merunka 2013; C. Leventhal et al. 2014; Jang et al. 2008; McAlexander et al. 2003; 

Worthington et al. 2010), as was pointed out in Chapter Two. The questionnaire, which can 

be seen in Appendix 13, was pre-tested on a small sample (10), allowing minor changes to be 

made prior to the data being collected. 

Two hundred and three complete responses were obtained, although 12 were excluded as the 

respondents could not recall a specific brand they had advocated online, which meant 191 

responses were used in this phase of the analysis. Within the responses, a wide variety of 

brands (goods and services) were named, including electronics, cosmetics, banking, clothing, 

sports goods, cars, restaurants/eateries, hotels, airlines, telecommunication providers and baby 
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feeding and hygiene products. One hundred and one respondents were female, 89 were male 

and one was transgender. Most were married with children (86), single (43) or living with a 

partner (23). The age range most represented was 25 to 34 years of age (47), 35 to 44 (36), 45 

to 54 (27) and 55 to 64 (27). Most respondents were professionals (73), although 21 were 

unemployed, 74 had a University degree and 57 had a TAFE qualification. Household income 

before tax was almost equally spread out throughout the income categories between $25,000 

through to $149,999, with 47 respondents having incomes in the $25,000 to $49,999 range. 

Almost all respondents (164) spend four or less hours a week communicating about brands 

online. 

The procedure used tested the robustness of the proposed 22-item OBA scale and involved 

steps similar to those outlined in the first stage. As the scale had only been developed with a 

student sample, it was decided to begin with an exploratory factor analysis to see whether the 

same dimensions were found. In this case, the MSA was 0.92, again suggesting a factor 

analysis was likely to be useful. However, only four factors were found with eigenvalues 

greater than one that, together, explained 75 per cent of the variation in the data. While a 

parallel analysis suggested three factors, Velicier’s method suggested four. Consequently, it 

was decided to retain four factors, as this ensured all of the items were reasonably well 

explained, as the communalities in this case ranged from 0.46 to 0.89.  

At this point, the correlations between the factors ranged from -0.46 to 0.30, suggesting the 

factors were not highly correlated and, thus, a varimax rotation was used to obtain a simple 

structure. When this was done one item (‘provide a lot of information’) was removed from 

further analysis, as it loaded almost equally (0.58 and 0.53) onto two of the factors. The 21 

remaining items were then re-analysed. This led to further 3 items (‘discuss its good and not 

so good points’, ‘feel a need to express my fondness’, and ‘express how excited I am to support 

it’) cross-loading, and these items were also removed. The remaining 18 items were re-

analysed and the four retained factors now explained 78 per cent of the total variation in the 
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data. In this case, the varimax rotation led to a simple structure (no cross-loading items) (Hair 

et al. 2014) and factor loadings that ranged from 0.56 to 0.89, as can be seen in Appendix 14. 

At this point, the four factors were named based on the items that had high loadings on the 

relevant factor (Hair et al. 2014). Table 6.5 provides information about the factors names and 

the 18 items that were used to measure the four factors. 

Table 6.5: The 18-item OBA scale’s four dimensions 

FACTOR ITEMS SOURCE 

BRAND DEFENCE 

 

1. Defend the brand when others talk 
it down. 

2. Stand up for the brand when others 
talk negatively about it. 

3. Talk up the brand when others talk 
negatively about it. 

4. Defend the brand if I hear someone 
speaking poorly about it. 

5. Try to convince others to buy the 
brand. 

6. Talk about the good points of this 
brand. 

1. (Anderson 1998; Melancon, 
Noble & Noble 2011) 
2. This study 
3. This study 

4. (Anderson 1998; Melancon, 
Noble & Noble 2011) 

5. (Anderson 1998; Melancon, 
Noble & Noble 2011) 

6. (Anderson 1998; Melancon, 
Noble & Noble 2011) 

 

BRAND POSITIVITY 1. Say positive things about the brand. 
2. Mention I am happy with its 

performance. 
3. Talk about the brand favourably. 
4. Say the brand is great. 
5. Express my fondness for the brand. 

1. (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010, 
Fullerton 2005; Bruggen, 
Foubert & Gremler 2011) 

2. This study 
3. This study 
4. This study 
5. This study 

BRAND INFORMATION 
SHARING 

1. Provide details about upcoming 
promotions and available discounts 
for the brand. 

2. Provide extra details about the 
brand (e.g. price, store locations, 
availability of discounts or a link to 
a website). 

3. Share information about available 
or upcoming promotions 
(discounts) for the brand. 

4. Provide lengthy explanations as to 
why the brand is better than other 
brands. 

1. This study 

 

 

2. This study 

 

3. This study 

 

4. This study 

VIRTUAL POSITIVE 
EXPRESSION 

1. Use emoticons or emojis, such as 
smilies or winks. 

2. Use smilies [  ]. 
3. Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, 

emoji, exclamation or capital 
lettering). 

1. This study 
 

2. This study 
3. This study 
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6.4.1 The analysis of the retained 18 OBA items 

The measurement properties of the revised dimensions were examined to ensure the 

dimensions were reliable and that they had convergent and discriminant validity. As can be 

seen in Table 6.6, all of the OBA dimensions were reliable, as their Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients ranged from 0.88 to 0.94 and their composite reliability coefficients ranged from 

0.92 to 0.95, which were all well above the minimum suggested 0.70 level (Hair et al. 2014). 

The four factors also had convergent validity, as their AVE scores ranged from 0.71 to 0.84, 

which were also well above the minimum suggested 0.50 level (Fornell & Larcker 1981).  

Finally, all of the OBA dimensions had discriminant validity as the squared correlations 

(shared variance) between them ranged from 0.33 to 0.62, while the lowest AVE score was 

0.84 (Fornell & Larcker 1981), as can be seen in Table 6.6.  Thus, the 18 items shown in Table 

6.5 and the four OBA dimensions were retained at this stage. 

Table 6.6: The measurement properties of the four OBA dimensions comprised of 18 items 

OBA Dimension Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha AVE Score 

Defence 0.95 0.94 0.88 

Positivity 0.92 0.90 0.84 

Information Sharing 0.92 0.88 0.86 

Virtual Positive 
Expression 

0.94 0.91 0.92 

 

The criterion-related validity of the OBA measure was then assessed by examining the OBA 

construct’s relationship with some conceptually related variables (brand love, brand loyalty 

and intent to purchase). The aim was to see whether the OBA measure behaves as expected 

with such measures. It would be expected that if consumers advocated for a brand online, they 

would be more loyal to the brand, would exhibit more brand love and would be more likely to 

intend to purchase that brand. 
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Following Sweeney and Soutar’s (2001) suggestion, the relationships between these three 

constructs and an overall OBA measure (‘I consider myself an advocate for <brand name> 

online’) were examined first, after which their relationships with the four OBA dimensions 

were assessed. As can be seen in Table 6.7, the three constructs were all significantly 

positively related to overall OBA, as was expected, with R2 coefficients ranging from 0.18 to 

0.25.  Regression analyses were then used to examine the impact the four OBA dimensions 

had on the three constructs. In this case, the explained variances improved considerably, as 

the R2 coefficients ranged from 0.57 to 0.62. It seems the four suggested OBA dimensions 

provide considerably more information than was obtained when an overall, single OBA item 

was used. 

Table 6.7: The relationships between OBA and other constructs 

Outcome Dimension Standardized 
Path 

Coefficient 

T value Adjusted 
R² 

Variance (R²) 
explained by single 
item overall OBA 

item 

Brand Love Brand Defence 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual 
Positive Expression 

0.36 

0.10 

0.24 

 

0.20 

5.13 

1.47 

3.46 

 

2.91 

0.57 0.18 

Brand 
Loyalty 

Brand Defence 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual 
Positive Expression  

0.43 

0.32 

0.08 

 

0.06 

6.09 

4.57 

1.20 

 

0.89 

0.58 0.25 

Intent to 
Purchase 

Brand Defence 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual 
Positive Expression 

0.31 

0.53 

0.08 

 

0.06 

4.49 

7.53 

1.13 

 

0.90 

0.62 0.22 
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It was also clear that the four OBA dimensions had different impacts on the other constructs 

and that not all of the dimensions impacted significantly on all three outcomes. For example, 

‘Brand Information Sharing’ and ‘Virtual Visual Positive Expression’ only impacted on 

‘Brand Love’, while ‘Brand Positivity’ was related to ‘Brand Loyalty’ and ‘Intent to Purchase’ 

but did not relate to ‘Brand Love’. ‘Brand Defence’, on the other hand, impacted on the three 

constructs measured. The findings suggest each OBA dimension plays an important and 

separate role in forming different brand-related attitudes and behaviours and, consequently, 

all four dimensions should be retained. 

6.5 A working OBA definition 

These findings, in conjunction with the findings presented in Chapter 5 (section 5.7.5), 

suggested a working definition for OBA. To this point, the study had shown OBA is deeply 

founded in the realm of general brand advocacy (e.g. Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Park & 

MacInnis 2006; Jones & Taylor 2007; Keller 2007). However, OBA has some unique 

characteristics that reflect the online communication setting in which it occurs (section 5.7). 

During the scale development process, four distinct OBA dimensions were found (brand 

positivity, brand defence, brand information sharing, and virtual positive expression) that 

could be measured through an 18-item scale that differed from previous offline brand 

advocacy scales that typically used WOM-type measures (e.g. Kemp, Childers & Williams 

2012; Stokburger-Sauer et al. 2012; Fullerton 2011).  

‘Advocacy’, according to the Oxford Dictionary means “publicly speaking on behalf of 

someone or in support of someone, it’s the action of representing someone’s interests 

underpinned by the belief in someone or something”. This definition resonates with OBA and 

with the working definition suggested by the present research project, which suggests:   

“OBA is a strong, influential, purposeful and non-incentivised, online representation of a 

brand and that brand’s best interest, by a brand-experienced customer (either past or 

current), which includes ‘standing up for’ and speaking on behalf of the brand. OBA is given 
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as UGC that reflects specific and in-depth brand knowledge, defence, positivity and virtual 

positive expression in support of a brand. OBA is a multidimensional, reflective construct that 

may be simultaneously positively and negatively valenced. It is a second order factor with its 

four dimensions (brand knowledge, brand positivity, brand defence and virtual visual positive 

expression) as first order factors”.  

This definition was tested further in the subsequent quantitative analysis of the proposed OBA 

model, which is presented in Chapter Seven.  

6.6 Conclusions 

This Chapter outlined the OBA scale development process that was undertaken as part of the 

present study. The three stages that led to the development of a parsimonious OBA scale began 

with an initial 96 items that were obtained from the qualitative findings outlined in the 

proceeding Chapter and from existing brand advocacy scales. The three stages in this process 

included an undergraduate student survey, an academic judges’ survey and a general online 

survey. The process resulted in a final of 18-item OBA scale that had four underlying 

dimensions. The next Chapter outlines the procedures undertaken to test the OBA model 

developed within this study that was based on Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model and 

revised to take account of the findings of the qualitative phase of the present study. 
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Chapter 7: Testing the OBA Model 

7.1 Overview 

Following the development and validation of a parsimonious OBA scale, as was described in the 

preceding Chapter, this Chapter outlines the process that was undertaken to test the revised OBA 

model (OBA Model 2) suggested in Chapter Five (section 5.6). The data used to do this were 

obtained from an online survey and the survey and the results of the analysis of the obtained data 

are discussed in subsequent sections of this Chapter. 

7.2 The online survey 

7.2.1 Survey overview 

An online questionnaire that included the items used to measure the constructs of interest was 

sent to members of an online Australian research panel who are paid a small amount to answer 

such surveys. Respondents were asked to think about a time when they had a positive experience 

with a brand and how they had reacted to this experience online. They were asked to name the 

brand, which was automatically placed in relevant questions asked throughout the survey, 

allowing the questionnaire to be personalised for each respondent. Respondents indicated their 

disagreement or agreement with each of the items, which can be seen in Appendix 13, on a seven-

point Likert-type scale that ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Given the 

length of the questionnaire, an item that checked respondents’ attention (“If you are reading this 

statement, please click ‘strongly agree’”) was included. Respondents who did not answer this 

item correctly were eliminated from the sample. The questionnaire, was pre-tested on a small 

sample (78), allowing minor changes to be made before the full data set was collected. 
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7.2.2 The sample  

Four hundred and forty five complete responses were obtained. Within the responses, a wide 

variety of brands of goods and services were named, including those in electronics, cosmetics, 

banking, healthcare/insurance, fashion/clothing, sports goods, cars, restaurants/eateries, hotels, 

airlines, and telecommunication providers. Two hundred and fifty six (58 per cent) of the 

respondents were female and 189 were male. Respondents were representative of all age 

segments.  Forty six were aged between 18 and 24, while 88 were aged between 25 and 34 year 

age category, 86 were aged between 35 and 44, 70 were aged between 45 and 54, 76 were aged 

between 55 and 64, 71 were aged between 65 and 74 (71) and 8 were 76 or older. The largest 

group was people married with children (165, 37 per cent of the sample), followed by single 

people (95), people living with a partner but without children (62), single parents (43), people 

living with a partner and with children (37), people married without children (36) and other (9).  

The largest group of respondents were professionals (182) and 125 had an undergraduate 

university degree, while 121 had a TAFE qualification. Household income before tax was almost 

equally spread throughout the income categories (from $25,000 to $149,999), with 85 respondents 

having incomes in the $25,001 to $49,999 range and 83 in the $100,000 to $149,999 range. 

Almost all respondents (413) spend four or less hours a week communicating about brands with 

other consumers online, again suggesting OBA is not a time-intensive activity for most people. 

7.3 The OBA Model 

The analytical robustness of PLS procedures and, in particular their ability to deal with non-

normal data and their use of variance-based methods to analyse data (Chin 2010), suggested 

they were a useful way to estimate the study’s models. As all the items were measured using 

Likert-type scales that often lead to non-normal data, PLS procedures seemed preferable to 

covariance-based methods (Toufani, Stanton & Chikweche 2017). However, before the 

models were estimated, the constructs measurement properties were assessed to ensure the 

model could be properly estimated and the results obtained are outlined in the next section. 
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7.3.1 An assessment of the constructs’ measurement properties  

The constructs were initially examined to ensure they were reliable and that they had 

convergent and discriminant validity. The WarpPLS 6.0 program (Kock 2017) was again used 

to do this. All of the items related well to their constructs, as all of their loadings were greater 

than 0.60, which was expected, as all were well-established scales with the exception of the 

OBA scale developed in the present study, which had such properties when developed, as 

noted in Chapter Six. Consequently, all items were retained at this stage. The number of items 

in each scale and the scales’ means and standard deviations are shown in Table 7.1. The 

highest means were for purchase intent (6.02) and OBA Positivity (5.89), while the lowest 

mean was for OBA Virtual Positive Expression (4.21), suggesting respondents rated the 

constructs favourably, which was not surprising as they were reflecting on a positive brand 

interaction.  The standard deviations (SDs) were highest for OBA Virtual Positive Expression 

(1.69) and lowest for PI (1.06) and OBA Positivity (1.06). Overall, however, there was 

sufficient variation in the constructs to suggest further analysis was likely to be worthwhile. 

7.3.1.1 Internal consistency and convergent validity 

Internal consistency was assessed by computing Composite Reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients (Table 7.1). All constructs were reliable, with alpha coefficients ranging 

from 0.79 (Brand Warmth) to 0.95 (Brand-Self Similarity), with most over 0.90, while the CR 

coefficients ranged from 0.87 (Brand Warmth) to 0.97 (Brand-Self Similarity), with most over 

0.90. As all exceeded the suggested minimum of 0.70 (Kock 2015), most by a considerable 

margin, all of the constructs were considered reliable and retained at this stage.  

Convergent validity was assessed by computing AVE scores. Fornell and Larcker (1981) 

argued an AVE score of 0.50 or more implied there was more information than noise in that 

construct, which suggests convergent validity. The AVE scores, which are shown in Table 

7.1, ranged from 0.55 (Brand Loyalty) to 0.94 (Brand-Self Similarity). Clearly all are higher 

than the recommended minimum of 0.50, most by a considerable margin, suggesting all of the 

constructs had convergent validity and that they should be retained for further analysis.  
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Table 7.1: The Constructs’ Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Properties 

Construct # items Mean SD Alpha CR AVE Score 

Brand-Self Similarity (BSS) 2 4.37 1.67 0.95 0.97 0.94 

Brand Distinctiveness (BD) 3 5.62 1.15 0.81 0.88 0.72 

Brand Prestige (BP) 3 5.66 1.69 0.80 0.88 0.72 

Brand-Social Benefits (BSB) 4 4.51 1.53 0.87 0.91 0.53 

Brand Warmth (BW) 3 4.64 1.46 0.79 0.87 0.71 

Memorable Brand Experience (MBE) 3 5.06 1.53 0.89 0.93 0.82 

Consumer-Brand Identification (CBI) 5 4.83 1.54 0.94 0.95 0.80 

Product Category Involvement (PCI) 4 5.23 1.29 0.83 0.89 0.66 

Online Involvement (OINV) 5 4.34 1.55 0.91 0.93 0.73 

Brand Loyalty (BLT) 7 5.21 1.18 0.86 0.90 0.55 

Purchase Intent (PI) 7 6.02 1.06 0.94 0.95 0.74 

Online Brand Advocacy (Positivity) (OBAP) 5 5.89 1.06 0.87 0.92 0.79 

Online Brand Advocacy (Knowledge) (OBAK) 4 4.32 1.53 0.85 0.90 0.69 

Online Brand Advocacy (Virtual Expression) (OBAVE) 3 4.21 1.91 0.94 0.96 0.89 

Online Brand Advocacy (Defence) (OBAD) 6 4.97 1.39 0.92 0.94 0.72 

Online Brand Advocacy (OBA) 18 4.96 1.64 0.95 0.95 0.54 

Positive Brand Interaction (PBI) 11 4.59 1.76 0.94 0.95 0.65 

Brand Distinctiveness (BD) 5 5.73 1.33 0.88 0.92 0.68 
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7.3.1.3 Discriminant validity 

Discriminant validity was also assessed using Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) approach. They 

suggested discriminant validity could be assumed between two constructs if the square root of 

their AVE scores were greater than the correlation between them. This information is shown 

in Appendix 15. Unfortunately, not all of the construct pairs met Fornell and Larcker’s 

requirement, as there were 10 instances in which correlations exceeded the square root of the 

relevant AVE score, suggesting discriminant validity could not be assumed for all of the 

model’s constructs. Thus, multicollinearity is likely to be a problem and this issue was 

examined further. 

While a number of suggestions have been made as to how the presence of multicollinearity 

might be assessed, (Kock 2015) has recently suggested the use of a full collinearity test in 

which variance inflation factor (VIF) scores are computed for each construct. Any value above 

5.00 suggests multicollinearity is likely to be an issue (Kock & Lynn 2012). This test is 

provided in the WarpPLS software package that was used here.  This step suggested there 

were issues for CBI (VIF=8.03), BSB (VIF=6.08) and OBA (VIF=5.97), which was not 

surprising, as their correlations with other constructs were all above 0.70. These results 

suggested Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) precursors to CBI might not be distinct in the 

current research context. It was therefore decided to use exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to 

examine these antecedent constructs in more detail before estimating the model.  

An initial parallel analysis (O’Connor 2000) suggested there were two factors, rather than the 

six factors suggested in the model. Consequently, two factors were retained. Not all of the 

items loaded highly (0.60 or higher) onto either factor. Such items were excluded and the EFA 

was re-estimated. In this case, the two retained factors explained 70 per cent of the variation 

in the data. As can be seen in Table 7.2, the second factor included the three brand 

distinctiveness items and two of the brand prestige items, while the first factor included items 

from the remaining four constructs, although most of the items were from the memorable 
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brand experiences construct. The high factor loadings for each construct suggested the two 

factors could be named positive brand interaction (PBI) and brand distinctiveness (BD) 

respectively. 

Table 7.2: The Exploratory Factor Analysis Results (CBI antecedents) 

Item Positive Brand 
Interaction 

Brand 
Distinctiveness 

BSB1 X offers me an opportunity to socialize. 0.87 

 

BW3 My feelings about X are emotional rather than rational. 0.87 

 

BW1 X creates warm feelings among its users. 0.81 

 

MBE1 I have had a lot of memorable experiences with X.  0.79 

 

MBE2 Thinking of X brings back good memories.  0.78 

 

BSB4 Being a customer of X makes me feel like I belong to a special 
group. 

0.77 

 

BSS1 X’s personality is consistent with how I see myself. 0.75 

 

BSS2 X’s personality is a mirror image of me.  0.74 

 

MBE3 I have fond memories of X.  0.72 

 

BSB3 I gain a lot from my interactions with other users of X. 0.71 

 

BSB2 I feel a connection to other people who use X. 0.68 

 

BP2 X is one of the best brands in offerings (products or services) of this 
type.  

 

0.92 

BD3 X stands out from its competitors.  

 

0.85 

BP3 X is a first-class, high-quality brand. 

 

0.83 

BD1 X has a distinctive identity. 

 

0.71 

BD2 X is unique. 
 

0.61 
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7.3.1.4 Reassessing discriminant validity 

It was decided to model OBA as a second order reflective factor with its four dimensions 

(brand knowledge, brand positivity, brand defence and virtual visual positive expression) as 

first order reflective factors in the subsequent analysis, as the purpose at this stage was to 

examine the construct’s antecedents and outcomes. Consequently, the second order factor is 

shown in subsequent tables and figures. 

The discriminant validity of the revised constructs was then assessed. A number of items in 

the two newly formed constructs (PBI and BD) were very highly correlated (r>0.85) with 

some of the CBI, OBA and brand loyalty items, which was likely to create issues when 

estimating the OBA model. Consequently, items were removed in an iterative fashion (i.e. 

items with the highest correlation with the other constructs were removed first and AVE and 

VIF scores were re-assessed after the removal of each item) to ensure such multicollinearity 

was removed. This resulted in seven items being retained for the two newly formed variables 

(four items for PBI and three items for BD). The new constructs had good measurement 

properties, as can be seen in Table 7.3. 
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Table 7.3: The measurement properties and the correlations among the revised constructs 

Variables Composite 
Reliability 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

AVE 
Score 

VIF OBA CBI Brand 
Loyalty 

Brand 
Distinctiveness 

Positive 
Brand 

Interaction 

Purchase 
Intent 

Product 
Category 

Involvement 

Online 
Involvement 

OBA 0.91 0.86 0.71 4.53 (0.84)        

CBI 0.93 0.89 0.82 4.36 0.74 (0.90)       

Brand Loyalty 0.85 0.79 0.54 2.70 0.68 0.66 (0.74)      

Brand Distinctiveness 0.86 0.76 0.68     3.11 0.67 0.67 0.72 (0.82)     

Positive Brand 
Interaction 

0.91 0.86 0.71 3.21 0.74 0.80 0.57 0.60 (0.85)    

Purchase Intent 0.95 0.94 0.74 2.72 0.63 0.55 0.65 0.73 0.50 (0.86)   

Product Category 
Involvement 

0.87 0.77 0.69 3.47 0.72 0.79 0.67 0.67 0.70 0.65 (0.83)  

Online Involvement 0.92 0.86 0.79 2.50 0.75 0.60 0.53 0.49 0.59 0.34 0.52 (0.89) 

 
 

All of the correlations among variables are statistically significant at <0.001.  The square roots of AVEs shown on diagonal in brackets. 
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In this process, several items were also removed from the other outcome constructs. 

Consequently, these revised constructs’ measurement properties were re-examined and the 

results obtained can also be seen in Table 7.3, while the items used to measure the constructs 

are shown in the relevant column of Appendix 16. As can be seen in Table 7.3, all of the 

revised scales had acceptable measurement properties and could safely be used to estimate the 

revised OBA model of interest (OBA Model 3), which is shown in Figure 7.1. 

 

Figure 7.1: The Revised Model (OBA Model 3) 

7.4 Estimating OBA Model 3  

The revised OBA model, which has two brand-related antecedents (PBI and BD) rather than 

the six brand-related antecedents that were included in the Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) 

initial model, was estimated. Because of the changes made to the antecedent variables, the 

hypotheses were revised to reflect the new model. The direct path hypotheses are listed in 

Table 7.4 and the indirect (mediation) path hypotheses are listed in Table 7.5. The results of 

the SEM analyses of the direct and indirect effects are contained in Table 7.6 and Table 7.8 

respectively and the moderating effects are shown in Table 7.7.  
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Table 7.4: OBA Model 3: The Direct Paths 

H1: The higher a consumer’s positive brand interaction, the more s/he will identify with that brand.  

H1a: The higher the consumer’s involvement in a product category, the stronger the relationship 
between positive brand interaction and CBI. 

H2: The higher a consumer’s positive brand interaction, the more s/he will advocate for that brand 
online. 

H2a: The higher the consumer’s involvement in a product category, the stronger the relationship 
between positive brand interaction and OBA. 

H3: The higher a consumer’s positive brand interaction, the more loyal s/he will to that brand. 

H4: The higher a consumer’s positive brand interaction, the more likely s/he will purchase that 
brand. 

H5: The more a consumer finds a brand to be distinctive from other brands, the more s/he will 
identify with that brand.  

H5a: The higher the consumer’s involvement in a product category, the stronger the relationship 
between brand distinctiveness and CBI. 

H6: The more a consumer finds a brand to be distinctive from other brands, the more s/he will 
advocate for that brand online. 

H6a: The higher the consumer’s involvement in a product category, the stronger the relationship 
between brand distinctiveness and OBA. 

H7: The more a consumer finds a brand to be distinctive from other brands, the more loyal s/he 
will be to that brand. 

H8: The more a consumer finds a brand to be distinctive from other brands, the more likely that 
s/he will purchase that brand. 

H9: The more a consumer identifies with a brand, the more s/he will advocate for that brand 
online. 

H9a: The higher the consumer’s involvement in online communication, the stronger the 
relationship between CBI and OBA. 

H10: The more a consumer identifies with a brand, the more loyal s/he will be to that brand. 

H11: The more a consumer identifies with a brand, the more likely that s/he will purchase that 
brand. 

H12: The more a consumer advocates for a brand online, the more loyal s/he will be to that brand.  

H13: The more loyal a customer is to the band, the more s/he will advocate for that brand online. 

H14: OBA is positively related to purchase intent. 

H15: Brand loyalty is positively related to purchase intent. 
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Table 7.5: OBA Model 3: The Indirect Paths 

H2b: CBI mediates the relationship between positive brand interaction and OBA. 

H3a: OBA mediates the relationship between positive brand interaction and brand loyalty. 

H4a: OBA mediates the relationship between positive brand interaction and purchase intent. 

H6b: CBI mediates the relationship between brand distinctiveness and OBA. 

H7a: OBA mediates the relationship between brand distinctiveness and brand loyalty. 

H8a: OBA mediates the relationship between brand distinctiveness and purchase intent. 

H10a: OBA mediates the relationship between CBI and brand loyalty. 

H11a: OBA mediates the relationship between CBI and purchase intent. 

H14a: Brand loyalty mediates the relationship between OBA and purchase intent. 

H15a: OBA mediates the relationship between brand loyalty and purchase intent. 

 

7.4.2 The analysis of the model’s paths 

The direct paths hypothesised in Table 7.4 were estimated using the WarpPLS 6.0 program. 

The estimated standardised path coefficients obtained can be seen in Table 7.6. The β 

coefficients for the direct effects in the OBA Model are shown in the third column of the table. 

The results provided support for most of the hypothesised predictions of direct effects within 

the model, apart from H3, H4, and H11, which were not supported.  
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Table 7.6: Direct Effects in the model 

Hypothesis Estimate Path Coefficient (β) p-value Hypothesis Effect size  

H1 PBI       CBI 0.58 <0.001 Accepted  0.46 

H2 PBI        OBA 0.33 <0.001 Accepted 0.24 

H3 PBI       BLT - 0.22 Rejected - 

H4 PBI        PI - 0.46 Rejected - 

H5 BD        CBI 0.36 <0.001 Accepted 0.25 

H6 BD       OBA 0.13 <0.002 Accepted 0.09 

H7 BD        BLT 0.51 <0.001 Accepted 0.37 

H8 BD       PI 0.49 <0.001 Accepted 0.35 

H9 CBI        OBA 0.22 <0.001 Accepted 0.16 

H10 CBI        BLT 0.28 <0.001 Accepted 0.19 

H11 CBI        PI  - 0.06 Rejected - 

H12 OBA       BLT 0.31 <0.001 Accepted 0.21 

H13 BLT        OBA 0.25 <0.001 Accepted 0.17 

H14 OBA        PI 0.22 <0.001 Accepted 0.14 

H15 BLT        PI 0.20 <0.001 Accepted 0.13 

 

7.4.2.1 Direct effects on OBA 

The three antecedents to OBA (positive brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and CBI), 

explained 67 percent of OBA’s variance, with positive brand interaction having the greatest 

effect (β=0.33), followed by CBI (β=0.22) and brand distinctiveness (β= 0.13). When brand 

loyalty was added as a predictor, it also had a significant effect on OBA (β=0.25), and the total 
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variance of OBA explained by the four antecedents increased marginally from 67 percent to 

69 percent. Thus, hypotheses H2, H6, H9 and H13 were supported. Following the procedure 

suggested by Kock (2017), a statistically significant (p<0.001) reciprocal relationship was 

found between OBA and brand loyalty, supporting H12 and H13. Interestingly, OBA seems 

to have a marginally greater effect on brand loyalty (β=0.31) than brand loyalty does on OBA 

(β=0.25). 

7.4.2.2 Direct effects on CBI 

Positive brand interaction (β = 0.58) and brand distinctiveness (β=0.36) both had strong and 

significant effects on CBI, explaining 71 percent of its variance, with, positive brand 

interaction having a greater effect on CBI than does brand distinctiveness. Thus, hypotheses 

H1 and H5 were supported. 

7.4.2.3 Direct effects on Brand Loyalty 

Hypotheses H7, H10 and H12 were supported, as brand distinctiveness (β=0.51, p<0.001), 

OBA (β=0.31, p<0.001) and CBI (β=0.28, p<0.001), all had a significant effect on brand 

loyalty. However, positive brand interaction did not have a significant direct effect on brand 

loyalty (p=0.22) and, thus, H3 was rejected. 

7.4.2.4 Direct effects on Purchase Intent  

The direct relationship between OBA and purchase intent was significant (β=0.22, p<0.001), 

supporting H14. The direct relationship between brand loyalty and purchase intent was also 

significant (β=0.20, p<0.001), supporting H15. Interestingly, loyalty affects purchase intent 

slightly less than does OBA.  Further, brand distinctiveness had the strongest significant effect 

on purchase intent (β=0.49, p<0.001), providing support for H8.  However, this was not the 

case for positive brand interaction or for CBI (p=0.46 and p = 0.06 respectively) and, thus, 

H11 and H4 were both rejected.  
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7.4.3 The suggested moderators 

Table 7.7 presents the results outlining the moderators’ effects. Following Stokburger-Sauer 

et al. (2012), product category involvement (PCI) was hypothesised to moderate several paths 

in the OBA model.  It was a significant moderator of the relationship between positive brand 

interaction and CBI (β = -0.12, p<0.01) and of the relationship between brand distinctiveness 

and CBI (β =0.14, p<0.01).  However, the effect sizes of the two statistically significant 

moderations were miniscule (both 0.03), suggesting they did not impact enough to warrant 

further investigation (H1a and H5a). Further, PCI did not have a significant impact on the 

relationship between positive brand interaction and OBA (p=0.42) nor did it have impact on 

the relationship between brand distinctiveness and OBA (p=0.16); thus H2a and H6a were 

rejected and PCI was removed as a moderator in the final OBA model.  

Online involvement was not a significant moderator of the relationship between CBI and OBA 

(β=0.06, p=0.11). Consequently, hypothesis H9a was rejected and the construct was removed 

from the final OBA model (OBA Model 4). 

Table 7.7: Moderator Effects in the model 

Hypothesis Estimate Measure p-value H0 – result 

H1a PBI        (PCI) CBI β coefficient = -0.12 (PCI) <0.01 Rejected 

H2a PBI        (PCI) OBA - 0.42 Rejected 

H5a BD        (PCI) CBI β coefficient = 0.14 (PCI) <0.01 Accepted* 

H6a BD        (PCI) OBA - 0.16 Rejected 

H9a CBI        (OINV) OBA - 0.11 Rejected 

* removed from the final OBA model (OBA Model 4), due to small effect size 
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7.4.4 The mediated relationships 

The results of the analysis of the indirect effects can be seen in Table 7.8. The indirect effects 

are shown in the third column. The results supported most of the hypothesised mediating 

effects in the model. The analysis of indirect effects supports CBI and brand loyalty as 

intermediary variables in the OBA model.  However, their effect sizes were small and need to 

be interpreted with caution.  

7.4.4.1 CBI as mediator 

CBI was a mediator of the relationship between positive brand interaction and OBA, thus H2b 

was accepted. The indirect relationship between positive brand interaction and OBA through 

CBI was supported (f²=0.13, p < 0.001). The indirect effect was significant, suggesting CBI 

absorbs some of the direct effect positive brand interaction has on OBA. Further, the VAF 

score was 28 per cent, suggesting CBI was a partial mediator of the relationship between 

positive brand interaction and OBA (Toufani, Stanton & Chikweche 2017). 

CBI was also found to be a mediator of the relationship between brand distinctiveness and 

OBA, thus providing support for H6b. The indirect relationship between brand distinctiveness 

and OBA through CBI was supported (p < 0.001), although the indirect effect was small 

(f²=0.07). The VAF score was 21 per cent, suggesting CBI was a partial mediator of the 

relationship between brand distinctiveness and OBA.  

7.4.4.2 Brand loyalty as mediator 

Although the indirect effect loyalty played on the relationship between OBA and purchase 

intent was significant (p=0.04), loyalty had a small effect size (f²=0.04) on this relationship. 

The VAF score here was 15 per cent, suggesting brand loyalty should not be considered as a 

mediator of the relationship between OBA and purchase intent. 
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7.4.4.3 OBA as mediator  

The indirect relationship between positive brand interaction and brand loyalty was found to 

be mediated by OBA (f²=0.07, p<0.001, VAF = 0.70). Consequently, H3a was accepted.  

Brand distinctiveness’ indirect relationship with brand loyalty (f²=0.07, p<0.001) through 

OBA was significant. However, the VAF score was 13 per cent, suggesting OBA should not 

be considered a mediator in this case, as the VAF score was less than 0.20; thus H7a was 

rejected.    

OBA was a partial mediator of the relationship between CBI and brand loyalty (f²=0.06, 

p=0.004; VAF = 0.23), providing support for H10a. Further, the indirect relationship between 

positive brand interaction and purchase intent was partially mediated by OBA (f²=0.04, 

p=0.02, VAF = 0.4). Consequently, H4a was accepted. OBA was also found to be a partial 

mediator of the relationship between CBI and purchase intent (f²=0.04, p=0.03, VAF = 0.36), 

and H11a was accepted.  

Notably, OBA was found to be a partial mediator (VAF = 0.23) of the relationship between 

brand loyalty and purchase intent (f²=0.06, p=0.04), suggesting OBA plays a key role in loyal 

customers purchase intent. Thus hypothesis H15a was accepted. 

Finally, the indirect relationship between brand distinctiveness and purchase intent was 

significant (f²=0.04, p=0.05) however it was not found to be moderated by OBA (VAF=0.08); 

and neither was the indirect relationship between brand distinctiveness and brand loyalty 

(f²=0.06, p=0.004, VAF = 0.12). 
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Table 7.8: Indirect Effects in the model 

Hypothesis Estimate Measure p-value H0 – result 

H2b PBI       CBI       OBA Indirect effect = 0.13 <0.001 Accepted 

H3a PBI        OBA       BLT Indirect effect = 0.07 <0.001 Accepted 

H4a PBI        OBA        PI   Indirect effect = 0.04 0.02 Accepted 

H6b BD        CBI       OBA Indirect effect = 0.07 <0.001 Accepted 

H7a BD        OBA        BLT  Indirect effect = 0.06 0.004 Rejected* 

H8a BD        OBA        PI Indirect effect = 0.04 0.05 Rejected* 

H10a CBI        OBA       BLT    Indirect effect = 0.06 0.004 Accepted 

H11a CBI       OBA       PI Indirect effect = 0.04 0.03 Accepted 

H14a OBA        BLT        PI Indirect effect = 0.04 0.04 Rejected* 

H15a BLT        OBA       PI Indirect effect = 0.06 0.04 Accepted 

*Rejected as VAF<0.20 thus OBA is not a mediator. 

 

The statistically significant relationships (p < 0.05) found when the model was estimated can 
be seen in Figure 7.2.
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Figure 7.2: OBA Model 3: SEM results
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7.4.4 Total effects within the model 

Positive brand interaction had the biggest total effect on OBA (0.50), followed by brand 

distinctiveness (0.36), CBI (0.29) and brand loyalty (0.25); suggesting these variables were 

strong predictors of OBA.  OBA had a bigger total effect on brand loyalty (0.31) than it did 

on purchase intent (0.28). Brand distinctiveness had a bigger total effect on purchase intent 

(0.66) than did OBA (0.28), or loyalty (0.20).  

Positive brand interaction had the highest total effect on both, CBI (0.58) and on OBA (0.50); 

making it a stronger predictor of both variables than brand distinctiveness (0.36 respectively). 

This is reversed for brand loyalty, where brand distinctiveness had a stronger total effect size 

on loyalty (0.61) than did positive brand interaction (0.20). 

7.4.5 The final OBA Model (OBA Model 4) 

As already noted, product category involvement and online involvement did not seem to play 

significant and/or a strong moderating roles in the model.  Consequently, they were removed 

from the final version of the OBA model (OBA Model 4, which can be seen in Figure 7.3). 

The OBA model’s indicators (SPR=1, ARS =0.64 (p<0.001), RSCR=1, SRMR=0.09, 

SMAR=0.07, AVIF=2.18, AFVIF=2.76) met the recommended thresholds. 
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Figure 7.3: OBA Model 4: The final model 

7.5 Conclusions  

This Chapter presented the results of the analysis undertaken to examine the antecedents and 

consequences of OBA.  Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) CBI model, which underpinned the 

analysis, was not completely supported in the present online setting.  As the initial six brand-

related antecedents did not have discriminant validity, a revised model (OBA Model 3) with 

two new antecedents (positive brand interaction and brand distinctiveness) was estimated. As 

the suggested moderators (PCI and OINV) only had a small effect, they were removed and a 

revised final model (OBA Model 4) was re-estimated. 

The analysis found CBI, positive brand interaction and brand distinctiveness were good 

predictors of OBA. Positive brand interaction had the greatest direct effect on OBA and the 

highest total effect size on CBI, suggesting consumers who have positive brand interactions 

are more likely to not only identify with that brand but also more likely to give OBA. This 

suggests, organisations wishing to increase OBA should present its customers with 

opportunities for positive brand interactions that will enable them to identify with the brand. 

Further, it was evident consumers who identified with a brand (CBI) or perceived a brand to 

be distinct from other brands were not only more likely to advocate for the brand online (OBA) 

465fc4aConsumer-Brand 
Identification 

465fc4a
Brand 

Distinctiveness 

465fc4a
Positive Brand 

Interaction 465fc4a
Online Brand 

Advocacy 

465fc4aab0
41c6eb95c2 

Brand Loyalty 

465fc4aPurchase Intent 



170 
 

but also to be more brand loyal. Brand distinctiveness proved to have the largest total effect 

on purchase intent, suggesting it is a key factor in customer’s purchase decision making. In 

contrast, positive brand interaction did not play a significant direct role in explaining either 

brand loyalty or purchase intent and OBA was a partial mediator of both of these relationships.  

This suggests brands should pay attention to creating and informing their customers about 

brand distinctiveness (such as stressing its unique selling points or differentiating aspects) to 

differentiate their brands in the marketplace, so consumers generate OBA. Further, brands 

with which consumers identify are more likely to have consumers who are brand loyal and 

who give OBA. Overall, the finally estimated OBA model proved to be valuable in explaining 

OBA and its outcomes. 

Of specific note is OBA’s role as a partial mediator of the relationship between positive brand 

interaction and purchase intent. This suggests positive brand interaction alone does not result 

in purchase intent.  However, a customer who has positively interacted with a brand and given 

OBA is likely to have a greater intent to purchase. OBA had a greater direct impact on 

purchase intent than did brand loyalty. Further, OBA had a bigger total effect on brand loyalty 

than it did on purchase intent, suggesting loyal customers who give OBA are likely to have a 

greater intent to purchase than are non-loyal customers; reinforcing the importance of loyalty 

in understanding OBA. OBA is also a partial mediator of the relationship between brand 

loyalty and purchase intent, suggesting it is a powerful factor in an online purchasing context. 

The role of CBI is not only that of an antecedent to OBA but also that of a partial mediator 

between the other two antecedents included in the revised model (i.e. positive brand 

interaction and brand distinctiveness) and OBA, which makes its importance in understanding 

OBA clear. This is an important finding that enhances Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model. 

Clearly, the results, which are discussed in more detail in the next Chapter, have important 

implications for future research and for brand and marketing practitioners.  
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Chapter 8: General Discussion 

8.1 Overview 

This Chapter discusses the findings and insights into OBA obtained from this research. It first 

focuses on refining and finalising the OBA definition that was presented in Chapter Six 

(section 6.5). The results of the quantitative study that tested the OBA Model are then used to 

discuss the key drivers of OBA; thereby answering Research Question 4 (Is the CBI model 

developed by Stokburger-Sauer et al. (2012) suitable for predicting OBA?) and Research 

Question 5 (Does OBA lead to pro-brand outcomes, such as brand loyalty and intent to 

purchase?).  

8.2 Defining OBA 

Consumers who advocate for their favourite brands are said to identify with that brand and 

such consumer-driven brand advocacy has key pro-brand outcomes, such as brand loyalty and 

greater purchase intent (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012; Adjei, Noble & Noble 

2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012). With the digital revolution driving consumers’ 

communication and behaviours from offline to online settings and the limited research into 

brand advocacy online, this project set out to answer the call to undertake research that would 

allow us to better understand OBA (Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Graham & 

Havlena 2007; Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012). In this case, OBA’s drivers and 

consequences were examined using Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) model, which had been 

developed in an offline context, but which was felt to be applicable to the present online 

context for reasons noted in Chapter Two and Chapter Three. 

8.2.1 The characteristics of OBA 

An OBA post was seen to be a strong, persuasive, non-incentivised and voluntary online 

communication by a present or past customer of the brand, aimed at positively positioning a 
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well-liked brand to prospective customers. OBA seems to be an expression of customer-driven 

influence in which customers’ verbal and non-verbal communications affect other 

(prospective) customers’ attitudes and behaviours, specifically brand loyalty and purchase 

intent, echoing recent studies in this area (Aksoy et al. 2013a).  

8.2.1.1 OBA comparison to offline brand advocacy 

OBA mirrors offline brand advocacy, with characteristics such as brand defence, brand 

support, recommendation and positive brand mention, that were evident in prior research (e.g. 

Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007; Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Fullerton 2005 and 2011; 

Algesheimer & Dholakia 2005; Bruggen, Foubert & Gremler 2011; Badrinarayanan & Laverie 

2011). However, OBA seems to also have more elaborate and online-communication-specific 

aspects that have not been previously reported (e.g. brand positivity and virtual positive 

expression). Thus, while OBA has its roots in offline brand advocacy, it is an elaborate, 

purposeful and multidimensional construct with distinct online communication features.  

OBA presents itself as a brand endorsement and a persuasive rationale in a brand’s best 

interest. It is deeply rooted in an advocate’s own brand interactions and experiences that can 

be seen in online sources of information. These include links to websites and photos of the 

brand (often in situ with the advocate) that have not previously been studied in brand advocacy 

research (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Keller 2007; Wallace et al. 2012). These findings are 

atypical of social communication that, as noted by Hovland (1948, p. 317), is “the process by 

which an individual (the communicator) transmits stimuli (usually verbal symbols) to modify 

the behaviour of other individuals (communicatees).”  

 OBA appears to differ from general or offline brand advocacy, as it reflects the 

communication environment in which it is given.  Online communication differs from offline 

(face-to-face) communication as it is highly visible, has an unlimited global reach and is 

permanent. It also uses virtual visual positive expressions (e.g. emoticons, emojis, lettering) 

to advocate for a brand online, an aspect not seen in prior research investigating online brand 
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advocates (Fuggetta 2012; Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015). OBA seems to reflect 

online brand advocates’ cognition of a brand (a cognitive dimension) and their affection for 

that brand (an affective dimension).   

8.2.1.2 OBA comparison to CBE and eWOM 

“I love <Brand name>”, understated brand suggestions or an unjustified recommendation by 

way of a simple positive brand mention or hear-say, (e.g. positive eWOM (Yap et al. 2013; 

Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004)) was found to be inadequate when explaining OBA. Unlike current 

definitions of CBE and eWOM (Brodie et al. 2011; Hollebeek et al. 2014; Hennig-Thurau et 

al. 2004; Chu & Kim 2011), OBA communicates about a brand as part of the advocate’s life, 

as a partner in a relationship and suggests such advocates are invested in that brand (e.g. brand 

knowledge, information sharing, support, defence).  

Unlike CBE, an OBA post is not an engagement with a brand; rather it translates a previous 

engagement with that brand (e.g. consumer-brand interaction) into behaviour (online 

favourable communication with other consumers about the brand). Consequently, OBA seems 

to be a behavioural portrayal of CBE online that is purposeful (an endorsement, in the brand’s 

best interest), elaborate (brand-information-rich and affection-rich) and impactful (is acted 

upon by recipients). OBA bridges the gap between eWOM and CBE, as it references a positive 

consumer-brand engagement incident (OBA results from a positive brand interaction) and 

gives insights into C2C online communication beyond positive brand mentions (e.g. eWOM), 

as it is a more forceful representation of a brand’s best interests online, undertaken as extra 

role behaviour beyond that typically expected of a consumer. 

An OBA post is an insightful statement not only into the advocated brand but also into the 

relationship between a brand and an advocate. Such posts display the advocate’s knowledge 

of and passion for the brand. These findings support previous research into eWOM message 

persuasiveness, as OBA posts clearly exhibit rational (cognition, knowledge of the advocated 

brand) and affective (passion for the advocated brand) appeals (Wu & Wang 2011); hedonic 
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(pleasant, gratified brand experience) and utilitarian (insights into the advocated brand’s 

functionality and effectiveness) elements (Voss, Spangenberg & Grohmann 2003) and 

argument quality (e.g. comprehensiveness of brand information) and source credibility (e.g. 

online brand advocate’s expertise and trustworthiness through own experience) (Cheung, Lee 

& Rabjohn 2008). OBA givers (brand advocates) provide ‘extra information’ to receivers 

(prospective consumers); making them extremely brand-information savvy in their OBA 

communication. Building on eWOM (Yap et al. 2013; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004) and 

consumer brand engagement (Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek 2011; Hollebeek & Chen 2014) 

research, this study found OBA had cognitive, affective and visual characteristics in which 

knowledge of and passion for an advocated brand fundamentally underpinned OBA posts that 

were often enhanced by virtual visual aids such as emoticons and brand photos. 

OBA uses vivid words to describe an advocate’s fondness for the brand (e.g. I love <brand>) 

and visual virtual cues (such as emojis, emoticons, photos, links and lettering), to clearly 

articulate that advocate’s intended cognitive and affective brand messages. Characterised as 

‘strongly persuasive’, ‘explicit advocacy, giving reasons’, ‘with full-frontal rhetoric’ 

(Ehrenberg 2000), OBA is supported by visual aids such as emoticons and enclosed images 

of an advocated brand (Schamp-Bjerede et al. 2014; Hogenboom et al. 2013). Thus, OBA 

includes an advocate's verbal (written) and non-verbal virtual communication not seen in 

offline brand advocacy, CBE or eWOM research to date.  

Like CBE and eWOM, OBA posts have cognitive characteristics (such as brand knowledge 

and how to get more information about a brand) and affective characteristics (such as words 

like ‘love’, ‘adore’ and ‘the one’). eWOM research suggests cognitive message components 

can influence message persuasiveness (Lee and Youn 2009; Wu & Wang 2011; Yap, Soetarto 

and Sweeney 2013). Such aspects have also been investigated in CBE research (Hausman, 

Kabadayi & Price 2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014) and, although 

they are evident in OBA (brand knowledge/information sharing dimension), they are unique 

in OBA in the way they are given in OBA posts. 
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OBA can be simultaneously positively and negatively valenced, as it features positive and 

negative brand mentions and comparison within and between brand(s), which is also novel to 

research of this type and not seen in previous brand advocacy, CBE or eWOM research (Groth 

2005). OBA in discussion forums seems to be underpinned by frequent positive-negative 

brand comparisons, further differentiating OBA. Positive-negative brand mentions, which 

were termed ‘advocacy despite some shortcoming’, occur when positive and negative aspects 

of an advocated brand are seen as key features that suggest honesty and transparency.  

Advocates are seen as not being afraid to share positive and negative aspects of an advocated 

brand, as the brand’s positive aspects are seen to outweigh its negative aspects. This has not 

been reported in prior eWOM or CBE research, where messages (e.g. UGC, CBE interactions, 

eWOM) are seen as positively or negatively valenced (Hollebeek & Chen 2014; Yap, Soetarto 

& Sweeney 2013), but not as both positively and negatively valenced. Previous researchers 

found customers paid more attention to the cognitive insights and consumption patterns of 

their fellow customers (Berger & Schwartz 2011; Hinz et al. 2011). Thus, the cognitive OBA 

dimension may be important in determining how OBA is received by prospective customers 

and OBA’s connection to other people’s purchase decisions. 

8.2.1.3 OBA and co-creation 

OBA posts are customers’ brand-focused actions by way of UGC online, performed outside 

role expectations as a customer that result in pro-brand outcomes such as brand loyalty and 

purchase intent. OBA can be given proactively by an advocate (i.e. without prompting, as an 

online discussion starter) or as a reactive response to a potential brand customer seeking a 

recommendation, clarification or more information about a brand (i.e. a response within an 

online discussion thread); exemplifying the brand co-creation behaviour in which current and 

prospective customers of a brand engage (Hatch & Schultz 2010; Prahalad & Ramaswamy 

2004). It is a form of pro-brand citizenship behaviour (Groth 2005) that includes aspects of 

brand endorsement (Burmann & Zeplin 2005; King & Grace 2012), brand defence and brand 

information sharing (Folse, Burton & Netemeyer 2013; Park et al. 2010). These insights 
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contributed to the way through which OBA was defined in this study; thus answering Research 

Question 3 (What is OBA’s definition?). 

8.2.2 The definition of OBA 

As indicated in an earlier Chapter (section 6.5), the key to defining OBA was understanding 

the term ‘advocacy’ as defined by the Oxford Dictionary and amalgamating this definition 

with the findings from the various stages of the present project (i.e. the literature review, the 

online exploratory study and the quantitative studies). It is apparent OBA is unique and differs 

from offline brand advocacy, CBE and eWOM. It is a multidimensional construct with four 

aspects (brand defence, brand information sharing, virtual positive expression and brand 

positivity). It is also influential, as it influences its recipients’ attitudes and behaviours towards 

the advocated brand. OBA seems to take place in online networking and socialising contexts, 

as it is online brand-related communication between consumers.  

Consequently, the working OBA definition presented in section 6.5 was supported by the 

project’s subsequent studies. Thus, OBA can be defined as: 

A strong, influential, purposeful and non-incentivised, online representation of 

the brand and the brand’s best interest, by a brand-experienced customer (either 

past or current), which includes the ‘standing up for’ and speaking on behalf of 

the brand. OBA is given as UGC that is reflective of specific and in-depth brand 

knowledge, defence, positivity and virtual positive expression in support of the 

brand. OBA is a multidimensional, reflective construct, which may be 

simultaneously positively and negatively valenced. It is a second order factor with 

its four dimensions (brand knowledge, brand positivity, brand defence and virtual 

visual positive expression) as first order factors.  
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8.3 Key brand-related drivers of OBA 

8.3.1 Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) CBI model 

Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) CBI model proved to be a useful starting point for exploring 

brand advocacy online and was the basis for the initial OBA model suggested in this project 

(OBA Model 1, Figure 3.1). It provided this research with a way to understand the role CBI 

plays in explaining OBA and a foundation for identifying potential antecedents to OBA 

(positive brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and brand loyalty) and potential 

consequences to OBA (brand loyalty and purchase intent).  

Guided by the various studies undertaken as part of this research project, the initial OBA 

model was revised at several stages (e.g. qualitative study findings: OBA Model 2, Figure 5.1; 

quantitative study findings: OBA Model 3, Figure 7.1).  This resulted in a final OBA model 

being estimated that provided the findings discussed here (OBA Model 4, Figure 7.3). These 

refinements suggested the online communication environment is different to the offline 

environment and, thus, Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) offline model was not appropriate in 

the present online setting. 

Consequently in answering Research Question 4 (Is the CBI model proposed by Stokburger-

Sauer et al. (2012) suitable in predicting OBA?), it can be said that Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s 

(2012) model was only partially validated in the present online setting. Their six brand-related 

drivers of CBI (brand distinctiveness, memorable brand experiences, brand-self similarity, 

brand prestige, social brand benefits and brand-self similarity) were highly related in this 

context, suggesting they did not have discriminant validity and needed to be revised (section 

7.3.1.1). This revision led to two new constructs (positive brand interaction and brand 

distinctiveness), which proved to be key predictors of OBA and of CBI (section 7.4.2).  
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8.3.2 The role of CBI 

The role CBI played in understanding OBA was found to be two-fold. It was a direct driver 

of OBA (section 7.4.2) and also a partial mediator of the relationship between positive brand 

interaction and OBA and a partial mediator of the relationship between brand distinctiveness 

and OBA, suggesting CBI is an important construct in our attempts to understand OBA.  The 

finding that CBI is a driver of OBA is consistent with Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) results, 

as they found CBI was a driver of offline brand advocacy intentions. While CBI seems to be 

a stronger predictor of brand advocacy intentions offline, (β=0.68, p<0.01) (Stokburger-Sauer 

et al. 2012, p. 414) than it was a predictor of OBA in the present study (β=0.27, p<0.01), the 

result echoes other studies supporting positive relationships between CBI and positive WOM, 

(e.g. Tuškej et al. 2011).  It seems consumers who identify with a brand are great supporters 

of that brand online. 

In answer to the second part of Research Question 4 (Is CBI a mediator in the relationship 

between its brand-related antecedents and OBA?), this research found the relationships 

between positive brand interaction and OBA and between brand distinctiveness and OBA are 

both direct and indirect, as they are mediated by CBI. This suggests that, when a consumer 

experiences a brand, s/he is more likely to advocate for the brand if s/he identifies with that 

brand.  Similarly, if a consumer finds a brand to be distinctive from others, s/he is more likely 

to advocate for the brand if s/he identifies with the brand. 

8.3.3 Brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and brand loyalty as OBA drivers  

CBI is not the only driver of OBA. Positive brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and brand 

loyalty, also had strong and significant effects on OBA; suggesting these too are important 

predictors of brand advocacy in online settings. Thus, online brand advocates are more likely 

to undertake OBA if they have experienced a positive brand interaction or they feel a brand is 

distinctive, than they are by their identification with the brand.  
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8.3.3.1 Positive brand interactions and experiences 

Brand experiences include the “sensations, feelings, cognitions, and behavioral responses 

evoked by brand-related stimuli that are part of a brand’s design and identity, packaging, 

communications, and environments” (Brakus, Schmitt & Zarantonello 2009, p. 52). Such 

experiences were termed positive brand interaction in the present research and were found to 

be a key driver of OBA, as positive brand interaction had the largest direct effect (β=0.34) of 

the four OBA antecedents. Positive brand interaction in an OBA context was related to 

consumers’ direct, physical (hands-on) experience with a goods or services brand. The 

qualitative study’s findings (section 5.3.2) suggested OBA posts showcased an advocate’s 

hands-on experience and ownership of a brand. Brand experiences were part of many OBA 

posts that involved storytelling and were often described with a sense of pride and with 

references to previously received acknowledgements from others who had used the brand.  

Echoing studies into brand experience in which brand experiences that led to “affectively 

laden memories” were linked to satisfaction and loyalty (e.g. Srinivasan & Srivastava 2010; 

Oliver, Rust & Varki 1997; Reichheld, Teal & Smith 1996; Park & MacInnis 2006), long-

lasting, positive brand experiences, stored in consumers’ memories, clearly affect OBA. Thus, 

the more a consumer has positive, physical brand experiences (e.g. positive brand interactions 

through brand use), the more s/he will advocate for that brand online, suggesting organisations 

need to create positive brand interactions to ensure consumers undertake OBA. 

8.3.3.2 Brand distinctiveness 

It has been said brands can create brand distinctiveness by projecting an image to customers 

so they can see the unique value offered to them (Yin Wong & Merrilees 2008). More 

precisely, brand distinctiveness can be defined as the degree to which consumers perceives a 

brand to be distinct from its competitors (Kapferer 1991; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003). This 

research found brand distinctiveness was also a key driver of OBA. Thus, the more a consumer 

saw a brand as distinct from its competitors, the more likely that consumer was to advocate 
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for the brand online. This was underpinned by the frequent positive-negative brand mention 

seen in OBA posts, where brand advocates showcased the distinctiveness (and thus the 

positive and unique aspects) of an advocated brand, using words such as ‘best’ and ‘the one’ 

when comparing a brand to competitors that did fare well on these distinct or unique aspects 

(sections 5.2.4.1 and 5.5.1). These findings supported previous brand distinctiveness research 

that examined its links to pro-brand outcomes (Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; Kapferer 1991). 

8.3.3.3 Brand loyalty 

Brand loyalty also had a significant direct effect on OBA, suggesting the more loyal a 

consumer is to a brand, the more s/he will be inclined to advocate for that brand online. OBA 

has relational worth elements (Melancon, Noble & Noble 2011) and, in online contexts, OBA 

may be seen as a vehicle through which loyal customers can present a brand’s best interests 

online by speaking favourably on behalf of that brand to other (potential) customers. These 

findings are consistent with prior studies that investigated brand advocacy and loyalty in 

offline environments (e.g. Machado, Cant & Seaborne 2014; Casaló, Flavián & Guinalíu 

2008; Masterson & Pickton 2010). Consequently, there seems to be a positive relationship 

between brand advocacy and brand loyalty regardless of the context in which it occurs           

(i.e. offline or online). 

8.3.3.4 Demographics 

Age was the only background variable to have a significant effect on OBA (β=-0.13, p<0.01), 

suggesting younger consumers are more likely to advocate for a favourite brand online. This 

is in line with prior studies that found older consumers were less savvy online (Pfeil, Arjan & 

Zaphiris 2009; Morris & Venkatesh 2000), suggesting older consumers are less likely to share 

brand related information online. Income, level of education, marital status, employment 

status, which were also included, did not play a role in explaining OBA.  

 



181 
 

8.4 Pro-brand outcomes resulting from OBA 

This research showed brand loyalty and purchase intent were positively associated with OBA, 

thus answering Research Question 5 (Does OBA lead to pro-brand outcomes such as brand 

loyalty and intent to purchase?). 

8.4.1 Brand loyalty 

There was a statistically significant, reciprocal relationship between OBA and brand loyalty; 

although OBA seemed to have a slightly greater effect on brand loyalty (β=0.28) than brand 

loyalty did on OBA (β=0.24). This suggests verbalising belief about and fondness for a brand 

through OBA leads online brand advocates to become more connected and more loyal to that 

brand. OBA seems to enhance a brand advocate’s self-representation online, strengthening 

her/his loyalty to that brand. This fits within the realm of Self-Fulfilling Theory (the more a 

brand advocate advocates for a brand online, the more s/he believes in what they are saying 

and the more s/he becomes loyal to that brand) (e.g. Jussim 1986; Snyder, Tanke & Berscheid 

1977) and Brand Attachment Theory (again, the more an advocate advocates for a brand 

online, the more attached and loyal s/he becomes to the brand) (Park et al. 2010; Malär et al. 

2011; Escalas 2004; Chaplin & Roedder John 2005). While OBA enhances brand loyalty, such 

loyalty also enhances OBA. Companies wishing to establish a loyal customer base in this 

digitalised world, need to create opportunities for its customers to discuss its brand and to give 

OBA.   

8.4.2 Purchase intent 

OBA posts positively influence customers’ intent to purchase the advocated brand in the 

future. Prior studies have found repurchase is driven by intense positive affect toward a brand 

that leads to a psychological “bond” with that brand (Keller & Lehmann 2006), which can 

create a commitment to repurchase (Oliver 1999; Dick & Basu 1994; Jacoby & Chestnut 

1978). Although consumers’ online behaviour is complex, in its exploration of OBA, the 
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present research project found there was a relationship between ‘looking online’ and 

‘purchasing’ (section 5.5.7). There was evidence in the online discussions studied that OBA 

influences prospective consumers who ‘look online’, receive OBA and respond by purchasing 

an advocated brand. The analysis showed connections between words like ‘look’, ‘online’ and 

‘purchase’, suggesting a relationship between ‘looking online’ and ‘purchasing’. Further, an 

in-depth analysis of the discussion threads found many OBA posts influenced OBA recipients 

(prospective customers) to purchase advocated brands and communicating this in their online 

response posts (e.g. “I just brought this [brand advocated within the discussion thread]. Can’t 

wait for it to arrive in the post!!!” and “I did end up getting <brand advocated within the 

discussion thread> and my baby took to it with no problems”). 

The initial, qualitative findings were supported in the quantitative studies, as OBA had a direct 

influence on purchase intent (section 7.4.2.4). This finding supports John et al.’s (2017) recent 

study that found brand attitudes and purchase were predicted by consumers’ fondness for 

brands and that these were the same regardless of when and whether consumers "liked" brands 

on social media. Further, this finding supports previous insights into online communications 

and their influence on purchase behaviour (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Bagozzi & Dholakia 

2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012), although these studies did not identify OBA.  

8.5 Moderating effects 

Although support was found for some of the moderating effects in the OBA model, their effect 

sizes were too small to make their inclusion in the model worthwhile.  However, the interplay 

between product category involvement and online involvement needs to be explored further 

in the future. It may be that online brand advocates advocate for a brand online despite the 

level of their online involvement or that their product category involvement occurs because of 

their involvement with the brand (Hollebeek et al. 2014; Van Doorn et al. 2010) or their 

attachment to the brand (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010), but this could not be seen in the present 

study.  
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For example, rather than being a moderator of the relationships between OBA and its 

antecedents, PCI may be an outcome of OBA, as has been suggested in some offline studies 

(e.g. Giese, Spangenberg & Crowley 1996). This is worthy of further attention. Further, the 

present study did not differentiate between high and low or between minimal and low product 

category involvement (Zaichkowsky 1985; Quester & Lin Lim 2003; Zaichkowsky 1987), 

although the qualitative study (Chapter 5) did find different types of products were discussed 

on different types of online communities, thus such categorisations might provide further 

insights into OBA.   Further research is encouraged to investigate these moderators again in 

online contexts, to provide insights about the roles of these moderators and mediators.  

8.6 Conclusions 

This Chapter discussed the findings obtained from the qualitative and quantitative studies 

undertaken within the present project. Insights into OBA were outlined and a full definition 

of OBA was suggested. Positive brand interaction, brand distinctiveness and CBI were also 

identified as key antecedents to OBA, suggesting new approaches to branding, including 

customer-to-customer interactions related to brands (Libai et al. 2010), consumer-brand 

engagement (Van Doorn et al. 2010; Hollebeek et al. 2014) and the impact new media might 

have on those interactions (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2010). The next Chapter presents some 

implications, limitations and future research suggestions, concluding the thesis. 
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Chapter 9: Conclusions, Limitations and Managerial and 

Theoretical Implications 

9.1 Some conclusions 

This multi-phase, multi-method study extended recent online brand advocate research (Parrott, 

Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Fugetta 2012) and answered the call to improve our 

understanding of how consumers advocate for brands online (Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 

2012; Graham & Havlena 2007; Urban 2005). The study sheds light on the factors that drive 

consumers to advocate for brands online (positive brand interactions, brand distinctiveness, 

and CBI) and on the pro-brand outcomes of brand loyalty and purchase intent, which result 

from OBA. The importance of brand loyalty both as a driver and an outcome of OBA was 

recognised. 

This study found OBA was a multidimensional construct with four dimensions (brand 

defence, brand knowledge, brand positivity, and virtual visual positive expression) that 

grouped into cognitive (section 5.2), affective (section 5.3) and virtual visual characteristics 

(section 5.4); suggesting OBA is unique. It is a second order factor with its four dimensions 

as first order factors. It seems “I Love <Brand>” or an unjustified, simple recommendation by 

way of positive eWOM, or an incident where a consumer engages with the brand (CBE), does 

not sufficiently explain OBA. Consequently, this study developed an OBA scale (section 6.4) 

and a working definition for OBA (section 8.2.2). 

OBA’s influence on consumers’ behaviour and attitudes should not be underestimated. OBA 

is a powerful, online expression of customer-driven influence and it is the OBA post’s verbal 

and non-verbal communication cues that seem to affect pro-brand outcomes of brand loyalty 

and purchase intent, echoing initial studies in this area (Adjei et al. 2010; Aksoy et al. 2013).  
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9.2 Managerial implications: Strategy, management and execution 

This study is the first of its kind to provide insight into OBA that marketing practitioners and 

brand strategists can use to inform their brand strategy, management and online execution 

decisions (Owyang & Lovett 2012). ‘Conversational commerce’, which is driven by “smart 

companies that find new and innovative touch points with consumers that are contextual, 

relevant, highly personal, and conversational” (Quoc 2016, https://chatbotsmagazine.com/11-

examples-of-conversational-commerce-57bb8783d332), is fuelling business online and this 

phenomenon is underpinned by online brand conversations (i.e. OBA). This research suggests 

OBA offers organisations a way to track their brand’s health online and, by being highly visible 

and permanent, OBA gives companies an opportunity to identify and use their online brand 

advocates as referees for the brand. In essence, by taking place online, OBA is a gateway that, 

because it is offered by a trusted source (the online brand advocate), may accelerate potential 

consumer-to-brand connections and, ultimately, encourage online purchase, as it is during 

online conversations about brands that OBA emerges. In other words, OBA is a mechanism 

through which organisations can fast-track the consumer purchase-decision making process, 

from receiving OBA to purchasing an advocated brand. Kirby and Marsden (2006, p. 57) have 

argued “brand advocacy drives brand growth”. Consequently, the OBA insights presented are 

undeniably important to brand and marketing managers and strategists. 

In today’s marketplace in which brands are continuously assessed not only by prospective 

consumers but also by many global consumer watchdog groups and product rating 

organisations (Klein, Smith & John 2004), identifying digital media strategies that protect a 

brand’s equity is vital to a brand’s long term success (Benthaus, Risius & Beck 2016). OBA 

presents a way to do this. This research found OBA was powerful, frequently engaged in and 

a deeply engrained practice in different types of online discussion forums. Organisations need 

to embrace this practice and incorporate OBA into their online brand co-creation strategies. 
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An OBA post is a personal reference for the brand online, a show of unwavering support and 

a statement of protection of the brand’s best interest online. This study enables brands to 

identify OBA posts and target their authors (online brand advocates) with brand offers and 

information about the brand, keeping them abreast of changes or updates. OBA is underpinned 

by an underlying premise of ‘I have something to talk about’. Thus, companies should create 

brand interaction opportunities as well as unique selling points for their offerings; giving their 

customers something to talk about online. This is an important point. OBA results from 

brands’ creation of positive brand interactions and experiences for their customers, the 

creation of brand distinctiveness (unique selling points or positioning) and a clear brand 

identity that resonates with its target audience. If done well, these factors will ensure a brand 

has an army of online brand advocates who give OBA and this, in turn, will result in positive 

brand outcomes. 

Organisations seeking to improve their ‘brand health’ should seek to encourage and stimulate 

OBA in online communications. Guided by this research, organisations should be able to 

better understand OBA, determine the extent of OBA occurring online about their brand, 

assess what is being discussed and track how OBA is developing. As OBA results from 

positive brand interactions, brand distinctiveness and consumer-brand identification, these 

factors need specific attention in brand management and in marketing strategies, in order to 

drive consumers to give OBA.  

 9.2.1 Specific and applicable managerial recommendations 

These OBA aspects should help organisations assess their brand’s online ‘health’ and track 

online brand performance over time (Gopinath, Thomas & Krishnamurthi 2014). The OBA 

scale suggested some parameters practitioners might use to see whether customers are 

advocating for their brands online and to measure the extent to which brand-specific OBA is 

being undertaken (Graham & Havlena 2007). The findings have clear implications for 

strategists who might use these insights to harness and leverage the goodwill, energy, wealth 
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of knowledge and influence online brand advocates bring to bear when becoming involved in 

C2MC online communication and to develop strategies that stimulate the affective consumer-

brand bond. By understanding OBA better, practitioners and strategists should be better 

equipped to:  

1. Identify online brand advocates and target them with special offers or with trials of new 

products, so as to increase consumer-driven brand advocacy online. Kirby and Marsden 

(2006, p. 57) pointed out that when companies make their consumers feel like they are 

part of the brand family “not only is the affective bond with the brand deepened, but also 

brand advocacy is stimulated and made easy to measure”. This study supports this view. 

2. Identify the extent to which consumers are advocating for their brand in online 

communities. The seven markers found in this study offer a way to gauge how elaborate 

OBA posts are and, therefore, provide some insight into potentially stimulating OBA-rich 

discussion in online communities. In order to stimulate OBA, organisations could either 

initiate conversations about ‘hot topics’ or develop advertising creative executions that 

integrate some aspect of a ‘hot topic’. For example: a discussion starter on a parent-

support online community might be “Baby at home safety tips”, which could lead to 

discussions about baby-safety related products and, thus, OBA for brands offering such 

products.  

3. Assess the extent of OBA being undertaken by brand advocates in non-brand managed 

online communities, such as open forums, and, therefore, decide whether there is a need 

to establish an online brand community (if one does not exist already) to create 

opportunities for consumers to advocate in a brand-managed environment (Cothrel 2000). 

An organisation might decide that there is sufficient OBA being undertaken in general, 

open online communities and, therefore, a better way to use their marketing funds would 

be to leverage that online conversation and to strategically position online advertisements 

in relevant open online communities or establish a brand presence on other online 
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platforms such as Instagram or Snapchat. For example, epicski.com is an OOC for snow-

holiday makers, skiers and snowboarders around the world. Its online forum is rich in 

OBA for various brands in snow-holiday making and snow-sports product categories. 

Organisations and sponsors that advertise on this online community purposefully target 

its members by leveraging brand-related conversations. For example, advertisements 

promoting family-cover holiday insurance appear alongside discussion threads on these 

topics. 

4. Leverage other marketing efforts with online advertising placements or online offers or 

promotions to support consumer-driven OBA in these online discussion forums. Such an 

integrated marketing effort is likely to improve brand awareness and, potentially, brand 

performance (Raman & Naik 2004) (as in the epicski.com example). 

5. Identify online discussion topics that inspire OBA, and use these in online advertising (as 

in the epicski.com example). 

6. Think beyond. See whether the organisation has created sufficient online opportunities for 

consumers to effectively communicate about their brand and thus undertake OBA on more 

than just one online platform. This may include an online marketing strategy with several 

online brand-to-consumer communication and consumer-to-consumer communication 

avenues such as Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Pinterest, Snapchat, online communities, 

and online forums. For example, the Sony Playstation Online Community 

(playstation.com) is an OBC that connects gamers. Rife with UGC and OBA, the 

community is integrated with Playstation’s social media channels on YouTube and 

Twitter. Convenient purchase-point consumer touchpoints are featured, enabling 

customers to upload new product features and in-game clips directly. This integration 

assures proactive customer service to existing customers and a more convenient and easy 

online purchase journey for prospective consumers. Sony is able to monitor its brand, to 
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involve existing customers in testing and launching of new products and, in turn, its 

members can engage in C2C communication including OBA. 

7. Offer multiple online purchase-touchpoints shortening the ‘journey’ between OBA (i.e. a 

prospective customer reading an OBA post) and online purchasing (i.e. a prospective 

customer reacting to the OBA post and actually purchasing the brand), thus making the 

purchase decision a more convenient and efficient one for the prospective consumer (as 

in the playstation.com example). 

8. Integrate offline marketing efforts to stimulate OBA. To boost positive brand interaction 

and experiences, organisations should engage in experiential marketing, both online and 

offline, such as through brand supported events, new product brand trials for loyal (VIP) 

customers and the broader community and setting up online brand communities to for 

support customers online. 

a. An example of an offline experiential marketing initiative that drives high level 

of OBA is the ‘HBF Run for a Reason’, which is an annual event in Perth, Western 

Australia, that brings together HBF (health insurance) customers, prospective 

customers and the local community. It generates immense OBA among 

participants and non-participants and involves the online HBF community, as 

participants are provided with opportunities to show off their day and involvement 

with the event. Participants identify with the HBF brand which, through this 

event, supports and reflects what is of great interest to many of its consumers and 

prospective consumers, namely to stay healthy and active. Such events reinforce 

the identity of the brand in a wat that resonates very strongly with its customers, 

gives the brand a distinct position in the marketplace and, ultimately, creates 

positive brand interactions and experiences.  
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b. An example of an online initiative that resulted in high OBA for the brand is the 

H&R Block online community (mentioned at the outset of this thesis). The 

community was established to create brand distinctiveness for H&R Block, by 

way of giving out free tax advice and creating a support community of H&R 

Block staff and current and prospective customers. It has created positive brand 

interactions for the brand and, ultimately, resulted in OBA and lifted H&R 

Block’s sales by 15 per cent in the first year of the online community’s existence. 

Consequently, this study suggested organisations should showcase their success stories. Such 

stories are likely to facilitate positive brand interactions, improve brand distinctiveness and 

establish a strong consumer-brand identification that, ultimately, leads to OBA.  

9.3 Limitations  

This study found online settings are particular in the ways in which people interact with others, 

with the type of content used and with the social media platforms themselves. Prior research 

found the roles of ‘sender’ and the ‘receiver’ are not mutually exclusive in online contexts. 

Those who are highly involved and participate online are often highly involved as both 

‘senders’ and the ‘receivers’ of information. The limitation of this research is in its inability 

to include receivers of online brand advocacy who are not advocates (i.e. those who are 

‘lurkers’ who they access, consume and act on a given online brand advocacy but do not 

identify themselves as having done so) (Nonnecke & Preece 1999; Nonnecke et al. 2004; 

Takahashi, Fujimoto & Yamasaki 2003), as lurkers do not usually respond to research 

requests. It is likely many OBA’s recipients who may or may not have acted on an OBA post 

are ‘lurkers’, but this research was not able to determine their reactions to OBA.  A challenge 

for future research in the online communications environment is to include all receivers of 

information (in this case, OBA), including lurkers.  

As in previous studies (e.g. Wang & Fesenmaier 2004), an important limitation of this research 

was the fact that respondents self-selected for participation in the online surveys. This is 
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difficult to overcome in a study of this nature (Hwang & Fesenmaier 2003). Further, it is 

acknowledged the two online communities involved in the qualitative stage of this research, 

might have their own biases based on the peculiarities of their sites (e.g. members’ 

demographic and psychographic backgrounds are likely to be clustered depending on the type 

of online community studied). The characteristics and management of online communities 

may also affect the extent of OBA, as these factors may encourage or discourage information 

sharing. For example, during the netnography process, the researcher discovered that, when 

the OBC was initially set up (over a decade ago), its moderators removed any online posts that 

contained information about its competitor brands. This practice was quickly overturned by 

disgruntled community members (most of whom were the OBC’s customers), who questioned 

the purpose and usefulness of such a strictly managed community. This is not an isolated 

example and organisations establishing an online presence need to be very careful about over-

engineering their involvement in and management of online discussion platforms, as, 

arguably, such practices can have detrimental and long term negative consequences for their 

brand equity. Perhaps this in itself is also a topic for future research. 

9.4 Theoretical contributions and implications 

This study highlighted some clear contributions to research and thus implications for 

researchers. Recommendations for future research are presented in subsequent sections and 

are grouped under relevant headings. 

9.4.1 Operationalisation and conceptualisation of OBA 

This research operationalised and conceptualised the OBA construct, which was found to be  

four-dimensional with roots in prior brand advocacy definitions, but with unique online 

communication characteristics that make it unique. The study, which had a series of qualitative 

and quantitative phases, led to a parsimonious 18-item OBA scale. 

The following OBA definition is presented:   
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“OBA is a strong, influential, purposeful and non-incentivised, online representation of a 

brand and that brand’s best interest, by a brand-experienced customer (either past or 

current), which includes ‘standing up for’ and speaking on behalf of the brand. OBA is given 

as UGC that reflects specific and in-depth brand knowledge, defence, positivity and virtual 

positive expression in support of a brand. OBA is a multidimensional, reflective construct 

that may be simultaneously positively and negatively valenced. It is a second order factor 

with its four dimensions (brand knowledge, brand positivity, brand defence and virtual 

visual positive expression) as first order factors”. 

9.4.2 OBA on different online platforms  

This study found OBA was given about different types of products (e.g. high-involvement and 

low-involvement products; within and outside of the competing product category) in the 

different online communities (i.e. OBC and OOC). Further studies should examine consumer-

managed OBCs and brand-managed OBCs (Aksoy et al. 2013b; Almeida et al. 2013) to see 

whether there are other differences in the ways consumers advocate for brands on these sites. 

Further, as social media includes various types of online interactions (e.g. Twitter, Facebook, 

YouTube, online communities, blogging sites) and each platform has its unique architecture, 

culture and norms, with users interacting in different ways, communicating about different 

types of brands and producing site-specific content (Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012; 

Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012), future research should explore how OBA differs on 

various online platforms and investigate the cumulative value of OBA through integrated 

marketing efforts across these various platforms. 

Researchers should also investigate incentive-driven OBA (e.g. on social networking sites 

such as Facebook, companies may reward consumers who ‘Like’ their brand with special 

offers or discounts) (Naylor, Lamberton & West 2012; Lipsman et al. 2012) and non-

incentivised OBA such as that studied here. Notably, the notion of legitimate and illegitimate 

OBA, could also be investigated, as could consumers’ motives for such behaviour. Further 
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investigations should also extend the focus on online slang and virtual visual cues, so often 

present in OBA. 

9.4.3 The determinants of OBA 

Positive brand interaction, brand distinctiveness, CBI and brand loyalty were shown to be key 

drivers of OBA. Further investigation into these, and other brand related constructs, such as 

brand love, brand commitment and CBE, are encouraged. Specifically, this study has shown 

the importance of brand love in OBA posts which were an ode to a well-loved brand, yet this 

study suggested OBA and brand love are unique (Table 6.7). Similarly, CBE seems to be a 

trigger for OBA and should be investigated for its role in this context. Further, the qualitative 

study (section 5.2.2) suggested brand advocates displayed their brand commitment and loyalty 

through more brand-protective type behaviours in their OBA posts. This is consistent with the 

relational worth behaviours outlined by Melancon et al.(2011) and there is a need for further 

research into this area. The big five personality traits model (Leong, Jaafar & Sulaiman 2017) 

and uses and gratifications theory (Liu, North & Li 2017) could also be investigated to shed 

further light on OBA.  

9.4.4 Involvement as a moderating factor 

No strong support was found for product-category involvement (PCI) or online involvement, 

as moderating factors in the relationships between OBA and its antecedents. Notably, the 

qualitative study (Chapter 5) found OBA posts on the OBC were focused around the product 

category in which the OBC owner brand competed, whereas the OBA seen on the OOC was 

about a more diverse range of products. On the OOC High-Involvement Products were 

advocated more, whereas Low-Involvement Products (Feeding) and Low-Involvement 

Products (Hygiene) were advocated more on the OBC. This is consistent with previous 

research that suggested consumers who perceived there was higher risk in purchasing a 

product were more involved in the purchase decision and were also more likely to seek word-

of-mouth  (Chaudhuri 2000; Lutz 1974). Interestingly, PCI was not found to be a strong 
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moderator of the relationship between OBA and its antecedents (section 8.5). Future studies 

should explore the role PCI plays in more detail. Similarly, online involvement did not play a 

significant role in this study. However, it seems many OBA givers are involved online, 

especially in the online communities in which they give OBA.  Thus, online involvement 

should too be explored further.  

A receiver’s perceived personal expertise could be a factor worth investigating.  Such 

expertise refers to the extent to which an individual perceives him/herself to be 

knowledgeable, competent, trained and experienced in a particular brand, product or service 

(Netemeyer & Bearden 1992; Adjei et al. 2010). While Adjei et al.’s (2010) finding that online 

C2MC communication can reduce uncertainty about an organisation, even when an individual 

seeking information perceives him/herself to be knowledgeable or experienced, Netemeyer 

and Bearden’s (1992) found people with higher perceived personal expertise were less 

influenced by the information they acquired. Thus, future research focusing on OBA 

recipients’ perceived personal expertise would be valuable.  

9.4.5 Pro-brand outcomes online and offline 

Further investigation should examine OBA’s impact on recipients’ online and offline 

behaviour to see whether and under what conditions OBA leads to purchase (Adjei, et al. 2010; 

Hoffman & Fodor 2010). East et al. (2008) warned of measuring online postings about brands 

and their subsequent sales performance, as they argued there may be little correspondence 

between the content of consumer-generated media and face-to-face advice. Although there 

may be some credence to this point, the suggestions are arguable and could be explored further 

in future studies that included objective purchase data linked to OBA recipients. 

This research has shown OBA is closely associated with brand loyalty, as there was a 

reciprocal relationship between them. OBA posts often included explicit expressions of love, 

loyalty and commitment to the brand with such statements as “I love <brand> and I wouldn't 

use anything else.” and “I’m a loyal <brand> buyer now!”.  This is consistent with previous 
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studies that showed brand love supports consumer-brand relationships (Albert & Merunka 

2013; Leventhal et al. 2014).  However, this link needs to be explored further.  

9.4.6 CAQDAS application to netnography 

The ‘visual-first’ analysis that used QSR NVivo and Leximancer, showed how such analysis 

can be integrated with netnography procedures, assisting critical reasoning and decision-

making about data and enabling researchers to use such integration to guide subsequent 

enquiry (Angus et al. 2013). Future netnographic studies may wish to use QSR NVivo and 

Leximancer in the same way, as better insights are likely than would be the case if only one 

was used (Crofts & Bisman 2010; Davies et al. 2006).  

9.4.7 Netnography in scale development 

To explore the OBA construct and ultimately to design a measuring instrument for OBA, this 

research utilised a mixed-methods approach which included netnography. By doing so, this 

research evolved the currently dominant Churchill (1979) method used by many researchers 

when designing a scale for a construct. This research had demonstrated that in today’s digital 

world of communications, netnography is an important method for studying digital 

communications. Netnography thus adds value to research studying digital consumer 

communications and thus evolves the Churchill method, into an even more rigid process for 

developing scales reflective of the construct in focus. Thus, it is recommended for researchers 

undertaking scale development for constructs related to digital communications, to consider 

adopting a similar procedure to the one showcased in this research. 

9.5 Conclusion 

This research set out to explore brand advocacy in online C2MC communication settings, 

which was termed online brand advocacy (OBA). The studies conceptualised and defined 

OBA, which was found to be a four-dimensional construct with roots in prior brand advocacy 

definitions, but with unique online communication characteristics that make it unique. The 

research project, which had a series of qualitative and quantitative phases, led to an 18-item 
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OBA scale. The research also developed an underlying model that identified some significant 

brand related antecedents to OBA (such as memorable brand interactions, consumer-brand 

identification, and brand distinctiveness) and pro-brand consequences (brand loyalty and 

purchase intent). The estimated model, which was based on Stokburger-Sauer et al.’s (2012) 

consumer-brand identification model, has important implications for brand and marketing 

practitioners and for academic researchers. 

It is evident that in this digital age, organisations need to manage their brands differently.  

They need to better understand why consumers advocate for their brands online, the ways in 

which they talk about their brands (i.e. how they advocate for their brands online to other 

consumers) and what such consumer-driven OBA means for their brand in terms of outcomes 

such as brand loyalty and purchase intent, two constructs closely related to brand advocacy. 

This research obtained and presented insights into these issues. It found that OBA is powerful, 

frequently used and a deeply engrained practice within online community discussion forums, 

and that brands need to embrace this practice undertaken by their consumers.  

Commerce is becoming not only more conversational but more seamlessly integrated into 

people’s lives (Messina 2015).  As shown by recent industry reports (e.g. 

PricewaterhouseCoopers Global 2016, KPMG 2017), the way consumers interact with and 

about brands is changing, and this notion has been supported by the findings evident in this 

research project, which also recommended some ways in which academic researchers and 

marketing practitioners can use these findings to advance our understanding of OBA. 
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Appendix 2: OBA and Brand Advocacy definitions and measurement scales 

ONLINE 
Author(s) Domain Definition Dimensions/ Items Context Data Collection Type 
Wallace, 
Buil and 
Chernatony 
(2012) (E) 

Marketing Positive WOM about a brand by 
consumers to other consumers 
online and offline.  
 

Advocacy - Social network WOM: 
1. I click ‘Like’ for this brand in order to talk up the brand to my 

friends. 
2. I click ‘Like’ for this brand as it enhances my Facebook profile. 
3. I click ‘Like’ for this brand in order to spread the good word about 

this brand. 
4. I give this brand a lot of positive WOM online. 
5. I recommend this brand to friends and family on Facebook. 

 
Advocacy - Brand acceptance: 
1. I would like to try new products introduced under this brand 

name. 
2. If the maker of this brand did something I did not like, I would be 

willing to give it another chance. 

Online. 
Consumer 
research. 
 
 

Quantitative (survey). 

Henning-
Thurau, 
Gwinner, 
Walsh and 
Gremler 
(2004) (E) 

Online 
consumer 
communication. 

eWOM defined as “any positive 
or negative statement made by 
potential, actual, or former 
customers about a product or 
company, which is made 
available to a multitude of people 
and institutions via the Internet”. 
(p. 39) 

Measured eWOM behavior in two ways: (a) the frequency of the 
consumer’s visits to opinion platforms and (b) the number of comments 
written by the consumer on opinion platforms. Reports on the 
consumer’s motives for engaging in eWOM. 

Online. 
Consumer 
research. 

Quantitative (survey). 

Cheung & 
Thadani 
(2012) (C) 

Online 
consumer 
communication. 

Use Hennig-Thurau et al (2004) 
definition and see eWOM as an 
online stimulus.  

eWOM based on: the online message’s argument quality, valence, 
sidedness, and volume. 

Conceptual, 
literature 
review. 

Literature review. 

Feng & 
Papatla 
(2011) (E) 

Maketing Online WOM (eWOM); use 
Hennig-Thurau et al (2004) 
definition.  

eWOM volume on two online sites. 
 

Online. 
Automobiles 
industry. 

Quantitative. 

Keylock & 
Faulds 
(2012) (E) 

Digital 
Marketing 

Social advocacy offline and 
online. Recommendation of 
specific brands to the advocate’s 
peers.  

Not available. Offline and 
online. 
Consumer 
research.  

Not available. 
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OFFLINE 
Author(s) Domain Definition Dimensions/ Items Context Data Collection Type 
Algesheimer 
& Dholakia 
(200)5 (E) 

Marketing, 
Consumer 
Behaviour 

Advocacy seen as brand 
recommendation.  
 

Community recommendation intention; brand recommendation 
intention; and Community recommendation behavior. 

Offline. Brand 
communities.  

Quantitative (survey).  

Kemp, 
Childers & 
Williams 
(2012) (E) 

Branding Brand advocacy by measuring 
WOM 

1. I recommend to other people they would support brand X. 
2. I talk directly to other people about my experience with brand X. 
3. I suggest to others that they should support brand X. 

Offline. Online survey. 

Melancon, 
Noble & 
Noble 
(2011) (E) 

Marketing Advocacy is one of the 
dimensions of relational worth. 
Advocacy includes WOM and 
championing (encouraging and 
actually bringing people into the 
business physically).  
 

1. I try to get my friends and family to buy the organisation's 
products and services. 

2. I seldom miss an opportunity to tell others good things about the 
organisation. 

3. I would defend the organisation to others if I heard someone 
speaking poorly about the organisation. 

4. I would bring friends/family with me to the organisation because I 
think they would like it there. 

Offline. 
Consumer 
research. 

 

Bruggen, 
Foubert & 
Gremler 
(2011) (E) 

 Positive WOM intentions 1. I am likely to say positive things about this brand to other people. 
2. I am likely to recommend this brand to a friend or colleague. 
3. I am likely to say positive things about this brand in general to 

other people. 
4. I am likely to encourage friends and relatives to (do something) at 

this brand. 

Offline.  

Stokburger-
Sauer, 
Ratneshwar 
and Sen  
(2012) (E) 

Marketing Advocacy is the promotion of the 
identified-with company, and can 
take place socially or physically. 
Socially, advocacy includes the 
recommendation (or defence) of 
the company to others. 
Physically, advocacy can involve 
buying and using company 
merchandise that displays the 
company logo or name. 

1. I like recommending brand X to other consumers. 
2. I love to talk about the good points of brand X to people I know. 
3. I have managed to convince other people to buy the brand. 

Offline. 
Consumer 
research. 

Quantitative. 

Badrinaraya
nan and 
Laverie 
(2011) (E) 

Sales 
Management 

Brand advocacy is defined as the 
extent to which retail sales people 
actively recommend or support a 
specific brand within a product 
category to the retail customer. 

Brand recommendation by sales people.  
“When customers approach me for advice, I suggest this brand.” 
“This brand is the first brand I recommend to customers.” 
“I often recommend this brand to my customers.” Adapted from Aaker 
(1996) and Price and Arnould (1999). 

Offline. 
Industry 
research. 
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OFFLINE 
Author(s) Domain Definition Dimensions/ Items Context Data Collection Type 
Jillapalli and 
Wilcox 
(2010) (E) 

Education Define advocacy as the act of 
recommending, defending, and 
pleading on behalf of a particular 
person or a cause. 

A seven-item scale describes the students’ willingness to expend time 
and effort to actively recommend and support the professor brand 
relative to other professor brands; adapted from Badrinarayanan (2006) 
and Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002). 
 

Offline. 
Higher 
education. 
Consumer 
research. 

 

Jones and 
Taylor 
(2007) (E) 

Marketing Advocacy seen as 
recommendation of a brand and 
encouragement to do business 
with the brand. Advocacy as 
fitting within the realm of 
attitudinal loyalty. 

“I recommend company X to someone who asks for my advice”. 
“I encourage friends and relatives to do business with company X.” 
based on measures by Butcher et al (2001); Zeithaml et al (1996); 
Javalgi & Moberg (1997). 

Offline. 
Consumer-
based 
services. 
Consumer 
research. 

Questionnaire. 

Groth 
(2005) (E) 

Marketing: 
Customer 
Citizenship 
Behaviour 
(OCB) 

Advocacy seen as part of CCB, 
namely as the recommendation 
dimension. 

“Refer fellow students or coworkers to the business.” “Recommend the 
business to your family.” “Recommend the business to your peers.” 
“Recommend the business to people interested in the business’ 
products/services.” 

Offline.  Customer survey. 

Fullerton 
(2005) (E) 
 

Retailing When customers identify with a 
relational partner and have 
pleasant feelings about the 
relationship, they will gladly 
recommend that partner to people 
that they care about. 

“Say positive things about X to other people.”  
“Recommend X to someone who seeks your advice.” 
“Encourage friends and relatives to do business with X.” 
Based on Zeithaml et al. (1996) 

Offline. 
Service 
industry. 

 

Bhattachary
a and Sen 
(2003) (C) 
 

Marketing Identify “company promotion” 
and “customer recruitment” 
which are performed by 
customers who identify with the 
company. These characterize 
brand advocacy. 

Measured through consumer outcomes “customer promotion”, and 
“customer recruitment”. 

Offline.  
Consumer 
research. 

 

Bettencourt 
(1997) (E) 

Retailing. Advocacy seen through the model 
of customer voluntary 
performance (CVP). CVP refers 
to helpful, discretionary 
behaviours of customers that 
support the ability of the firm to 
deliver service quality. Sees 
advocacy as positive WOM and 
recommendations. 

Several items adapted from Loyalty and WOM measures such as “I say 
positive things about this store to others.” and “I encourage friends and 
relatives to shop at this store.” 

Offline.  Customer survey. 
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Appendix 3: Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice paper 
“Navigating Online Brand Advocacy (OBA): An Exploratory Analysis” by Wilk, Harrigan, 
and Soutar (2018), https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10696679.2017.1389246 
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Appendix 4: Qualitative Marketing Research paper 
 

“Tackling social media data analysis: Comparing and contrasting QSR NVivo and 
Leximancer” by Wilk, Soutar and Harrigan (2018) (In print). 

 

 

TACKLING SOCIAL MEDIA DATA ANALYSIS: COMPARING AND 

CONTRASTING QSR NVIVO AND LEXIMANCER 

Introduction 

Fuelled by a rise in consumer-to-consumer (C2C) online participation, consumer 

networks are becoming increasingly important to marketers as influencers of 

consumer behaviour (Chu and Kim, 2011; Adjei et al., 2010; McAlexander et al., 2002; 

Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). As a result, marketing researchers are interested in 

investigating and understanding such online C2C interactions, especially those found 

in social media. However, these interactions create big text-based data that is 

characterised by high volume, velocity, and variety, thus presenting analytical 

challenges (McAfee and Brynjolfsson, 2012). Computer-aided qualitative discourse 

analysis software (CAQDAS) applications enable semi-automated analysis to be 

undertaken on such data, providing more visual results than was possible previously. 
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When working with such big datasets, researchers need to decide which approach is 

most suitable for ‘visual text analytics’ or ‘visual data mining’ and which provides 

better insights into the data’s ‘patterns of relevance’ (Angus et al., 2013; Risch et al., 

2008).  

The QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs are well-known options for such analysis 

(Crofts and Bisman, 2010; Hutchison et al., 2010). However, their strengths and 

weaknesses are not well researched (Jones and Diment, 2010; Sotiriadou et al., 

2014). Clearly, there is a need to better understand which programs and approaches 

can be used to gain greater insight from the ‘unstructured data’ obtained from data-

rich online environments such as social media platforms. Indeed, the Marketing 

Science Institute (2016) recently suggested determining how to integrate and 

synthesise insights from big data is a research priority. Here, QSR NVivo’s and 

Leximancer’s usefulness in analysing big data is discussed through an examination 

of their use in an exploratory study investigating Online Brand Advocacy (OBA). 

Despite increasing interest in OBA (Leventhal et al., 2014; Parrott et al., 2015, 

Wallace et al., 2012), which can be defined as the active promotion, support for or 

defence of a brand by a consumer to other consumers (Jillapalli and Wilcox, 2010; 

Keller, 2007), its conceptualisation, dimensionality and measurement are unclear. 

Some have argued OBA is unique and differs from offline brand advocacy and have 

pushed for further investigation (Graham and Havlena, 2007), while others have 

suggested there is a need to improve our understanding of how consumers advocate 

for brands online (Divol et al., 2012; Urban, 2005).  

This manuscript is based on a study designed to provide initial insights into OBA’s 

characteristics by looking at OBA posts in two different online communities. It 

suggests how QSR NVivo and Leximancer can be used in an exploratory study in 

which a ‘visual-first’ analysis is used to assist researchers make visual sense of the 
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data and guide subsequent enquiry (Angus et al., 2013). Both programs were used 

to explore 200 discussion threads containing 1,796 posts in an Online Open 

Community (OOC) and in an Online Brand Community (OBC). The strengths and 

weaknesses of both programs are outlined through their application in this exploratory 

study. Examples of some of the types of analyses each program can undertake, the 

visual output available and an insight into how each program contributed to the 

exploration of a new construct are provided. The paper provides practical 

recommendations to guide researchers and practitioners. Before discussing the study 

and the applicability of the programs, the next section briefly outlines the literature 

that informed the research. 

Background  

Brand advocacy is seen by some as the extent to which consumers are willing to 

spend time and effort to actively recommend, and to support a brand because of a 

connection to the brand (Jillapalli and Wilcox, 2010; Anderson, 1998). Brand 

advocacy is also defined as social advocacy, by way of a recommendation of a brand 

to others, the defence of a brand when it is attacked or as the recruitment of potential 

customers (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). To date, 

little attention has been devoted to understanding brand advocacy in different 

communication platforms, especially online; although a recent study highlighted the 

need for a further exploration of the message characteristics in posts advocating 

brands (Parrott et al., 2015).   

The online space has created prosuming users or ‘prosumers’ who are active online, 

who produce and consume content at the same time, and who are noticeable in online 

discussion forums (O’Reilly, 2005). Research has shown such discussions influence 

sales, regardless of whether the community is company-owned or independently-

owned (McAlexander et al., 2002; Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). Porter (2004), for 
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example, differentiated commercial and non-commercial online communities, while 

Yahia (2005) distinguished between non-commercial brand-based and product-

based communities, and those based on brand-related themes or topics. Here, we 

differentiated between two types of communities, namely:  

 Online Brand Communities that are owned, managed and sponsored by a brand; 

although discussion forum interactions are driven by members. The community’s 

aim is to engage customers with the owner’s brand without restricting the 

discussions, which can be brand or non-brand related, and which focus on topics 

of common interest.  

 Online Open Communities that are independent of any brand affiliation, and which 

are owned and managed by consumers; although they may be financially 

supported by advertising revenue. Such online communities bring together 

consumers with a common product interest, and provide forums for information 

and support on topics of common interest, including brand-related discussion.  

OBA can be found in various online platforms, such as social networking sites (SNS) 

(e.g. Facebook or Twitter), online opinion platforms (e.g. tripadvisor.com) and 

discussion forums in online communities (e.g. epicski.com). OBA has been described 

as viral or connected marketing activities, and is sometimes defined as WOM arising 

from Facebook ‘Likes’ and online recommendation to ‘friends’ (Wallace et al., 2012), 

customer brand engagement on Facebook (Hausman et al., 2014), ‘following’ a brand 

on Twitter (Bulearca and Bulearca, 2010), discussing brands on their blogs (Chu and 

Kamal, 2008) or online reviews (Karakaya and Barnes, 2010). Online conversations 

about brands can be proxies for offline conversations and seem to influence offline 

and online purchasing decisions (Godes and Mayzlin, 2004; Fagerstrøm and Ghinea, 

2011).  
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Consumers advocate for brands online through brand-related User-Generated 

Content (UGC) (Smith et al., 2012) that permeates social media channels. Online 

UGC is different to content found in offline communication (e.g. communicators can 

be anonymous, as givers and receivers of information may be identified only by 

usernames) and information can be acted on quickly, is easily accessible for an 

indefinite period of time and has global reach. OBA is undertaken in a unique setting 

and, just as eWOM has been differentiated from offline WOM (Chu and Kim, 2011; 

Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004), OBA deserves to be explored and assessed in its own 

right. However, which approach (QSR NVivo or Leximancer) is most useful in such 

an exploration? 

The study 

Sample 

Two hundred active C2C discussion threads (1,796 posts) in two different online 

communities were examined. One hundred discussion threads (1,060 posts from 437 

unique usernames) were from an OOC, while 100 discussion threads (736 posts from 

430 unique usernames) were from an OBC. Both communities were Australian-based 

and designed to provide online support for parents with young children. Data were 

collected between November 2014 and February 2015. Brand advocacy in the 

threads included discussions about local and international brands, and ranged from 

high-involvement products, such as prams and family car brands, to low-involvement 

products, such as baby formula and hygiene products.  

The number of discussion threads (100 discussion threads from each of the two 

online community forums) was deemed sufficient, as this was the point at which no 

new insights were being generated. This decision was based on the ‘thematic, data 

saturation’ principle that underpins qualitative research (Corbin and Strauss 2007, 

Green and Thorogood 2004, Gaskell 2000) and adheres to the general netnographic 
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rule that “data collection should continue as long as new insights on important topical 

areas are still being generated” (Kozinets, 2002, p. 64). 

Procedure 

The netnography procedure suggested by Kozinets (2010) was undertaken here, with 

the QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs being used to examine the 1,796 online 

posts (Jones and Diment, 2010; Sotiriadou et al., 2014). Their combined use enabled 

an elaborate exploration of the data and showcased how each program contributed 

towards understanding OBA, as is outlined in subsequent sections. 

QSR NVivo 

The online discussion threads were imported into QSR NVivo as MS Word documents 

and classified according to the type of online community from which they originated. 

In the concept identification stage, distinct events in the data were identified, 

intensively scrutinised and meaning labels were attached to the identified segments 

(Hutchison et al., 2010). By creating nodes (codes) and storing relevant text relating 

to the concept represented by each node, a researcher-driven coding was obtained 

that provided an understanding of what consumers were saying about brands and, 

more specifically, how consumers were advocating for brands in online discussions. 

While time consuming, the researcher-driven coding process enabled the inclusion of 

researcher’s insight and an interpretation of meanings to occur at the coding stage, 

rather than at the analysis stage, as was the case with Leximancer.  

To obtain an initial impression of the data, a Word Frequency Query was used to 

identify the most frequently occurring words across all posts. This approach gave a 

good indication as to which codes should be considered. The Coding Stripes Analysis 

(Figure 1) helped in the study’s conceptual development by comparing nodes 

(emergent concepts) and by visually depicting how they related to one another. This 
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enabled a search for intersecting codes to identify text coded to more than one node; 

suggesting connections between emerging concepts. For example, the most 

commonly referenced node and one of specific interest, was ‘positive brand 

mentions’, which included all positive mentions of a brand name in the posts. The 

Coding Stripes Analysis enabled the ‘positive brand mentions’ node to be depicted 

alongside nodes with which it most frequently co-occurred; highlighting important 

OBA characteristics.  

A Matrix Coding Query enabled an examination of the data at a community level (i.e. 

the OBC and OOC datasets), and identified some community-specific OBA 

characteristics. The resulting Coding Stripes Analysis provided a visual 

representation of associations and connections between nodes, according to the type 

of online community. Although the QSR NVivo analysis is influenced and, to some 

degree, limited by researchers’ analytical decisions and epistemological positions, it 

helped the iterative concept exploration process by suggesting subsequent lines of 

enquiry.  

FIGURE 1 HERE 

Leximancer 

Leximancer analysis is program-driven, and uses blocks of text to identify concepts 

and themes that are identified through an iterative process of seeding word definitions 

from frequencies and co-occurrences (Sotiriadou et al., 2014; Angus et al., 2013). 

Leximancer does not automatically present a definition for each ‘concept’. Words are 

‘concepts’ that form clusters called ‘themes’. Concept grouping identifies concepts 

that have contextual similarity and appear close to each other in a Concept Map, as 

such related concepts represent a theme.  
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The most frequently co-occurring concepts are clustered together and grouped by 

theme circles that represent the main ideas (Cretchley et al., 2010). Leximancer-

driven themes are named after the most prominent concept in the cluster (i.e. the 

concept with the largest dot in that theme). Here, the theme names were revised so 

as to better reflect the concepts within them. The size of the themes is not 

representative of the importance of the themes; rather it is indicative of the concepts’ 

co-occurrence with other concepts. The theme colours represent the importance of 

each theme, with themes heat-mapped from hottest to coolest (i.e. red is the ‘hottest’ 

or most prominent theme and purple is the ‘coolest’ or least connected theme). The 

Concept Map further illustrates how the concepts (keywords) are connected by lines 

between those concepts which share the strongest conceptual similarity. A Two-in-

One Analysis was obtained in the Concept Map (Figure 2) in which tags identify 

common themes in each of the two communities.  

The Leximancer-produced Insight Dashboard Report provides a quantitative 

overview of the Concept Map, and is designed to provide an understanding of project 

results (Leximancer, 2017). The Dashboard is best used for comparison, or difference 

analysis, and researchers must create tags as part of this process (e.g. source 

document, speaker or folder). Here, two separate Insight Dashboard Reports were 

created:  

1. Where there was only the one category for comparing the emergent 

concepts, namely ‘Brand Mention’, our key theme; and 

2. Where the categories of comparison were our tags for each of the two 

online communities studied (OBC and OOC).  

The first report illustrated how consumers mentioned brands in online posts 

advocating for a brand, whereas the second report allowed us to determine the way 

in which consumers advocated for brands in the two online communities. All of the 
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concepts were assessed for their ‘prominence’ (represented by their respective 

Prominence Scores) in relation to a ‘Brand Mention’ and in relation to the two different 

community types being studied. This report can be used to investigate the concepts 

or attributes associated with relevant tags or categories in the data (Leximancer, 

2017). Further, the report showcases the relative frequencies for concept 

combinations evident in the Concept Map, and, using Bayesian algebra, calculates a 

Prominence Score (PS) for each concept and for each compound concept (pairs of 

concepts co-occurring together). A score greater than 1.0 suggests the co-occurrence 

between a concept or compound concept and a category or tag, happens more often 

than by chance (Leximancer, 2017). Here, such a score was considered sufficient to 

identify unique OBA characteristics and, for compound concepts, a score of 3 or more 

was deemed satisfactory. 

FIGURE 2 HERE 

Key differences highlighted through this analysis were explored further in a One-in-

One Analysis for each online community separately, with the results shown in Figure 

3 and Figure 4. This approach provided an overview of OBA across both communities 

and enabled a comparison of OBA in each of the online communities. With a 

connectivity of 100%, ‘Brand Mention’ emerged as the key theme linking the other 

themes in the concept maps. The ‘Positive Communication’ theme was most closely 

related (i.e. had the highest connectivity) to the ‘Brand Mention’ theme in the three 

concept maps produced, suggesting that, whenever a brand name was mentioned, it 

was usually mentioned positively. Two compound concepts (‘Positive brand 

mentions’ and ‘Negative brand mentions’) were seeded to explore emerging 

relationships of interest. This manual seeding process is akin to setting up of two 

queries (‘Brand mention’ AND ‘Positive communication’ as ‘Positive brand mention’; 

and ‘Brand mention’ AND ‘Negative communication’ as ‘Negative brand mention’), 

which enabled us to pinpoint instances of positive and negative brand mentions.  
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FIGURE 3 HERE 

FIGURE 4 HERE 

Findings 

Both programs contributed to our understanding of the OBA concept being explored. 

Their strengths and weaknesses are outlined in Table 2, and although these are self-

explanatory, some deserve further discussion.  

TABLE 2 HERE 

Some key strengths of QSR NVivo and Leximancer 

A key QSR NVivo strength is its ability to allow researchers to assign meaning to the 

data during the coding stage rather than after lexical analysis, as is the case in 

Leximancer. This ensured: 

1. Key concepts of interest were identified. 

2. There was congruity between the researcher-identified nodes (codes) and the 

data classified to those nodes. 

3. Nodes (codes/concepts/themes) were identified that could not have been 

identified by Leximancer. 

4. Meaning was assigned from a human-perspective that required human 

intellect, and judgement, rather than by an automated, computer-driven 

perspective.  

QSR NVivo, enabled us to recognise “Reactive OBA” and “Proactive OBA” as two 

different types of OBA. Reactive OBA included all OBA posts that were responses to 

specific questions or queries about an advocated brand, while proactive OBA 

included all OBA posts and discussion thread starters that initiated or re-ignited 

discussion about an advocated brand. The identification of such concepts of interest 
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requires foresight and human intellect at the data coding stage, which is facilitated by 

QSR NVivo. OBA posts could only be classified as reactive or proactive through a 

researcher deducing meaning based on the totality of the message (the post’s whole 

wording) and the post’s position in the overall discussion thread. This process allowed 

us to see that OBA can be unprompted or prompted, improving our understanding of 

the nature of OBA.  

QSR NVivo also enabled a mapping onto existing theory, as parent and child nodes 

were created to better reflect categories that were indicative of prior brand advocacy 

definitions (e.g. recommendation, defence, promotion, positive word of mouth). We 

then visually represented how these categories included some aspects of OBA. By 

assessing the node structure, and through the coding stripes analysis, it was evident 

new aspects of OBA had emerged (e.g. positivity, knowledge sharing, virtual positive 

expression). In Leximancer, attempts were also made to manually seed concepts of 

interest that were automatically mapped onto the Concept Map (e.g. to identify brand 

defence, a concept was seeded for words inclusive of “‘talk up’ and ‘brand’”, and 

“‘stand up’ and ‘brand’”). However, due to aspects of linguistics underpinning online 

communication (i.e. the ways in which consumers advocated for brands online varied 

and deviated from the standard brand advocacy definitions), this process did not 

identify existing concepts of interest in the online posts. For example, consumers did 

not use words such as “I am talking up brand X here”; rather they defended a brand 

by using various expressions such as “I have never had problems with brand X” or 

“Brand X is better than other brands I have tried”. As a result, we were not able to 

produce a Concept Map that mapped existing brand advocacy definitions accurately. 

It is possible, however, to feed manuscripts which a researcher is considering as part 

of a literature review informing a study, to uncover themes in prior research and to 

compare these to results obtained in a study itself. 
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Leximancer’s strength is its expedient identification of emergent ‘concepts’ and 

‘themes’ without a researcher’s active intervention. Its results are neatly displayed in 

a Concept Map, which is supported by information about the strengths of the 

relationships between the ‘concepts’ and the ‘themes’ that is provided in an Insight 

Dashboard Report. The Leximancer-labelled ‘concepts’ are words that most 

frequently and strongly co-occur with other words in the dataset. ‘Themes’ are the 

clusters of these key words, and each ‘theme’ is assigned a name based on the most 

prominent concept in that cluster. We found the ‘themes’ to be key to understanding 

OBA. The impartiality of the Leximancer process is very useful in an exploratory study 

in which key concepts may not be clear, which is likely to be an issue when using big 

data. For example, without Leximancer, we would not have found differences in OBA 

posts in the OBC and OOC communities (Figure 2).  

A key difference in the OBA posts was in the types of products more prominently 

(although not exclusively) advocated on each of the two online communities studied. 

For example, the Leximancer-discovered ‘High Involvement Products (HIP)’ theme 

was clearly ‘pulled’ by the OOC tag, suggesting OBA posts on the OOC site were 

advocating for products in this category more than they did on the OBC site. On the 

other hand, the ‘Low Involvement Products (LIP): Feeding’ and ‘Low Involvement 

Products: Hygiene’ themes were more closely associated with the OBC tag. This 

suggested LIP were advocated on the OBC more than on the OOC, further 

highlighting that OBA posts on the OBC were mostly about the community owner’s 

brand, its immediate competitors and closely related but non-competing product 

categories. However, on the OOC forum, OBA was provided for a wider variety of 

products and significantly more OBA posts seem to be about HIP. This Leximancer 

finding presented insights into the nature of OBA posts and how OBA differed on the 

two online community forums. Such insights would be difficult to obtain when using 
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QSR NVivo, where the groupings of the different products forming the HIP and LIP 

product categories would not have been as obvious.  

Leximancer allows researchers to seed concepts of interest (actual words) in the form 

of a query that asks the program to map instances of the queried concept onto the 

Concept Map. Two compound concepts (‘Positive brand mentions’ and ‘Negative 

brand mentions’) were seeded to further explore emerging relationships of interest. 

This manual seeding process is similar to setting up of two queries (‘Brand mention’ 

AND ‘Positive communication’ as ‘Positive brand mention’; and ‘Brand mention’ AND 

‘Negative communication’ as ‘Negative brand mention’), which enabled us to pinpoint 

instances of positive and negative brand mentions (Figures 2, 3 and 4).  

Instances of brand names being mentioned in a positive way (for example: ‘Brand 

name’ and ‘great’; or ‘Brand name’ and ‘love’) and instances of brand names being 

mentioned in a negative way (for example: ‘Brand name’ and ‘bad’; or ‘Brand name’ 

and ‘awful’) were highlighted on the resulting Concept Maps. Figures 2, 3 and 4 show 

the close proximity of the seeded compound concepts of ‘Positive brand mention’ and 

‘Negative brand mention’. A closer inspection of the dataset, found that OBA posts 

frequently included positive and negative aspects of the advocated brand, or of 

brands to which the advocated brand was compared. This insight resulted in the 

identification of three different ways through which OBA is given:  

1. A positive-negative brand comparison within the advocated brand, where the 

good and not so good points of the advocated brand are discussed (we 

labelled this as ‘advocacy despite some shortcoming’). 

2. A positive-negative brand comparison between brands, where the positive 

points of the advocated brand and the negative aspects of the competing, 

compared to, non-advocated brand were discussed. 
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3. A positive-negative comparison within and between brands, where both (1) 

and (2) occurred within an OBA post. This finding would have been difficult to 

identify had we only used QSR NVivo.  

Leximancer also enables a quantitative analysis of the Prominence Scores calculated 

in the Insights Dashboard Report, as illustrated in Table 3 and Table 4. The scores 

represent the relationship between concepts and categories of interest visually 

depicted in the Concept Map. Table 3 highlights the most prominent or most important 

concepts used by consumers when referring to a brand (Brand Mention) in the online 

post advocating a brand and advocating a brand on the two different online 

communities. We were able to interpret these results to better understand the concept 

being studied (i.e. OBA). Thus, when a brand was being advocated online, 

consumers: 

 Had ‘tried’ (1.7) and used (1.6) the brand and so communicate online from 

their own experiences.  

 ‘Love’ (1.4) the brand and felt the brand was ‘better’ (1.4) than other brands.  

 Encouraged others to ‘buy’ (1.3) the brand. 

Table 4 suggests the most prominent compound concepts used by consumers when 

referring to a brand (Brand Mention) in an online post advocating a brand and 

advocating a brand on the two online communities. These compound concepts 

offered additional insights into how consumers advocate for brands online, as these 

words paired most frequently. 

Key weaknesses of QSR NVivo and Leximancer 

The analysis highlighted some key weaknesses of both programs (Table 2). QSR 

NVivo’s key shortcomings stem from its key strength, which is the program’s reliance 

on the researcher driving key aspects of the analysis. In QSR NVivo, researcher(s) 

identify the nodes (codes) and, therefore, the key themes and concepts of interest; 
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the researcher(s) drive the coding of the data to relevant researcher-judged nodes; 

and determine the type of analysis that is used. This can be a subjective, time-

consuming and elaborate process, particularly when using big data. Such processes 

are automated in Leximancer. In QSR NVivo the identification of nodes (codes) can 

be primed and assisted through word frequency queries, which show the most 

frequently occurring words and provide insights into the key concepts that might be 

identified as nodes in the coding stage. The coding stage is usually followed by a 

decision as to which analysis to use. These steps may be limited by a researcher’s 

epistemological position and the time and resources available, which may impact on 

the reliability of the process and, hence, on the reliability of the results.  

Leximancer’s key weakness is its inability to capture the online posts’ communication 

style and implied tone of voice, which was important in understanding OBA. Some 

affective and virtual visual OBA characteristics identified in QSR NVivo would have 

been unnoticed in the Leximancer analysis. These included key aspects of online 

communication, such as acronyms particular to the online community, the implied 

tone of voice (often marked with exclamation marks (!!!), or with CAPITALS and/or 

bold lettering), which enabled advocates to better portray their intended feelings in 

their OBA posts. Manually coding this in QSR NVivo allowed the researchers to 

capture this important aspect of OBA posts.  

Another observed Leximancer weakness that may be overcome with training and 

practice, is the way Leximancer names each ‘theme’ after its most prominent 

‘concept’. A first Concept Map often produces unexpected or unusual themes, and a 

researcher’s first thought maybe “This does not tell me anything!”. By gradually 

adjusting the resolution of the Concept Map, its theme sizes, and by rotating and re-

clustering, researchers can produce a Map with more meaningful themes.  
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Leximancer’s user-friendly and intuitive interface (a “click and drag”, or just “one click” 

functionality) allows a researcher to easily and gradually adjust the Concept Map to 

produce visual outputs that represent meaningful themes. For example, a researcher 

can adjust the resolution of the Concept Map by sliding the “% Visible Concepts” bar; 

its theme sizes by sliding the “% Theme Size” bar; rotate the map by sliding the 

“Degree of Rotation” bar; and to re-cluster by selecting the “Recluster Map” button. 

The thematic and conceptual meaningfulness of the visual output can also be 

improved by manually renaming the themes in the Concept Map, enabling the Map 

to better reflect the themes’ composition and their overall thematic essence. This was 

the case here, as the themes in Figures 2, 3 and 4, were renamed to reflect their 

concepts; thus helping in the identification of key OBA characteristics and in seeing 

how OBA differed from other relevant constructs. This process was simpler than that 

offered in QSR NVivo. Programs such as Inkscape enable researchers to improve 

the visual appearance of a Leximancer-produced Map (e.g. by improving the spacing 

around concept names that may overlap on the original map). 

QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs are complements 

The analysis suggested QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs complement each 

other and that weaknesses in one program can be addressed by strengths in the 

other. We found each program contributed a different visual and evidence-based 

perspective and added to our understanding of OBA. Had we only used one program, 

we would have only had results from one side of the analysis. The QSR NVivo Coding 

Stripes Analysis (Figure 1) enabled us to determine which of the nodes 

(characteristics of OBA) were common across both online communities, and which 

were particular to each. This allowed us to determine common OBA characteristics 

and, therefore, those that made OBA unique in an online C2C communication setting. 

This process also allowed us to pinpoint some OBA characteristics that were unique 

to each of the online communities. However, the QSR NVivo Coding Stripes Analysis 
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was not sufficient to explain the magnitude of those differences and the reason why 

these differences occurred (i.e. why some characteristics of OBA were more 

prominent on the OOC and others were more prominent on the OBC). The 

Leximancer analysis (Figure 2, 3 and 4), provided further insights through the 

emergent ‘High Involvement Products’ and ‘Low Involvement Products’ themes.  

The themes which emerged in the Leximancer analysis helped us to explain why 

there were differences in the way people advocated for brands in each of the two 

communities. That is, the OBA posts on the OBC were about the brand that owned 

the OBC and about competing brands, as well as brands closely related to the product 

category of the brand that owned the OBC. We found these brands clearly in the ‘Low 

Involvement Products: Hygiene’ and ‘Low Involvement Products: Feeding’ themes 

(Figure 2), where both themes were ‘pulled’ by the OBC tag, meaning they were most 

prominent on the OBC. This is consistent with OBA evident in the OBC posts, which 

were mostly about the brands in these two product categories. On the other hand, the 

‘High Involvement Products’ them was ‘pulled’ by the OOC tag, which suggests there 

were more OBA posts about these products in the OOC forum.  

These findings helped explain why some OBA characteristics occurred more on the 

OBC than on the OOC and vice versa. For example, on the OBC where OBA was 

mostly about low involvement products, advocates demonstrated ‘product category 

involvement’, explicitly stating their ‘brand commitment’, provided ‘brand advice or 

problem support’ and ‘recommendations based on brand comparisons’ and 

elaborated on ‘brand distinctiveness’, as highlighted in the QSR NVivo analysis 

(Figure 1). Whereas, on the OOC, where the OBA posts were mostly about high 

involvement products (Figure 2), OBA post advocates provided ‘recommendations 

based on criteria or requirements’, displayed ‘brand warmth’, used ‘brand language 

which was technical’, and provided ‘extra brand information’ such as websites, 

photos, and prices (Figure 1). This further highlighted that both, QSR NVivo and 
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Leximancer, complement each other, thus had we used only one program we would 

have understood only a certain aspect of the OBA characteristics displayed in C2C 

communication online.   

Discussion  

There seem to be benefits to using both QSR NVivo and Leximancer programs in 

exploratory social media research involving big, text-based data analysis. This study 

showed that the two programs complemented each other and that the weaknesses 

of one were addressed by the strengths of the other (Table 2). This finding addresses 

the need to further understand how the research issues and data analysis of one 

CAQDAS program (in this case, QSR NVivo) can be enriched by the use of another 

CAQDAS program (Leximancer) (Crofts and Bisman, 2010; Davies et al., 2006). In 

this study, Leximancer was a useful interpretative tool that enabled a better 

understanding of the results obtained through the QSR NVivo analysis. Each program 

contributed a different visual and evidence-based perspective to the data analysis 

that, overall, provided a more comprehensive and insightful view of OBA.  

Leximancer analysed a very large amount of data (1,796 online posts) in an expedient 

way, providing an automated, impartial analysis that highlighted the key concepts, 

themes and their connectivity (Figures 2, 3 and 4). This study showed that when 

applied to large quantities of text, such as big data, Leximancer enables efficient ‘text 

mining’ by transforming lexical co-occurrence information from natural language into 

semantic patterns (Smith and Humphreys, 2006). Here, Leximancer identified themes 

that would have been missed or overlooked had we only used QSR NVivo. This is 

consistent with other researchers noting that the Leximancer program “(makes) the 

analyst aware of the global context and significance of concepts and (helps) to avoid 

fixation on particular anecdotal evidence, which may be atypical or erroneous” (Smith 

and Humphreys, 2006, p. 262). QSR NVivo, on the other hand, enabled this research 
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to precisely and rigorously identify concepts and themes of interest, with the 

researchers’ insights driving the processes (Figure 1), and to identify OBA types that 

would not have been found in a Leximancer analysis. 

This study found both programs to be flexible and both assisted the researchers to 

work with unstructured qualitative data, to generate textual relationships, identify key 

areas that emerged from the data and to visually represent this output. However, the 

task of interpreting such visual output remained with the researchers. After 

undertaking QSR NVivo and Leximancer analysis, the researchers went back to 

engaging directly with the data to further explore and interpret textual meanings, in 

line with the suggestion that “the application of CAQDAS should not operate as a 

substitute for the researcher’s immersion in, or interpretation of the data but rather as 

a means for enriching the research process” (Crofts and Bisman, 2010, p. 197). This 

follow-through enabled the researchers to draw meaningful conclusions based on the 

‘visual first’ approach provided by the two programs, and to guide future OBA studies.  

Conclusions and Implications  

This study contributed to our understanding of how qualitative text-based data 

analysis programs can be used to explore big data obtained from social media, 

answering a call for further insight into such programs’ functionality (Sotiriadou et al., 

2014; Angus et al., 2013). This paper illustrates how such programs can be used as 

powerful tools when undertaking big data, exploratory analysis; presenting valuable 

visual analysis beyond just an ‘end-stage output’ for readers. The ‘visual-first’ analysis 

used, illustrates how such analysis can be integrated with critical reasoning and 

decision-making about the data, enabling researchers to use such integration to guide 

subsequent enquiry (Angus et al., 2013).  

Each of the two programs showcased in this paper has its strengths and limitations 

that should be assessed prior to their use. QSR NVivo analysis is researcher-driven 
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and is, therefore, influenced by and, to some degree, limited by researchers’ 

analytical decisions and epistemological positions. The coding process is manual and 

time consuming. However, QSR NVivo analysis facilitates an iterative concept 

exploration process at the time of coding (Hutchison et al., 2010). The Leximancer 

analysis is more automated and relies on the researchers assigning meaning, 

interpreting and working with the results obtained and represented in a Concept Map 

and Insight Dashboard Report. Leximancer requires a close analysis and refinement 

of the initial output, a process underpinned by the researchers’ understanding of the 

data. This study shows that Leximancer should not be expected to ‘do the work’ for 

you, rather, it should do the work with you (Penn-Edwards, 2010).  

CAQDAS applications provide new ways to develop visual output that can help 

researchers make visual sense of their big data. Such sense-making requires 

intellectual rigour and researchers’ full involvement; highlighting the importance of 

human intervention in analysing and interpreting big, qualitative data. These tools 

assist researchers, but they are not replacements for human analysts (Angus et al., 

2013). It is imperative for researchers working with these tools to be intimately and 

comprehensively familiar with the data set and with the programs being used. 

Researchers must prepare the data according to the requirements of each program. 

In order words, the quality of the analysis reflects the quality of the data and of the 

researchers’ involvement with the tools, as well as their understanding of the data 

and of the prior research that guides their study. As illustrated in this paper, 

researchers should also consider using more than one CAQDAS program when 

analysing large text-based datasets, because such programs complement one 

another, providing a more comprehensive insight into the phenomenon being studied.  

We used the qualitative findings from both CAQDAS analyses to guide a subsequent 

OBA scale development process. The intricate qualitative insights achieved through 

the use of QSR NVivo and Leximancer suggested OBA has some unique 
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characteristics that need to be included in any scale. The findings also suggested 

some potential OBA scale items that should be considered if any OBA scale is to 

reflect OBA’s true nature. 
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Article Table 1: OBA Characteristics and Analysis: An excerpt from the complete 

table 
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Article Table 2: Strengths and Weaknesses of QSR NVivo and Leximancer 

QSR NVIVO LEXIMANCER 

Strengths 

 Researcher-driven, at researcher's discretion which nodes to 
identify for data classification. This may be perceived as specific 
and efficient, in identifying only those concepts, themes or 
keywords, which the study is interested in exploring. 

 Program-driven, automated analysis which may be perceived as 
more objective. 

 Code and analyse data to specific concepts. As above.  Automatic identification of key words (concepts) and clusters 
(themes). 

 Suitable for interpretative approach, in studies where a specific 
conceptual model is of interest to be investigated and the 
concepts/ constructs are known. 

 Seeding based on frequencies and co-occurrences of words 
(concepts). 

 Researcher assigns meaning to the data at coding stage.  Suitable for exploratory study as "themes" emerge via automated 
lexical analysis. 

 Akin to manual handling of data. A manual way of coding with the 
aide of a computer program. 

 Content analysis, data linking and data display based on 
emergent themes and concepts. 

 Content analysis, data linking and data display based on nodes 
(codes). 

 Efficient for large volumes of data. Quick, automated analysis. 

 Various analyses and visual output produced (e.g. Word 
Frequency Query, Coding Stripes Analysis, Matrix Coding Query). 

 Linking function allowing access from nodes to the original data. 

 Researcher able to manually seed (define) concepts required for 
the program to identify. Akin to setting up queries. 

  Program develops Concept Map and Insight Dashboard with 
Prominence Scores, to highlight key "themes" and "concepts" 
within them. 

 Linking function allowing access from the Concept Map to the 
original data. 

Weaknesses 

 Subjective and researcher bias possible. Limited by researcher's 
epistemological position. 

 Lack of human insight during lexical analysis which is driven 
solely by the program. 

 Time consuming in identifying what the concepts could be, thus 
what the nodes should be, and in the coding of data. 

 Questionable reliability. Due to the researcher's heavy 
involvement through the whole process, it is arguable to what 
extent the results are reliable. 

 Auto-Coding, should be used with caution. Albeit efficient, did not 
prove to be effective at capturing the correct information required 
for the purposes of this study, resulting in manual coding of data. 

 Input data needs specific formatting and spelling checking prior to 
input into the program, which may be time consuming for large 
quantities of data. The program will only recognise correctly spelt 
words, and in the right format. 

 Lexical analysis occurs in 2 sentence blocks, which may be 
adjusted up or down. This is problematic in particular for data 
sourced online, where, unlike any other written form, the form of 
online expression can be short or long winded. 

  Researcher assigns meaning after program-analysis (i.e. at 
Concept Map configuration stage). 

  Sentiment lens is only suitable for at best compound concept (two 
‘affective’ words) type analysis but it is not suitable for in-depth 
affective-type analysis. 

  Unable to capture the online communication style (e.g. acronyms) 
or implied tone of voice (e.g.!!!), common to online written form. 

  "Theme" names after the most prominent concept but do not 
necessarily represent the essence of the other "concepts" within 
the theme. 

  Unexpected or unexplained emergent concepts and relationships. 

  Misleading terminology, i.e. “concepts” = keywords and “themes” 
= concepts. 

 Somewhat awkward and problematic researcher-driven 
identification of the themes’ size, the number of clustering 
attempts and rotation of the Concept Map. 
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Article Table 3: Top ranking concepts and their Prominence Scores (PS) against 

three categories of interest: 1. Brand Mention; 2. Online Brand Community; and 3. 

Online Open Community. 

Brand Mention Online Brand Community Online Open Community 

Concept PS Concept PS Concept PS 

Tried 1.7 OBC Brand Name 1.7 Love 1.4 

Use 1.6 Read 1.7 Price 1.3 

Love 1.4 Tried 1.7 Looking 1.3 

Better 1.4 Problem 1.6 Bought 1.1 

Buy 1.3 Best 1.4 Great 1.1 

 

 

Article Table 4: Top ranking compound concepts and their Prominence Scores (PS) 

against three categories of interest: 1. Brand Mention; 2. Online Brand Community; 

and 3. Online Open Community. 

Brand Mention Online Brand Community Online Open Community 

Compound 
Concept 

PS Compound 
Concept 

PS Compound 
Concept 

PS 

Tried & brands 17.4 Read & 
understand 

22.0 Easy & fold 
(product 

functionality) 

39.3 

Positive brand 
mention & 

negative brand 
mention 

16.8 Tried & brands 12.1 Price & range 11.5 

Better & cheaper 11.6 Best & brands 8.4 Looking & 
reviews 

8.5 

Positive brand 
mention & 

reviews 

10.0 OBC Brand Name 
& brands 

8.1 Issues & pay 8.2 

Problem & never 9.3 Positive brand 
mention & 

negative brand 
mention 

7.9 Recommend & 
compact 

(product feature) 

7.6 
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Article Figure 1: QSR NVivo Coding Stripes Analysis. 
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Article Figure 2: Leximancer Two-in-One OBA Concept Map 
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Article Figure 3: Leximancer OBC OBA Concept Map 
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Article Figure 4: Leximancer OOC OBA Concept Map 
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Appendix 5: Journal of Brand Management paper 
 

“Online Brand Advocacy (OBA): a multiple item scale” by Wilk, Soutar and Harrigan (2018) 
(Under review) 

 

ONLINE BRAND ADVOCACY (OBA): A MULTIPLE ITEM SCALE 

 

Abstract 

Today’s ‘wired’ consumers are increasingly skeptical of traditional marketer-driven 

communication and, in this digital age, they have become more receptive to brand-related 

information given by other consumers online, as they consider this information trustworthy. 

One such form of consumer-driven brand-related online communication, is online brand 

advocacy (OBA). Despite an increasing interest in OBA (e.g. C. Leventhal et al. 2014; Parrott, 

Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012) and the importance of 

online brand conversations (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman & Fodor 2010; Bagozzi & 

Dholakia 2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012), OBA’s conceptualization, dimensionality and 

measurement are unclear, which has created confusion. This research provides a first 

empirical investigation of Wilk et al.’s (2018) exploratory OBA findings. It builds on previous 

insights into OBA (Wilk, Harrigan & Soutar 2018) and into online brand advocates’ behavior 

(Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015) by answering Graham and Havlena’s (2007, p. 432) 

call for the development of a “stable and accurate measure of online brand advocacy” that 

is “a better match to our offline variable”. This paper outlines the procedures undertaken to 

develop an OBA scale. The scale development and validation process, which led to an 18 

item, 4 dimensional scale that is likely to be useful in many research contexts, is described, 

and the managerial and research implications of the suggested scale are discussed.  

Keywords: online brand advocacy, OBA, scale development, online communication. 
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Introduction 

Mobilized by the connectivity offered by their digital devices, today’s ‘wired’ consumers are 

increasingly skeptical of traditional marketer-driven communication (Campbell & Kirmani 

2008; Laran, Dalton & Adrade 2011; Pini & Pelleschi 2017). In this digital age, consumers are 

empowered to co-create information online through brand-related user-generated content. 

As a consequence, the social media environment is largely consumer, not marketer, 

controlled (John et al. 2017; Hoffman & Fodor 2010; Lawer & Knox 2006).  Consumers have 

become more receptive to brand-related information given by other consumers through 

direct consumer-to-consumer (C2C) communication during their socializing and networking 

online, as they consider this information trustworthy (Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007; Bickart 

& Schindler 2001). Indeed, a recent PricewaterhouseCoopers Global Consumer Insights 

report (PricewaterhouseCoopers 2016) found 67% of shoppers globally read or write social 

media reviews and comments and felt such comments influenced their shopping behavior.  

Prior research also suggests C2C online brand-related communication influences consumers’ 

behavior (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Keylock & Faulds 2012) and 

that brand attitudes and purchasing beviour result from pre-existing fondness for a brand 

(e.g. John et al. 2017).  

One such form of communication is brand advocacy, which can be given offline or online.  

Brand advocacy is favorable communication about a brand, the recommendation of a brand 

to others or the defense of a brand when it is attacked (Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 2007). 

It also refers to the extent to which people are willing to spend time and effort to actively 

recommend and support a brand (Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Bhattacharya & Sen 2003; 

Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar & Sen 2012). Such advocacy is freely given by some 

customers, who go out of their way to evangelize brands they have experienced (Fuggetta 

2012). 
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Despite an increasing interest in online brand advocacy (OBA) (e.g. C. Leventhal, D. Hollebeek 

& Chen 2014; Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012) 

and the importance of online brand conversations (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Hoffman & 

Fodor 2010), OBA’s conceptualization, dimensionality and measurement are unclear, which 

has created confusion.   While some studies have used WOM scales to measure OBA (e.g. 

Chou, Lin & Huang 2016; Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012), others suggest OBA is unique 

and differs from offline brand advocacy and have pushed for further investigation (Wilk, 

Harrigan & Soutar 2018; Graham & Havlena 2007).  Consequently, this study, which is 

discussed in subsequent sections, was undertaken to answer Graham and Havlena’s (2007, 

p. 432) call for the development of a “stable and accurate measure of online brand advocacy” 

that is “a better match to our offline variable.” 

A literature review 

Prior research has generally focused on brand advocacy at a general level and suggested OBA 

fits within broad brand advocacy definitions, rather than reflecting on its online context. 

Many general brand advocacy definitions exist and OBA has been inconsistently and 

interchangeably referenced in some papers, also creating confusion. As can be seen in Table 

1, references to OBA included eWOM, user generated brand content, social media brand 

advocacy, online brand recommendations and consumer-brand engagement. While these 

constructs may be examples of OBA or important aspects of OBA, they should not be used 

as a substitute for it (Wilk, Harrigan & Soutar 2018; Graham & Havlena 2007).  

Some researchers investigating OBA, have used improvised scales. For example, Wallace et 

al. (2012) suggested OBA could be measured through social network advocacy and brand 

acceptance scales and used items from previous WOM measures, although wordings were 

changed to refer to social media (Facebook in this case).  Keylock and Faulds (2012) and 

Graham and Havlena (2007) also used offline brand advocacy measures to assess OBA, with 
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a focus on brand recommendation to peers or other consumers. Clearly much work is needed 

if we are to better understand OBA in its own right. 

<Insert Table 1 about here > 

General brand advocacy, electronic word-of mouth and consumer brand engagement  

General brand advocacy 

In order to better understand OBA, it is necessary to differentiate it from offline brand 

advocacy and to see whether and how it might be different to eWOM and CBE, the two 

constructs that have often been used in this context.  As noted earlier, brand advocacy is 

generally seen as favorable communication about a brand, the recommendation of a brand 

to others or the defense of a brand when it is attacked. Recent research has suggested brand 

advocacy is part of relational behavior (Melancon, Noble & Noble 2011) that some refer to 

as customer ‘extra-role behavior’ or ‘elective behavior’ (Park et al. 2010; Ahearne, 

Bhattacharya & Gruen 2005). Brand advocacy involves discretionary activities in which 

customers choose to engage (Van Doorn et al. 2010; Bolton & Saxena-Iyer 2009).  In some 

studies, brand advocacy has been classified as social advocacy (e.g. consumer-to-consumer 

communication), physical advocacy (e.g. owning and using the brand) (Noble, Noble & Adjei 

2012; Mael & Ashforth 1992; Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010), or active and explicit 

recommendations (Muniz Jr & O’Guinn 2001; Mazzarol, Sweeney & Soutar 2007; Sweeney, 

Soutar & Mazzarol 2012).  

Today, highly involved customers use their networking, socializing and information exchange 

opportunities and capabilities on virtual, online platforms, such as networking sites, online 

communities, blogging sites and online shopping sites (Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007; Smith, 

Fischer & Yongjian 2012) to actively endorse the brands they love (Wragg 2004). Despite a 

recognition that brand advocacy may occur online or offline, no clear distinction has been 

made between these forms of brand advocacy that take account of the online environment’s 
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uniqueness, as has been done for WOM (offline) and electronic WOM (eWOM, online) 

(Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008; Goldsmith 2006).   

This is important, as the shift to co-creating brands through user-generated content (UGC) 

(Smith, Fischer & Yongjian 2012; Boyd & Ellison 2008) in online consumer networks and the 

rise of active consumers (Lawer & Knox 2006), accelerated by new C2C communications 

platforms and channels (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010), have led to consumers driving brand 

advocacy in online settings (Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). This trend has forced 

organizations to implement new brand management strategies. However, as noted in prior 

research, to do this effectively, organizations need to understand OBA (Graham & Havlena 

2007; Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012). 

OBA is different to general brand advocacy. According to Wilk et al. (2018), OBA mirrors 

offline brand advocacy (involving brand defense, brand support, recommendation, positive 

brand mention), but is more elaborate, with some unique online-aspects (e.g. virtual positive 

expression). While having its roots in offline brand advocacy, OBA is an elaborate, purposeful 

and multidimensional construct that differs from other brand advocacy, as it emulates the 

communication environment in which it is given (online communication differs from offline 

(face-to-face) communication as it is highly visible, has an unlimited global reach and is 

permanent) and uses virtual visual positive expressions (e.g. emoticons, emojis and 

lettering). OBA reflects online brand advocates’ perceptions about a brand (a cognitive 

dimension) and their affection for that brand (an affective dimension). 

Given the increasing importance of C2C online communication and its impact on consumers’ 

behavior and attitude towards brands (e.g. Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Keylock & Faulds 

2012; Hoffman & Fodor 2010), it is surprising research into the ways through which 

consumers advocate for brands online is so limited and that OBA has not been better 

defined. Consequently, some have highlighted the need for further exploration of this area 
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(Divol, Edelman & Sarrazin 2012; Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Urban 2005) and 

others have called for the development of an accurate OBA measure (Graham and Havlena, 

2007). 

Electronic word-of-mouth 

Henning-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler (2004, p. 39) defined eWOM as “any positive 

or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about a product or 

company, which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet”. 

Positive eWOM, which has been widely investigated (e.g. East, Hammond & Lomax 2008; 

Chu & Kim 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; Yap, Soetarto & Sweeney 2013), suggests 

positive eWOM highlights the strengths of an offering and encourages people to adopt that 

offering, while negative eWOM emphasizes offerings’ weaknesses or problems and, thus, 

discourages people from adopting them (Dellarocas, Zhang & Awad 2007; Duan, Gu & 

Whinston 2008). Further, forwarding eWOM is the norm online and is an important aspect 

of how consumers socialize, network, communicate and generally interact online (Norman 

& Russell 2006; Sun et al. 2006), with Chu and Kim (2011, p. 51) suggesting opinion-passing 

behavior is an “enhanced dimension of eWOM”.  

Although, OBA might seem to fit the definition of eWOM, closer inspection suggests eWOM 

does not have some of characteristics evident in prior definitions of OBA, such as defending 

a brand or actively supporting a brand. eWOM includes any online communication about 

anything or any topic, such as online reviews (Karakaya & Barnes 2010), online opinions 

(Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008) and online recommendations (Cheong & Morrison 2008). If 

eWOM was the same as OBA, OBA could be given by people who have not experienced or 

owned a product or experienced a service, which does not fit suggested definitions. eWOM 

has hedonic and utilitarian aspects (Voss, Spangenberg & Grohmann 2003), can involve 

simple recommendations (Lee, Park & Han 2008) and have cognitive and affective aspects 
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(Wu & Wang 2011; Yap, Soetarto & Sweeney 2013).  However, it is unclear if these 

dimensions apply to OBA, suggesting OBA should be explored in its own right. 

Consumer-brand engagement 

CBE, which is defined as “behaviors that go beyond simple transactions” and “behavioral 

manifestations that have a brand focus, beyond purchase, resulting from motivational 

drivers” (Van Doorn et al. 2010, p. 254), is closely related to brand advocacy. CBE is often 

seen as a psychological process, a behavioral manifestation and/or a motivational 

psychological state (Bowden 2009; Van Doorn et al. 2010). Patterson et al. (2006) defined 

customer engagement as a psychological state characterized by vigor, dedication, absorption 

and interaction; traits evident in the brand advocacy literature (Park & MacInnis 2006; Keller 

2007; Jillapalli & Wilcox 2010; Jones & Taylor 2007). 

Regardless of its definition, CBE involves a consumer’s interactive experiences with a brand 

that increase brand value (Brodie et al. 2011), enhance brand loyalty (Roberts & Alpert 2010; 

Brodie et al. 2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014), increase sales (Lee, Kim & Kim 2011) 

and generate positive WOM (Libai et al. 2010). Notably, the CBE literature suggests highly 

engaged consumers are activists (Libai et al. 2010; Hollebeek 2011).    

OBA seems to be closely related to CBE and there are some indications that it may be an 

outcome of CBE (Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012). As with eWOM, OBA seems to fit 

within the CBE definition, but it is unlikely it is the only constituent of consumer engagement.  

Indeed, it is likely to be a behavioral outcome of CBE, as suggested in Table 2. It might be 

that a consumer advocates for a brand after a CBE event has taken place and that such 

engagement enhances the level of the OBA undertaken. CBE researchers talk about  

‘immersion’, ‘passion’ and ‘activation’ (Hollebeek 2011) and about dimensions similar to 

those examined by eWOM researchers (i.e. cognitive processing, affection and activation) 

(Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014); again posing a question as to whether OBA could be 
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looked at this way. OBA seems to include some CBE aspects (i.e. engaged consumers often 

advocate for or defend a brand) and is not clearly differentiated from CBE in much prior 

research, but there may be differences.  Thus, it seems OBA should be examined in its own 

right and the present study, which is discussed in subsequent sections, was undertaken to 

do this. 

<Insert Table 2 about here> 

 

Developing an OBA scale 

An exploratory qualitative examination of OBA, which informed this research, was 

undertaken by Wilk et al. (2018). Their study, which used a netnography approach (Kozinets 

2010) to examine C2C OBA discussion in two online communities, suggested seven OBA 

aspects (brand endorsement, representing the brand’s best interest, brand knowledge, 

reasoning, love, experience through storytelling, and virtual visual positive expression) and 

revealed characteristics particular to online communication; suggesting existing offline 

brand advocacy measures should be reconsidered in online contexts. OBA seems to be an 

elaborate and multidimensional construct with some similarity to offline brand advocacy, 

but with additional unique characteristics that reflect its online communication context. 

Consequently, there is a need to develop a unique OBA scale. 

Phase 1: Developing an initial scale 

The scale development process began with a review of the Wilk et al.’s (2018) study, as this 

informed the initially chosen items. One hundred and ninety nine possible OBA statements 

were found from prior research and from the threads reported by Wilk et al. (2018) and these 

were included in a questionnaire distributed to a sample of students in a large Australian 

university. Following the critical incident technique (Gremler 2004), these students were 

asked to “think of a time when you’ve had a positive experience with a brand and how you 
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reacted to this experience in your online communications with others.” They were prompted 

by a statement that preceded the items that said “When I discuss this brand online, I often…”. 

Items were rated on a Likert-type scale that ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (7). The questionnaire was pre-tested with a small sample (52), which led to minor 

wording changes prior to the major data collection being undertaken. Further, these 

respondents suggested some items were too generic, while others better reflected other 

brand-related constructs.   

After these items were removed, ninety six items remained that were presented to the 

students in a questionnaire they answered twice (two weeks apart), so as to estimate the 

items’ test-retest reliabilities (Peter, 1979). Respondents were aged from 18 to 30 years and 

there were slightly more males (56%). Most were local Australian residents (52%), while 

others were international students (mostly from China (18%) or Singapore (14%)).  The 186 

‘matched responses’ obtained from the two data collection waves were used to compute 

the correlations between the test (round 1) and retest (round 2) responses, which led to 14 

items being removed, as they had test-retest correlations that were less than 0.40 (Paul and 

Rana, 2012). 

The remaining 82 items were examined further using the 231 student responses obtained in 

the first round of data collection. While items were expected to reflect a number of 

underlying dimensions, it was unclear which items might relate to which dimension. 

Consequently an exploratory principal components analysis (PCA) was undertaken. The 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) was 0.91, suggesting there were underlying factors 

(Hair et al. 2014). The analysis found six factors with eigenvalues greater than one and that, 

together, explained 51% of the variation in the data, rather than the seven dimensions 

suggested by Wilk et al.(2018). As a parallel analysis (O’Connor 2000) supported the 

suggestion that there were six factors, a varimax rotation was used to obtain a simple 
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structure for these factors. Even after rotation, a large number of items loaded onto more 

than one factor. As the purpose was to reduce the number of items without changing the 

nature of the dimensions, these items were removed and the remaining 44 items were re-

analyzed. Once again, six factors emerged.  In this case, after varimax rotation, a simple 

structure was obtained, as there were no cross-loading items, as can be seen in Appendix 1.  

These factors were given names that reflected their higher loading items (Hair et al. 2014). 

These names and tentative descriptions for each factor were:  

1. Brand Positivity: Positive and favorable communication about a brand, 

endorsement of a brand. 

2. Brand Defense: Proactive and reactive defense of a brand, standing up for a 

brand’s best interests, providing backing for a brand, preserving a brand’s good 

name and good will. 

3. Virtual Positive Expression: Virtual visual manifestation in support of a brand, 

visual online expression and indication of feelings in favor of a brand. 

4. Brand Zest: Expressing conviction and enthusiasm for a brand, exceptional 

feeling for a brand based on brand experiences and the sharing of brand stories. 

5. Brand Knowledge: Providing shrewd and relevant information about a brand, 

online astuteness about a brand’s intricate details. 

6. Brand Appraisal: Providing honest brand comparisons and outlining distinct 

brand details, being honest and transparent about a brand’s shortcomings. 

These factors were refined by undertaking a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on each factor 

in turn, to see whether the suggested factors fitted the data. The AMOS program (Arbuckle 

2010) was used to fit the suggested models. In some cases, the suggested factors did not fit 
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the data well, as items had correlated errors, which can be problematic. These items were 

removed in an iterative fashion until a good fit was obtained (i.e. the chi-square statistic had 

a probability greater than 0.05), which led to 29 items being retained.  These items fitted the 

data well, as can be seen in Table 3. In order to ensure the refinement process had not 

changed the nature of the dimensions, the correlations between the original factors 

(obtained from the 44 items) and the relevant revised factors (obtained from the 29 items) 

were computed. As can be seen in Table 3, these correlations ranged from 0.87 to 0.97, 

suggesting no such changes had occurred and that the revised scales could be safely used 

(Thomas, Soutar & Ryan 2001). 

<Insert Table 3: about here> 

 

The measurement properties of the revised scales were then examined to ensure they were 

reliable and had convergent and discriminant validity. As can be seen in Table 4, all of the 

OBA dimensions were reliable, as their Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged from 0.76 to 

0.89 and their composite reliability coefficients ranged from 0.86 to 0.92, which were all 

above the minimum suggested 0.70 level (Hair et al. 2014). The six factors also had 

convergent validity, as their average variance extracted (AVE) scores ranged from 0.54 to 

0.79, which were also above the minimum suggested 0.50 level (Fornell & Larcker 1981). 

Finally, all of the dimensions had discriminant validity, as their squared correlations (shared 

variances) ranged from 0.01 to 0.42, while the lowest AVE score was 0.54 (Fornell & Larcker 

1981). Thus, the 29 items and the six OBA dimensions were retained. 

<Insert Table 4 about here> 
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Phase 2: The academic judges 

Experts have often been used as judges of a scale’s domain (e.g. Sweeney & Soutar 2001; 

Babin & Burns 1998; Baldus, Voorhees & Calantone 2015; Zaichkowsky 1985). Consequently, 

an online survey was used to obtain the views of a number of academics with relevant 

expertise to ensure the 29 items reflected the OBA scale’s suggested domains. The 

questionnaire was pre-tested with a small sample of academics (8), allowing minor changes 

to be made prior to distribution. The judges were presented with a definition of OBA and an 

outline of the six dimensions and their descriptions. They were asked to “think about the 

nature of online brand advocacy (OBA) and the manner in which it could be presented, (to) 

please indicate to which of the proposed dimensions (boxes below) each statement most 

closely relates”. If the judges believed a statement related to some other dimension that was 

not included in the questionnaire, they moved that item to an ‘Other’ box. The judges were 

also able to suggest a more suitable name for the dimensions, or to suggest a new dimension 

and provide a descriptor for it.  

Of the 20 judges approached, 14 responded. The 22 items that nine or more judges classified 

as representative of a dimension were retained for further analysis (brand positivity, brand 

defense, virtual positive expression, brand zest, brand knowledge, and brand appraisal). The 

measurement properties of the scales obtained from the reduced set of items were initially 

assessed using the data obtained from the student sample.  The measurement properties of 

the six dimensions (shown in Table 5) were not affected by this refinement. Once again, all 

of the OBA dimensions were reliable and the six factors had convergent validity and 

discriminant validity, as the squared correlations (shared variances) between them ranged 

from 0.01 to 0.42, while the lowest AVE score was 0.64.   

<Insert Table 5 about here > 
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Phase 3: Scale validation 

As the scale had been initially developed from a student sample, it was decided to validate 

it on a more general sample. Consequently, the 22 OBA scale items were included in a 

questionnaire that was sent to members of an online Australian research panel who are paid 

a small amount to answer such surveys. Respondents were requested to think about a time 

when they had a positive experience with a brand and how they had reacted to this 

experience online. They were asked to name the brand, which was automatically replicated 

in questions asked throughout the survey, allowing personalization of the questionnaire. The 

respondents indicated their disagreement or agreement with each of the 22 retained OBA 

items on a seven-point Likert-type scale that ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (7). The section that asked about OBA began with the phrase, “When I discuss (brand 

name inserted automatically) online, I often…”. 

The main objective of this phase of the study was to evaluate the generalizability of the OBA 

scale by seeing whether the six dimensions were found with a different group of 

respondents. Respondents were also asked about their love for the brand, their loyalty to 

the brand (repeat purchase and support) and their purchase intent, to see whether the 

suggested scale’s dimensions added to our ability to predict such outcomes. These constructs 

were chosen as they have been related to brand advocacy in prior research (Albert & 

Merunka 2013; C. Leventhal et al. 2014; McAlexander, Kim & Roberts 2003; Jang et al. 2008).  

The questionnaire was pre-tested on a small sample (10 panel members), allowing minor 

changes to be made prior to the data being collected. 

Sample overview 

Two hundred and three complete responses were obtained, although 12 were excluded as 

the respondents could not recall a specific brand they had advocated online, which meant 

191 responses were used in this phase of the analysis. One hundred and one respondents 
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were female, 89 were male and one was transgender. Most were married with children (86), 

single (43) or living with a partner (23). The age ranges most represented was 25-34 years of 

age (47), 35-44 (36), 45-54 (27) and 55-64 (27). Most respondents were professionals (73), 

although 21 were unemployed, 74 had a University degree and 57 had a technical 

qualification. Household income before tax was almost equally spread out throughout the 

income categories that ranged from $25,000 through to $149,999, with 47 respondents 

having incomes in the $25,000-$49,999 range. Within the responses, a wide variety of brands 

(goods and services) were named, including electronics, cosmetics, banking, clothing, sports 

goods, cars, restaurants/eateries, hotels, airlines, telecommunication providers, and baby 

feeding and hygiene products, suggesting advocacy can occur in many contexts.  However, 

almost all respondents (164) spend 4 or less hours per week communicating about brands 

online, suggesting OBA is not a time-intensive activity for most people.   

An investigation of OBA’s dimensionality 

As the scale had been developed with a student sample, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

was undertaken to see whether the same dimensions were found. The MSA was 0.92, again 

suggesting a factor analysis was likely to be useful. However, here, only four factors had 

eigenvalues greater than one, while a parallel analysis suggested three factors and Velicier’s 

method suggested four factors. It was decided to retain four factors, as this ensured all of 

the items were reasonably well explained, as the communalities in this case ranged from 

0.46 to 0.89. An oblimin rotation found the correlations between the factors ranged from -

0.46 to 0.30, suggesting the factors were not highly correlated and, thus, a varimax rotation 

was used to obtain simple structure. Four items had cross-loadings, and were removed. The 

remaining 18 items were re-analyzed and the four retained factors explained 78% of the 

variation in the data. In this case, the varimax rotation led to a simple structure and factor 

loadings that ranged from 0.56 to 0.89, as can be seen in Appendix 2.  The four factors, which 

can be seen in Table 6, were named based on the high loading items. 
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<Insert Table 6 about here> 

The measurement properties of the revised dimensions were examined to ensure they were 

reliable and had convergent and discriminant validity. As can be seen in Table 7, the four 

OBA dimensions were reliable and had convergent validity.  They also had discriminant 

validity, as the squared correlations (shared variance) between them ranged from 0.33 to 

0.62, while the lowest AVE score was 0.84. Thus, the 18 items and the four OBA dimensions 

were retained. 

<Insert Table 7 about here> 

Criterion-related validity 

The criterion-related validity of the OBA dimensions were assessed by examining their 

relationship with some conceptually related variables (brand love, brand loyalty and intent 

to purchase) to see if they behaved as expected (i.e. if consumers advocated for a brand 

online, they would be more loyal to the brand, would exhibit more brand love and would be 

more likely to intend to (re)purchase that brand).  Following Sweeney and Soutar’s (2001) 

suggestion, the relationships between these three constructs and an overall OBA measure (‘I 

consider myself an advocate for <brand name> online’) were examined first, after which their 

relationships with the four OBA dimensions were examined. As can be seen in Table 8, the 

three outcome constructs were all significantly positively related to overall OBA, as was 

expected, with R2 coefficients ranging from 0.18 to 0.25. Regression analyses were used to 

examine the impact the four OBA dimensions had on the three constructs. In this case, the 

explained variances all improved considerably, as the R2 coefficients ranged from 0.57 to 

0.62, which meant all of the correlations were significantly greater than had been the case 

for the single item, suggesting the four OBA dimensions provided considerably more 

information than was obtained when a single OBA item was used. 
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<Insert Table 8 about here> 

 

It was also clear the four OBA dimensions had different impacts on the other constructs and 

that not all of the OBA dimensions impacted significantly on all three outcomes. For example, 

‘Brand Information Sharing’ and ‘Virtual Visual Positive Expression’ only impacted on ‘Brand 

Love’, while ‘Brand Positivity’ was related to ‘Brand Loyalty’ and ‘Intent to Purchase,’ but was 

not related to ‘Brand Love’. ‘Brand Defense’, on the other hand, impacted on all three 

constructs. This suggests the OBA dimensions plays important and separate roles in forming 

different brand-related attitudes and behaviors and that all four dimensions should be used, 

as they are likely to provide unique useful information. 

Conclusions 

Theoretical and managerial implications 

This research extended our knowledge of OBA by developing and testing a parsimonious and 

practical scale. Unlike previous attempts to measure OBA (e.g. Chou, Lin & Huang 2016; 

Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012), this study suggests OBA is a multidimensional 

construct with four dimensions (brand defense, brand information sharing, brand positivity 

and virtual visual positive expression). Brand attitudes and purchasing behavior have 

recently been shown to result from a pre-existing fondness for a brand (e.g. John et al. 2017).  

Researchers will be able to better investigate such relationships by using the suggested OBA 

scale. There is also much scope for further research that links OBA to other brand-related 

constructs (e.g. brand love) and that investigates OBA’s antecedents.  

This research has clear implications for brand managers and marketing practitioners, as 

organizations compete for business in commercial environments that are not only 

increasingly competitive, but takes place on a global stage; forcing organizations to 

implement new online brand management and customer management strategies. If 
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organizations are to manage their brands effectively, they need to have a better 

understanding of the ways in which consumers talk about their brands and, specifically, how 

they advocate for their brands online (i.e. OBA). This study provides marketing practitioners 

with a better understanding of the OBA construct; suggesting clear OBA markers that should 

help them better assess their brand’s health online and track and manage online brand 

communications. Such information should assist brand managers understand consumers’ 

behavior and help them better manage their brands in online settings in which brands rely 

on co-creating their identities by engaging with their loyal online brand advocates. Brand 

managers will now be better equipped to leverage firm-generated content (FGC) by 

identifying consumer-driven OBA, which is consumer (UGC), rather than, firm, generated and 

which may be better received by its potential customers (Bickart & Schindler 2001; Brown, 

Broderick & Lee 2007). Echoing Kumar et al.’s (2016) recent study that suggested “investing 

in developing a social media community with a dedicated fan base can significantly 

strengthen customer–firm relationships and can lead to a definitive impact on the firm’s 

revenues and profits, this study suggests marketers should embrace social media not only for 

FGC but also for UGC, which includes OBA. Brand managers need to identify and enhance 

the ways in which customers can easily, freely and elaborately communicate online about 

brands, specifically by way of OBA posts; such as through an online community forums. The 

profiling of OBA posts across various online communication channels will help brands better 

integrate positive brand content online. Online marketing and branding efforts, such as 

online advertising or brand-content sharing need an integrated approach that is not only firm 

but also consumer-generated. Brand managers should rethink increasing their paid social 

media spend (such as on owned-social media “OSM”) and, instead, focus on creating and 

enhancing OBA opportunities through earned-social media by their online brand advocates 

(Parrott, Danbury & Kanthavanich 2015; Stephen & Galak 2012).   
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Article Table 1: Examples of OBA in prior research 

OBA examples Source 

User Generated (brand) Content 
(UGC) 

(Cheong & Morrison 2008; Kaplan & Haenlein 2010; Smith, Fischer & 
Yongjian 2012)  

Social network (brand) advocacy (Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014; Wallace, Buil & De 
Chernatony 2012; Waterhouse & Lake 2011) 

Social media (brand) advocacy (Hoffman & Fodor 2010; Keylock & Faulds 2012; Goodman, Booth & 
Matic 2011) 

Facebook: recommendations and 
'Like' 

(Lipsman et al. 2012; Angela Hausman, Kabadayi & Price 2014; 
Wallace, Buil & De Chernatony 2012)  

Twitter: recommendations and 
'Follow' 

(Bulearca & Bulearca 2010; Chamlertwat et al. 2012; Smith, Fischer & 
Yongjian 2012) 

Online recommendations  (Cheong & Morrison 2008; Fagerstrøm & Ghinea 2011; Goldsmith 
2006) 

Consumer brand engagement 
(CBE) online 

(Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie 2014; Brodie et al. 2013; Angela Hausman, 
Kabadayi & Price 2014)  

eWOM advocacy (Cheung, Lee & Rabjohn 2008; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; Chu & Kim 
2011) 

C2C (brand) communication (Adjei, Noble & Noble 2010; Bagozzi & Dholakia 2006; Keylock & 
Faulds 2012) 
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Article Table 2: OBA conceptual relationships (selected concepts) 

Concept Definition(s) Conceptual distinctiveness from OBA 

Brand 
advocacy 

The extent to which (people) 
are willing to spend time and 
effort to actively recommend 
and support     (a brand) 
relative to other (brands) 
(Jillapalli and Wilcox 2010, p. 
329).  

Brand advocacy offline seems to forego or 
trivialize the augmented layer of a message (e.g. 
visual cues) which seems to underpin online 
communication and ultimately, OBA. Offline 
brand advocacy takes place at a specific, one-
off, time (e.g. a conversation) and is directed at 
one, or at most, a small number, of potential 
customers. OBA has a global reach and 
permanence. Unlike brand advocacy offline, 
OBA's strength is in the immediate online 
environment which is takes place in, i.e. OBA 
can be enforced with brand URL links and 
photos, can be received and acted on almost 
simultaneously. 

eWOM Any positive or negative 
statement made by potential, 
actual, or former customers 
about a product or company, 
which is made available to a 
multitude of people and 
institutions via the Internet 
(Henning-Thurau et al. 2004, p. 
39). 

In contrast to eWOM, specifically positive 
eWOM, OBA is not based on hear-say and it is 
not a simple relay of positive brand information; 
rather it is based on the brand advocate's own 
experience, interaction and knowledge of the 
brand, and possesses unique online 
communication characteristics reflective of a 
purposeful, impactful statement in support of a 
brand. 

CBE The level of an individual 
customer's motivational, 
brand-related and context-
dependent state of mind 
characterized by specific levels 
of cognitive, emotional and 
behavioral activity in direct 
brand interactions (Hollebeek, 
2011, p. 790). 

Unlike OBA, CBE seems to be reflective of the 
one-off interaction or event with or about a 
brand, and seems to be short-lived; CBE is a 
“motivational state” (Hollebeek, 2011). OBA is 
based on a consumer-brand interaction or event 
that has already taken place; it is an enduring 
and intense expression and support for a brand 
which may be driven by CBE. 

Co-creation Consumers engage in 
processes of both defining and 
creating value (Prahalad and 
Ramaswamy, 2004, p. 5). 

OBA seems to be an aspect of co-creation 
although it is not its sole constituent. OBA is a 
positive, purposeful and intense influence 
towards a brand between a brand advocate and 
a potential consumer of the brand. This 
influence is not seen in co-creation definitions.  
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Article Table 3: Model fit for the six OBA factors (student sample) 

Factor Original 
# items 

Final       
# Items 

Chi-
square 

df Prob. Original-Refined 
Correlation 

Brand Positivity 12 8 29.58 2
0 

0.08 0.97 

Brand Defense 10 6 13.38 9 0.15 0.96 

Virtual Positive Expression 6 3 0.10 1 0.75 0.87 

Brand Zest 6 6 3.71 5 0.74 n/a 

Brand Knowledge 6 3 0.30 1 0.61 0.88 

Brand Appraisal 4 3 1.10 1 0.30 0.95 

 

Article Table 4: The measurement properties of the six revised OBA dimensions (student 
sample) 

OBA Dimension 
 

Composite 
Reliability 

Cronbach’s  
Alpha 

AVE  
Score 

Brand Positivity 0.91 0.89 0.57 

Brand Defense 0.91 0.88 0.63 

Virtual Positive Expression 0.92 0.87 0.79 

Brand Zest 0.87 0.83 0.54 

Brand Knowledge 0.86 0.76 0.68 

Brand Appraisal 0.87 0.77 0.68 

 

Article Table 5: The measurement properties of the revised OBA dimensions (22 items) 

OBA Dimension # items Composite  
Reliability 

Cronbach’s  
Alpha 

AVE  
Score 

Brand Positivity 5 0.90 0.86 0.64 

Brand Defense 4 0.91 0.87 0.73 

Virtual Positive 
Expression 

3 0.92 0.87 0.79 

Brand Zest 4 0.88 0.82 0.65 

Brand Knowledge 3 0.86 0.76 0.68 

Brand Appraisal 3 0.87 0.77 0.68 
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Article Table 6: The 18-item OBA scale’s four dimensions 

Factor Items 

Brand  
Defense 

Defend the brand when others talk it down. 

Stand up for the brand when others talk negatively about it. 

Talk up the brand when others talk negatively about it. 

Defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 

Try to convince others to buy the brand. 

Talk about the good points of this brand. 

Brand  
Positivity 

Say positive things about the brand. 

Mention I am happy with its performance. 

Talk about the brand favorably. 

Say the brand is great. 

Express my fondness for the brand. 

Brand  
Information  
Sharing 

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts for the brand. 

Provide extra details about the brand (e.g. price, store locations, availability of discounts or a 

link to a website). 

Share information about available or upcoming promotions (discounts) for the brand. 

Provide lengthy explanations as to why the brand is better than other brands. 

Virtual Visual  
Positive Expression 

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks. 

Use smilies [  ]. 

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, exclamation or capital lettering). 

 

Article Table 7: The measurement properties of the four revised OBA dimensions 

OBA Dimension 
 

Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha AVE Score 

Brand Defense 0.95 0.94 0.88 

Brand Positivity 0.92 0.90 0.84 

Brand Information Sharing 0.92 0.88 0.86 

Virtual Positive Expression 0.94 0.91 0.92 
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Article Table 8: The relationships between OBA and other constructs 

Outcome Dimension Standardized 
Path 

Coefficient 

T value Adjusted R² Variance (R²) 
explained by 
single overall 

OBA item 

Brand Love Brand Defense 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual Positive 
Expression 

0.36 

0.10 

0.24 

 

0.20 

5.13 

1.47 

3.46 

 

2.91 

0.57 0.18 

Brand 
Loyalty 

Brand Defense 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual Positive 
Expression  

0.43 

0.32 

0.08 

 

0.06 

6.09 

4.57 

1.20 

 

0.89 

0.58 0.25 

Intent to 
Purchase 

Brand Defense 

Brand Positivity 

Brand Information 
Sharing  

Virtual Visual Positive 
Expression 

0.31 

0.53 

0.08 

 

0.06 

4.49 

7.53 

1.13 

 

0.90 

0.62 0.22 
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Article Appendix 1: Factor Loadings for the 44 OBA items * 

Item 
Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Factor 

3 
Factor 

4 
Factor 

5 
Factor 

6 

Say it is great. 0.79      

Say positive things about it. 0.78      

Talk about it favorably. 0.74      

Mention I am happy with its performance.  0.73      

Talk positively about the brand.  0.72      

Suggest this brand to others who ask for my advice. 0.70      

 Use words like 'happy', 'excellent' and 'great' to describe it. 0.60      

Talk about the good points of this brand.  0.60      

Likely to say positive things about it.  0.56      

Mention that other people also like this brand. 0.55      

Talk it up. 0.55      

Encourage others to give this brand a go.  0.53      

Am likely to defend this brand when others talk it down.   0.78     

Am likely to defend the brand if I hear someone speaking 
poorly about it. 

 0.77     

Talk up this brand when others talk negatively about it.  0.76     

Talk up this brand without prompting by others.  0.71     

Am likely to stand up for this brand when others talk 
negatively about it. 

 0.71     

Recommend it even without prompting by others.  0.65     

Suggest others should support this brand.  0.65     

Take the opportunity to say good things about this brand.  0.58     

Talk down problems others have with this brand.  0.57     

Proactively recommend this brand.  0.56     

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks.   0.84    

Use smilies :-) .   0.80    

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, exclamation or 
capital lettering). 

  0.79    

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to express my fondness for this 
brand. 

  0.61    

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to urge others to buy this brand.   0.60    

Use CAPITAL and/or bold lettering to express my fondness for 
this brand. 

  0.52    

Express how excited I am to support it.    0.72   

Try to convince others to buy it.    0.70   

Feel a need to express my fondness for it.    0.63   

Express my fondness for it.    0.62   

Share stories about my experience with the brand.    0.54   

Suggest this brand exceeds my expectations.    0.52   

Provide extra details about this brand (e.g. price, store 
locations, availability of discounts or a link to a website). 

    0.73  

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available 
discounts for this brand. 

    0.72  

Provide details about outlets where it can be purchased.     0.66  

Provide a link to this brand's website.     0.60  

Share information about available or upcoming promotions 
(discounts) for it. 

    0.56  

Include a reference or a web link to an online review.     0.52  
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Item 
Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Factor 

3 
Factor 

4 
Factor 

5 
Factor 

6 
Provide lengthy explanations as to why it is better than other 
brands. 

     0.79 

Discuss its good and not so good points.      0.77 

Provide a lot of information about the brand.      0.64 

Try to help others if they have problems with this brand.      0.50 

* Loadings that were less than 0.50 were removed to improve readability 
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Article Appendix 2: Factor Loadings for the 18 OBA items in the four dimension scale * 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Defend the brand when others talk it down. 0.89       

Stand up for the brand when others talk negatively about it. 0.88       

Talk up the brand when others talk negatively about it. 0.86       

Defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 0.85       

Try to convince others to buy the brand. 0.71       

Talk about the good points of the brand. 0.6       

Say positive things about the brand.   0.83     

Mention I am happy with its performance.   0.83     

Talk about the brand favorably.   0.82     

Say the brand is great.   0.82     

Express my fondness for the brand.   0.64     

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts 
for the brand.     0.8   

Provide extra details about the brand (e.g. price, store locations, 
availability of discounts or a link to a website). 

    0.8   

Share information about available or upcoming promotions 
(discounts) for the brand. 

    0.77   

Provide lengthy explanations as to why the brand is better than 
other brands. 

    0.56   

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks.       0.86 

Use smilies [ :-)]    0.85 

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticons, emojis, exclamations or capital 
lettering). 

      0.84 

* Loadings that were less than 0.50 were removed to improve readability 
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Appendix 6: An Online Brand Community (OBC): huggies.com.au 
 

 

 

Appendix 7: An Online Open Community (OOC): bubhub.com.au 
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Appendix 8: OBA characteristics analysis, findings and examples 

Note: To illustrate the true nature of brand advocacy occurring online, the OBA examples featured in the table below have been transcribed as they appeared within the online discussion forums, and include the following: 

spelling mistakes, lack of punctuation and the direct nature of the written form. Words in [ ] are explanations added in by the researcher to clarify words used in the OBA post. 

Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

1. Positive-negative brand comparison:  
a. within brand (advocacy despite 

shortcoming) 
b. between two or more brands 
c. within brand and between brands 

simultaneously 

OBC and OOC Concept Maps: 

 ‘positive brand mentions’ co-occurring with 
‘negative brand mentions’; shown overlapping on 
both community-specific maps 

 On OBC “‘positive community owner’s brand 
mention’ & ‘negative community owner’s brand 
mention’”; and “‘positive community owner’s 
brand mention’ & ‘negative competitor’s brand 
mention’” overlapping, suggesting frequency and 
importance of co-occurrence 

Insight Dashboard: 

 ‘positive brand mentions & negative brand 
mentions’ high ranking compound concept on 
both online communities; OOC PS = 23.3; OBC 
PS = 13.8 

 OBC PS for ‘positive community owner’s brand 
mention & negative community owner’s brand 
mention (advocacy despite shortcoming)’ = 42.8 

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 ‘recommendation given based on brand 
comparison’ co-occurs with ‘positive brand 
mentions’ 

Text Search Query: 

 price, quality and product attributes common to 
brand comparison through positive-negative brand 
mentions 

1 a. “These <brand name> bottles are 
expensive but they are the best bottles on the 
market in my opinion anyway!!! My 
daughter is great on these bottles but she 
wasn't very good on any other bottles.” 

1 b. “I have 3 little ones and have tried 
pretty much all the brands and was a bit 
turned off on <brand name A> nappies but 
thought I would try them and have never 
turned back they are the best ones they are 
as good as <brand name B> and so much 
cheaper.” 

1 c. “I used to use <brand name A> for a bit 
but <brand name B> are the best trust me 
especially during teething it is worth it you 
don’t want your baby anymore miserable! 
all other nappies don’t compare and you 
will find the nappy rash might get that bad it 
bleeds which I don’t like to put baby through 
definitely worth <brand name B> buy in 
bulk and it adds up to the same as the cheap 
nasty ones!” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

2. Superiority of product attributes. Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 connectivity and positioning of 
‘recommendations’ , ‘high involvement products’ 
and ‘brand suitability’ themes illustrates that OBA 
within OOC discussions stems from brand 
recommendation seeking based on requirements 
and brand suitability  

 ‘Brand issues support’ and ‘Brand mention’ 
themes connectivity within OBC suggests OBA is 
often instigated and results from discussion about 
some brand-related issue about ‘Low Involvement 
Products’ 

 ‘High Involvement Products’ theme on OOC 
includes technical and feature-related language 
such as ‘fold’, ‘light’, ‘easy’ 

 ‘better’ is highly related to ‘positive 
communication’ about brands on both 
communities; OOC ‘better’ PS = 1.7;  OBC PS = 
1.5 

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 ‘technical brand language’, ‘recommendations 
based on requirements’, ‘reasons for advocating’ 
and ‘recommendations based on brand 
comparison’ are key features of OBA 

 ‘brand distinctiveness’ particular to OBC OBA 
posts 
 

Matrix Coding Query: 

 ‘technical brand language’ and ‘recommendations 
based on requirements’ are more noticeable within 
OOC OBA posts 

 ‘recommendation based on brand comparison’ 
more prominent within OBC OBA posts 
 

Word Frequency Query: 

 ‘best’, ‘better’, ‘easy’, ‘great’ most frequently 
used words 
 

Text Search Query: 

 enabled to identify how frequently used words 
descriptive of superiority of products attributes (eg 
‘better’, ‘easy’ etc) had been used within OBA 
posts 

“<Brand name> has the BEST maternity 
wear I’ve ever tried and I have bought stuff 
from there and would buy again. It’s easy to 
work out their sizing and the material is so 
comfy. I personally couldn’t find any 
maternity shops around our area.” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

3. Brand satisfaction Concept Seeding function: 

 Enabled researcher-driven seeding of all related 
concepts (‘happy’, ‘love’, ‘great’) as one concept 
‘positive communication’ and further, to seed a 
compound concept ‘positive brand 
communication’  

Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 Illustrated that theme of ‘Positive Communication’ 
most connected theme to ‘Brand Mention’ 

Insight Dashboard:  

 OBC ‘great’ PS = 1.5; “ ‘best & negative 
competitor mention’ ” PS = 22.6 

 OOC ‘better’ PS = 1.7; “ ‘positive brand mention 
& fantastic’ ” PS = 25.5 

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 ‘positive brand mention’ benchmarked through 
‘recommendation based on brand comparison’ 

Word Frequency Query: 

 ‘love’, ‘happy’, ‘best’ and ‘better’ frequently used 
words 

Text Search Query: 

 enabled to identify how frequently used words 
descriptive of brand satisfaction (eg ‘love’, 
‘happy’ etc) had been used within OBA posts 
 

“We have the <brand name> video, sound 
& movement monitor and love it. We are 
still using just the video/sound for dd [dear 
daughter] now at almost 2 in a single bed. 
Dd was in her cot in own room from day 1 
and I especially loved the video as I didn't 
have to keep going in and checking on her 
with every little squirm or noise. The video 
is pretty clear (a bit spooky when they have 
their eyes open as they glow with the infra 
red  …I have friends with different brands 
and they all seem to have issues with still 
registering 'breathing' with ceiling fans 
being …We'll be buying another <brand 
name> when bub #2 arrives so I can still see 
dd until she is a bit older and the new baby 
as well.” 
 

4. Value-for-money Community-specific Concept Maps: 

 On OBC ‘Value-for-money’ and ‘Price’ themes 
high connectivity to the themes of ‘Positive 
Communication’ and ‘Brand mention’. 

 On OOC ‘Value-for-Money’ theme high 
connectivity to ‘Brand mention’ and most other 
emergent themes, suggesting central to OBA 

Insight Dashboard:  

 ‘cheaper’ highly prominent concept on both 
communities; OBC PS = 2.7 and OOC PS = 1.2  

 “better and value” OOC PS = 19.7 

 “cheaper and liked” OBC PS = 23.1 

Word Frequency Query: 

 frequently used words ‘cheap’, ‘cheaper’, and 
‘value’ across both online communities  
 

“in my experience i find you get what you pay 
for. i am happy to pay $40 for a box of 
<brand name> nappies coz i only have to 
change my baby 4 times a day…<brand 
name> only cost me $1.80 per day and i am 
happy to pay that as I feel the convenience is 
worth it” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

5. Brand experience and ownership Insight Dashboard:  

 ‘used’ OOC PS = 1.7 and ‘using’ OBC PS = 1.5 
Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 Key themes of ‘ownership’ and ‘brand experience’ 
in OBA across both communities  

Word Frequency Query: 

 ‘used’ and ‘using’ some of most frequency 
occurring words within OBA 

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 ‘brand experience’ and ‘brand ownership’ two 
most highly co-appearing nodes with ‘positive 
brand mention’  

Text Search Query: 

 Own examples of using the brand, in first person 
point of view. 

“I did my own little test. I bought the cheaper 
nappies and each day I wrote down how many 
nappies I’d been through. I did this for 2 
weeks and then I bought <brand name> and 
wrote down how many a day for another 2 
weeks. Anyway… the result ended up being 
that I changed the cheaper ones much more 
frequently because otherwise they’d leak. 
Some brands I even used twice as many as I 
did with <brand name>… Which meant it 
save me nothing buying cheaper and in some 
cases even cost me more as well as caused 
more work for me with so many changes and 
leakages. So when ds [dear son] was born I 
didn’t bother with any other brands. I’m a 
loyal <brand name> buyer now!” 

6. Extra brand information Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 Key concepts within ‘Positive communication’ 
theme include ‘website’, ‘special’ (ie discounted 
price), ‘extra’. 

Matrix Coding Query: 

 ‘Extra brand information’ prominent in OBA on 
both communities, slightly more so on the OOC. 

Text Search Query:  

 Reveals inclusion of details unasked for by brand 
information seeker; extra details such as URL 
links to brand website; photos of products; 
location of distribution outlets; discount prices and 
availability.   

“We have travelled with our <pram brand 
name> in the pram pack over 20 times and it 
is always in perfect condition. It is an 
incredible pack with built in padding and 
protection. It has roller wheels and when 
empty rolls up with a strap to go over your 
shoulder… Because of the way the pack is 
designed it will fit multiple strollers and 
you'll be able to keep the wheels on. It is 
cheaper to buy it from <online distributor 
brand name> and use a mail forwarder to 
get it to Australia. I bought it on sale at 
<online distributor URL> and all up it was 
only $180 delivered.” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

7. Brand related problem aversion All Concept Maps: 

 ‘Brand Issues Support’ which includes problem 
aversion, is a key theme in OBA across both 
communities 

 Key concepts depicting OBA through problem 
aversion and issues support include ‘working’, 
‘sure’, ‘instead’, ‘fine’ and ‘advice’. 

Matrix Coding Query:  

 ‘brand related problem support’ is one of the top 
ranking nodes with ‘positive brand mention’ 

“I have never had a problem with nappies 
leaking and we use <brand name>. I would 
definitely try the next size up. I was using the 
crawler [type of product available in various 
brands] ones when my ds [dear son] was 
just under 6 kilos as u can get them in a box 
and it’s cheaper.” 

8. Reference to online reviews or forums All Concept Maps:  

 Key concepts emerge in OBA across both 
communities: ‘website’, ‘forums’, URL link’, 
‘review’, ’reading (online’)’, ‘google’ and ‘local 
group (online)’.  

 ‘Online research’ theme important in OBA posts 
across both communities;  

Two-in-One Concept Map:  

 ‘Online Research’ important in OBA as seen 
through key concepts such as ‘read’, ‘advice’, 
‘understand’, ‘believe’.  

OOC Concept Map:  

 ‘Online Research’ evident in key concepts of 
‘read’, ‘reviews’, feedback’ on ‘safe’ and ‘fake’, 
‘online’, ‘experience’, and ‘options’ 

OBC Concept Map:  

 ‘Online Research’ is seen within OBA posts as 
‘check’, ‘read’, ‘experience’, ‘helpful’, ‘quickly’ 
and ‘finding’.  

Word Frequency Query:  

 ‘forums’, ‘website’ some of the top 50 most 
frequently used words 

Matrix Coding Query:  

 Online references evident within ‘Extra brand 
information’ node 

“MCN's [type of nappy] are SOO much 
easier than you might think. The majority of 
my stash is <brand name> 
http://www.<brandnameweblink>.com.au 
they have premium and budget nappies and 
they also have eco-disposable compostable 
inserts for cloth nappies. They are a one size 
fits most snap in nappy. Have a look on 
Facebook if you are on there, there are a 
couple of MCN groups like buy and sell, as 
well as MCN review groups where you can 
ask questions and get info you need. Also try 
http://<weblink>.com.au/ for info related to 
nappies. I save so much money which is the 
main reason I chose cloth. ” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

9. Reference to offline resources OBC Concept Map:  

 ‘Offline References’ include key concepts of 
‘friends’, ‘samples’, ‘others’ which frequently 
appear in OBA posts. 

OOC Concept Map:  

 ‘Local Group’ theme reflecting offline and online 
local groups 

 Concepts such as ‘friend’ and ‘hospital’, directly 
connected to the theme and concept of ‘Brand 
mention’. 

These had not been picked up by Nvivo in the top 50 
most frequently occurring words in PBA posts, 
suggesting these are used less often than the words 
reflective of online references and resources.  

“I did a bit of online research about 
formulas for my baby daughter and found 
that <baby formula brand name> sounded 
pretty good so I went with that. It is the only 
formula that is not genetically modified and 
also the only one made in Australia so is 
therefore at a very affordable price. She has 
had it since we got home from the hospital 
and we have never had a problem with it. 
Both my GP and child health nurse have 
praised that formula too and said that is 
keeps them nice and full for 3 to 4 hours, 
which it certainly has for my bub. She is 15 
weeks old now and thriving!! It is also 
available in a gold formula. Hope this has 
helped a little? Best of luck.” 

10. Honesty and transparency See discussion in Point 1(a) about ‘advocacy despite 
shortcoming’ above also relevant here. 

 

Researcher’s observation of OBA communication style, 
concluded that a certain honesty and transparency is 
evident in OBA posts. This can only be concluded upon 
reading the whole post. 

 

“We went with the <car brand name> 7 
seater and I can’t recommend it enough. As a 
5 seater the boot space is massive! The car is 
so comfortable and has all the little luxuries. 
As a 7 seater there is just enough room to fit 
our pram but that’s it. I don’t want to drive a 
massive car so I’m happy to put up with the 
lack of boot space when 4 gets here in a few 
months.” 
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Cognitive OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR NVivo Analysis & Findings Example 

11. Informal and direct All Concept Maps:  

 DD (dear daughter) and DS (dear son), seeded as 
one concept ‘my baby’ 

Researcher’s observation of OBA communication style, 
concluded that an informal and direct way of expression 
characterised OBA, including: spelling mistakes, lower 
case lettering for names, unformatted, use of acronyms 
particular to the community (eg DD, DS, FF (forward 
facing car seat) etc.  

“at first i was obviously after <nappy brand 
name A> just cz tey were expensive i thught 
they wd b best, but bvioulsy cdnt afrd to 
continue them after 1st mnth of my bub, then 
i bught < brand name B>, <brand name 
C>, <brand name D> & <brand name 
E>...out of all these i ll rate <brand name 
C> nd <brand name D> at top cz they were 
equally superb nd never had leakage or rash 
prb with them.. i dnt like <brand name B> 
that much cz they seem quite rough nt of a 
good quality, as the others r ... so ll 
probably stick to <brand name D> or 
<brand name C>... and remember all dnt 
waste money on nappies atleast as long as 
ur baby is nt at any risk cz atlast the nappies 
are meant to absorb waste prdcts nd nthing 
else ... try to use <baby cream brand name> 
or any rash cream after every nappy change 
nd ur bub will remain rash free believe me!” 
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Affective OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR Nvivo Analysis & Findings Example 

1. Positive valence All Concept Maps:  

 ‘Positive Communication’ theme central to 
‘positive brand mentions’  

 Key concepts reflective of positive brand mentions 
include: ‘great’, ‘good’, ‘love’, ‘best’, ‘better’, 
‘prefer’ 

On OBC “Positive community owner’s brand mention 
& love” PS = 18.3; on OOC “Positive brand mention & 
love” PS = 25.6 

 

Word Frequency Query: 

 ‘love’, ‘great’, ‘good’, ‘best’, ‘better’ most 
frequently used words within OBA posts 

“We have <car brand name> and 
absolutely LOVE. Heaps of anchor points 
for car seats, plenty of boot space, easy to 
drive, seems good value for petrol, haven't 
had one problem with it. Also love the 
sliding doors on both sides - major selling 
point for me!” 

2. Depth of information All Concept Maps: 

 The number of unique themes and concepts within 
them is illustrative of the depth of information 
represented in OBA posts.  

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 Highlights 10 top nodes which co-appear with 
node of ‘positive brand mention’ (ie 10 key 
features of OBA) 

 ‘brand experience’, ‘reasons for advocating’, 
‘extra brand information’, ‘’recommendation 
based on requirements’ are some features 
illustrative of the depth of information provided in 
OBA posts. 

“<Pram brand name A>   I've had mine 
for 3 years and no punctures. If you're 
jogging on rough surfaces I would definitely 
get a pram specifically designed for running. 
The <brand name A> has better suspension, 
larger wheels and a handbrake (over model 
X and model Y in <brand name A>). Also 
has a soft structured hammock style seat, so 
the seat swings side to side with the 
movement of running and bumps, which 
means a smoother ride for bub over a pram 
with a fixed seat.” 
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Affective OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR Nvivo Analysis & Findings Example 

3. Intensity Unable to identify within Leximancer. Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 Virtual visual emotion such as emoticons, 
exclamation marks and bold/capital lettering 
frequents OBA posts. 

“I adore <pram brand name>. We take ours 
on the dog beach all the time and you can 
load it up. DS [dear son] is now 5 months 
and was in it from 5 days. I like that you can 
face the seat to you or outwards, and tip it 
back - after a swim at the beach we bundle 
him in a towel and put him in the reclined 
seat. The suspension is great, so much so 
that every now and again when I put DS in a 
supermarket capsule trolley and go over 
bumps he freaks right out cause he's so used 
to a smooth ride! My DH [dear husband] 
and I are both tall too so it's perfect for us. It 
is easy enough to fold up etc but isn't super 
light and is somewhat bulky if you're trying 
to manoeuvre in small shops or cafés. Those 
are the only downsides but if something 
happened to ours if buy it again in a 
heartbeat. Just a few pics off my phone that 
show it out and about! ;-) <attached photo 
1> <attached photo 2> <attached photo 3> 
<attached photo 4>” 

4. Vividness Community-specific Concept Maps:  

 Compound concept ‘positive brand mention & 
negative brand mention” frequently appearing. 

 ‘Positive Communication’ theme highlights the 
words used to express positive brand mentions 
such as ‘great’, ‘love’, ‘better’. 

Insight Dashboard: 

 ‘best’, ‘great’, ‘love’ very prominent in OBA posts 
(high PS). 

Matrix Coding Query: 

 ‘Brand commitment” and ‘Brand distinctiveness’ 
feature prominently in OBA posts within OBC. 
Aid in vividly expressing positive view of a brand. 

“I used <brand name> scalp cream and it 
was fantastic, i had tried other oils but it 
didn't help. After two treatments all my 
daughter’s cradle cap was gone.  “ 
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Affective OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR Nvivo Analysis & Findings Example 

5. Storytelling Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 ‘Brand experience’ theme highlights OBA posts 
featuring consumer’s experiences with the brand.  

Coding Stripes Analysis: 

 ‘Brand experience’ is a key node related to 
‘Positive brand mentions’ in OBA across both 
communities. 

Text Search Query:  

 Consumer’s own examples of brand experience 
add to storytelling aspect of OBA. 

We have a <car brand name>. You can fit 3 
seat across the middle row ours are all 
<child car seats brand name> and they all 
fit with ease but with its sunken boot even if 
you use the back row there is still plenty of 
back space. You can also remove any or all 
of the seats from the middle row for easier 
access to the back row rather than climbing 
all over seats. As an indicator to how big the 
boot is, we picked up a tall boy chest of 
draws with all the kids and their car seats in 
the car middle and back row and were still 
able to fit the chest of draws in the back. The 
guy we purchased it off was stunned. Plus 
because we had taken one of the seats out 
we had plenty of space still in the car which 
we filled with beach and picnic gear to take 
the kids to the beach for the day. 
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Visual OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR Nvivo Analysis & Findings Example 

1. Emoticons Two-in-One Concept Map: 

 Highlights ‘smilie’ emoticons used in OBA across 
both communities but more prominently in OBA 
within OBC. 

Matrix Coding Query: 

 Identified ‘Emotion (emoticons, exclamation 
marks etc)’ as a node co-appearing with ‘Positive 
brand mentions’ and therefore as a key dimension 
of OBA across both communities.  

Text Search Query: 

 Investigation of the OBA posts within the 
‘Emotion (emoticons, exclamation marks etc’ 
node reveals smilies and winks most prominently 
used emoticons. 

<Retail outlet brand name A> baby sale on 
thurs has <nappies brand name> 2 for $66 
aswell! so if u cant get to a <retail outlet 
brand name B> that maybe a better option 
for some ....and yes its country wide im in 
WA we all have the same target sales 
country wide.  

2. Photos (embedded or attached) These were not identified within Leximancer. Coding Stripes Analysis:  

 Identified ‘Extra brand information’ as a node co-
appearing with ‘Positive brand mention’ and 
therefore a dimension of OBA. 

Text Search Query:  

 Revealed photos of the advocated brand are often 
attached to, linked to a website or embedded 
within the OBA post. 

<Baby carrier brand name A> all the way 
from 18ish months+ and standard before 
that. Provides exceptional knee to knee and 
perfect M shape positioning and is 
amazingly comfy (I've tried a lot of carriers) 
There's a local FB group called <FB group 
name> and there was a canvas one there the 
other day that sold for 140. Here's a pic of 
<brand name A> v <brand name B> v 
<brand name C> and there's a great blog 
here <link to website> showing the 
differences with a pic by pic comparison 
from different angles <attached photo of 
brand name A, brand name B and brand 
name C products>.  
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Visual OBA Characteristic Leximancer Analysis & Findings QSR Nvivo Analysis & Findings Example 

3. Exclamation marks (!!!) These were not identified within Leximancer. Coding Stripes Analysis:  

 Identified ‘Emotion (emoticons, exclamation 
marks etc)’ as a key node co-appearing with 
‘Positive brand mentions’ in OBA across both 
communities.  

Text Search Query:  

 exclamation marks frequently portraying 
excitement, happiness, thrill, general heightened 
level of positive emotion; disappointment with a 
trialled brand the advocated brand is compared to; 
or a call-to-action. 

So far I've found it the best and most 
versatile when it comes to pram choice. I do 
have to say though the <pram brand name> 
pram is awesome!! Easy to use. 

4. Capital and bold lettering These were not identified within Leximancer. Coding Stripes Analysis:  

 Identified ‘Emotion (emoticons, exclamation 
marks etc)’ as a key node co-appearing with 
‘Positive brand mentions’ in OBA across both 
communities. This node included capital and bold 
lettering.  

Text Search Query:  

 Capital and bold lettering frequently portraying 
excitement, happiness, thrill, general heightened 
level of positive emotion; disappointment with a 
trialled brand the advocated brand is compared to; 
or a call-to-action. Frequently used to 
communicate ‘love’ for the advocated brand. 

“Being the 'nappy snob' I am, I LOVE 
<nappy brand name> and whenever we 
leave the house I always make sure DS has 
<nappy brand name> on (in case anyone 
sees!)” 
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Appendix 9: The initial set of 96 OBA items 

Questionnaire Items (in alphabetical order). 

Am honest about some shortcoming(s) of this brand. 

Am likely to defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 

Am likely to defend this brand when others talk it down. 

Am likely to stand up for this brand when others talk negatively about it. 

Assist other users of this brand if they need my help. 

Attach or embed a photo of the brand in my posts. 

Comment on this brand's better features or functionality. 

Compare it to other brands I've used. 

Compare it to other brands. 

Discuss its good and not so good points. 

Discuss my experience with the brand. 

Encourage friends and relatives to do business with this brand. 

Encourage others to give this brand a go. 

Encourage others to try free samples. 

Encourage others to try it. 

Exchange positive experiences with other users of this brand. 

Explain why I love this brand. 

Express how excited I am to support it. 

Express my fondness for it. 

Feel a need to express my fondness for it. 

Feel it is important for me to show my affection for the brand. 

Include a reference or a weblink to an online review. 

Like to explain why I am fond of the brand. 

Likely to say positive things about it. 

Mention an offline information resource (such as friends, someone in the community, or professionals). 

Mention I am happy with its performance. 

Mention that other people also like this brand. 

Point out changes that have improved this brand. 

Proactively recommend this brand. 

Provide a link to this brand's website. 

Provide a lot of information about the brand. 

Provide advice about this brand. 

Provide details about how long I've been using it. 

Provide details about outlets where it can be purchased. 

Provide details about the price I paid for it. 

Provide details about this brand which people seeking information don't request. 

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts for this brand. 

Provide details about where I purchased it. 

Provide details about where others can buy it. 

Provide extra details about this brand (e.g. price, store locations, availability of discounts or a link to a website). 

Provide insights into how I use this brand. 

Provide lengthy explanations as to why it is better than other brands. 
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Questionnaire Items (in alphabetical order). 

Recommend it even without prompting by others. 

Recommend it to others. 

Refer to an offline group that has further information about this brand. 

Refer to an online group that has further information about the brand. 

Say it is great. 

Say positive things about it. 

Share a story about it. 

Share information about available or upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 

Share stories about my experience with the brand. 

Show emotion in my posts. 

Speak about it from my own experiences. 

Suggest how other people can use this brand correctly. 

Suggest I am fond of this brand. 

Suggest I am not interested in other brands. 

Suggest I would not switch to a competitor brand, even if they made me a good offer. 

Suggest it is better other brands I've used. 

Suggest it is better than other brands I've tried. 

Suggest it is the best alternative. 

Suggest it might be a good solution to somebody's problem. 

Suggest it might meet some requirements a person is discussing. 

Suggest other people should support this brand. 

Suggest others should support this brand. 

Suggest this brand exceeds my expectations. 

Suggest this brand to others who ask for my advice. 

Take the opportunity to say good things about this brand. 

Talk about it favourably. 

Talk about the good points of this brand. 

Talk down problems others have with this brand. 

Talk it up. 

Talk positively about the brand. 

Talk up this brand when others talk negatively about it. 

Talk up this brand without prompting by others. 

Try to convince others to buy it. 

Try to give a lot of positive word-of-mouth about this brand. 

Try to help others if they have problems with this brand. 

Try to spread the good word about this brand. 

Use a lot of emotive words. 

Use CAPITAL and/or bold lettering to express disappointment with a competing brand. 

Use CAPITAL and/or bold lettering to express my fondness for this brand. 

Use CAPITAL and/or bold lettering to show how happy I am with this brand. 

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks. 

Use examples from my own experience to support the brand. 
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Questionnaire Items (in alphabetical order). 

Use exclamation marks (!!!) in my online communications to express disappointment with competing brands. 

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to express my fondness for this brand. 

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to urge others to buy this brand. 

Use language specific to this brand. 

Use language that reflects the brand's functionality and/or features. 

Use 'love' to describe my fondness for this brand. 

Use smilies :-) 

Use technical language (such as details about brand-specific functionality). 

Use use words such as 'cheaper', 'cheap' and 'value for money' to describe it. 

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, exclamation or capital lettering). 

Use words like 'happy', 'excellent' and 'great' to describe it. 

Use words like 'love', 'happy' or 'prefer'. 
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Appendix 10: Exploratory Factor Analysis Results: 

Factor Loadings for the 44 OBA items * 
 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Say it is great. 0.79      

Say positive things about it. 0.78      

Talk about it favourably. 0.74      

Mention I am happy with its performance.  0.73      

Talk positively about the brand.  0.72      

Suggest this brand to others who ask for my 
advice. 

0.70      

 Use words like 'happy', 'excellent' and 
'great' to describe it. 

0.60      

Talk about the good points of this brand.  0.60      

Likely to say positive things about it.  0.56      

Mention that other people also like this 
brand. 

0.55      

Talk it up. 0.55      

Encourage others to give this brand a go.  0.53      

Am likely to defend this brand when others 
talk it down.  

 0.78     

Am likely to defend the brand if I hear 
someone speaking poorly about it. 

 0.77     

Talk up this brand when others talk 
negatively about it. 

 0.76     

Talk up this brand without prompting by 
others. 

 0.71     

Am likely to stand up for this brand when 
others talk negatively about it. 

 0.71     

Recommend it even without prompting by 
others. 

 0.65     

Suggest others should support this brand.  0.65     

Take the opportunity to say good things 
about this brand. 

 0.58     

Talk down problems others have with this 
brand. 

 0.57     

Proactively recommend this brand.  0.56     

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or 
winks. 

  0.84    

Use smilies :-) .   0.80    

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, 
exclamation or capital lettering). 

  0.79    

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to express my 
fondness for this brand. 

  0.61    

Use exclamation marks (!!!) to urge others 
to buy this brand. 

  0.60    

Use CAPITAL and/or bold lettering to 
express my fondness for this brand. 

  0.52    

Express how excited I am to support it.    0.72   

Try to convince others to buy it.    0.70   

Feel a need to express my fondness for it.    0.63   

Express my fondness for it.    0.62   

Share stories about my experience with the 
brand. 

   0.54   

Suggest this brand exceeds my expectations.    0.52   
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Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Provide extra details about this brand (e.g. 
price, store locations, availability of 
discounts or a link to a website). 

    0.73  

Provide details about upcoming promotions 
and available discounts for this brand. 

    0.72  

Provide details about outlets where it can be 
purchased. 

    0.66  

Provide a link to this brand's website.     0.60  

Share information about available or 
upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 

    0.56  

Include a reference or a weblink to an online 
review. 

    0.52  

Provide lengthy explanations as to why it is 
better than other brands. 

     0.79 

Discuss its good and not so good points.      0.77 

Provide a lot of information about the brand.      0.64 

Try to help others if they have problems 
with this brand. 

     0.50 

* Loadings that were less than 0.50 were removed to improve readability. 
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Appendix 11: The 29 OBA items retained after the students’ survey 

FACTOR 1: BRAND POSITIVITY 
Descriptor: positive and favourable communication about the brand, endorsement of the brand. 
 
Say it is great. 
Say positive things about it. 
Talk about it favourably. 
Mention I am happy with its performance. 
Suggest this brand to others who ask for my advice. 
Use words like 'happy', 'excellent' and 'great' to describe it. 
Talk about the good points of this brand. 
Mention that other people also like this brand. 
FACTOR 2: BRAND DEFENCE 
Descriptor: Proactive and reactive defence of the brand, standing up for the brand's best interest, 
providing backing for the brand, preserving the brand's good name and good will. 
 
Am likely to defend this brand when others talk it down. 
Am likely to defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 
Talk up this brand when others talk negatively about it. 
Am likely to stand up for this brand when others talk negatively about it. 
Recommend it even without prompting by others. 
Suggest others should support this brand. 
FACTOR 3: VIRTUAL EXPRESSION 
Descriptor: virtual visual manifestation in support of the brand, visual online expression and 
indication of feelings in favour of the brand. 
 
Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks. 
Use smilies :-) 
Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, exclamation or capital lettering). 
FACTOR 4: BRAND ZEST 
Descriptor: expressing conviction and enthusiasm for the brand, exceptional feeling for the 
brand based on own brand experience and sharing of brand stories.  
 
Express how excited I am to support it. 
Try to convince others to buy it. 
Feel a need to express my fondness for it. 
Express my fondness for it. 
Share stories about my experience with the brand. 
Suggest this brand exceeds my expectations. 
FACTOR 5: BRAND KNOWLEDGE 
Descriptor: shrewd and relevant information about the brand, online astuteness about intricate 
details about the brand. 
 
Provide extra details about this brand (e.g. price, store locations, availability of discounts or a link to a 
website). 
Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts for this brand. 
Share information about available or upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 
FACTOR 6: BRAND APPRAISAL 
Descriptor: providing honest brand comparison and outlining distinct brand details, being 
honest and transparent about brand's shortcomings. 
 
Provide lengthy explanations as to why it is better than other brands. 
Discuss its good and not so good points. 
Provide a lot of information about the brand. 
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Appendix 12: Online questionnaire of academic judges 
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Appendix 13: Items in the online survey testing OBA Model 2 
 

Construct Questionnaire Items 

Online Brand Advocacy (OBA) OBA_D1: When I discuss XX online, I defend it when others talk it down. 

  OBA_D2: I stand up for this XX when others talk negatively about it online. 

  
OBA_D3: When I discuss XX online, I talk it up when others talk negatively about 
it. 

  OBA_D4: I defend XX if I hear someone speaking poorly about it online. 

  OBA_D5: When I discuss XX online, I try to convince others to buy it. 

  OBA_D6: When I discuss XX online, I talk about its good points. 

  

OBA_I1: When I discuss XX online, I provide details about upcoming promotions 
and available discounts for it. 

  

OBA_I2: When I discuss XX online, I provide extra details about this brand (e.g. 
price, store locations, availability of discounts or a link to a website). 

  

OBA_I3: When I discuss XX online, I share information about available or 
upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 

  

OBA_I4: When I discuss XX online, I provide lengthy explanations as to why it is 
better than other brands. 

  

OBA_P1: When I discuss XX online, I mention I am happy with its offerings' 
(products or services) performance. 

  OBA_P2: When I discuss XX online, I talk about it favourably. 

  OBA_P3: When I discuss XX online, I say positive things about it. 

  OBA_P4: When I discuss XX online, I say that it is great. 

  OBA_P5: When I discuss XX online, I express my fondness for it. 

  
OBA_V1: When I discuss XX online, I use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or 
winks. 

  OBA_V2: When I discuss XX online, I use smilies [ :-) ] and/or positive emojis. 

  

OBA_V3: When I discuss XX online, I use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, 
exclamation or capital lettering). 

Brand Distinctiveness (BD) BD1: XX has a distinctive identity. 

  BD2: XX is unique. 

  BD3: XX stands out from its competitors. 

Brand Loyalty (BLT) BLT1:  I am committed to XX. 

  

BLT2: I would be willing to pay a higher price XX's offerings (products or services) 
over other brands. 

  BLT3:  I consider myself loyal to XX. 

  

BLT4: If XX was not available at my usual outlet or location, I would buy it from 
another outlet or location. 

  

BLT5:  If I were faced with the same choice, I would still purchase XX's offering 
(product or service). 

  

BLT6: Price is not an important factor in my decision to purchase XX's offering 
(product or service). 

  BLT7:  If XX were to raise the price by 10 per cent, I would likely still buy it 

Brand Prestige (BP) BP1: XX is prestigious. 

  BP2: XX is one of the best brands in offerings (products or services) of this type. 

  BP3: XX is a first-class, high-quality brand. 
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Construct Questionnaire Items 

Brand-Social Benefits (BSB) BSB1: XX offers me an opportunity to socialize. 

  BSB2: I feel a connection to other people who use XX. 

  BSB3: I gain a lot from my interactions with other users of XX. 

  BSB4: Being a customer of XX makes me feel like I belong to a special group. 

Brand-Self Similarity (BSS) BSS1: Now take a moment to think about the personality of XX using personality 
characteristics such as reliable, funny, smart, innovative and exciting. Now think 
about how you see yourself. What kind of person are you? How would you describe 
your personality? Please indicate your level of disagreement or agreement with the 
following statements: XX's personality is a mirror image of me. 

  

BSS2: Now take a moment to think about the personality of XX using personality 
characteristics such as reliable, funny, smart, innovative and exciting. Now think 
about how you see yourself. What kind of person are you? How would you describe 
your personality? Please indicate your level of disagreement or agreement with the 
following statements: XX's personality is consistent with how I see myself. 

Brand Warmth (BW) BW1: XX creates warm feelings among its users. 

  BW2: XX is a loveable brand. 

  BW3: My feelings about XX are emotional rather than rational. 

Consumer-Brand Identification 
(CBI) 

CBI1: I feel a strong sense of identity between myself and the XX. 

  CBI2: I identify strongly with the XX brand. 

  CBI3: XX represents what I believe in. 

  CBI4: The XX brand is like a part of me. 

  CBI5: XX has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

Memorable Brand Experience 
(MBE) 

MBE1: I have had a lot of memorable experiences with XX. 

  MBE2: Thinking of XX brings back good memories. 

  MBE3: I have fond memories of XX. 

Online Involvement (OINV) 

OINV1: I am an actively participating member of the online community, where I 
discuss brands such as XX. 

  

OINV2: I actively share my knowledge with others on the online community, where 
I discuss brands such as XX. 

  

OINV3: I spend a lot of time sharing things on the online community, where I 
discuss brands such as XX. 

  

OINV4: I involve myself in the issues and topics discussed in the online community, 
where I discuss brands such as XX.  

  

OINV5: I frequently participate in knowledge-sharing activities in the online 
community, where I discuss brands such as XX.  

Product Category Involvement 
(PCI) 

PCI1: I am very interested in anything related to this type of product or service. 

  PCI2: Which brand I purchase, matters a lot. 

  PCI3:  I value this type of product or service as an important part of my life. 

  PCI4: The product or service type that XX is, means a lot to me. 

Purchase Intent (PI) PI1: I would not hesitate to buy XX's offerings (products or services) again. 

  
PI2: I am likely to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the 
future. 

  PI3: I plan to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the future. 

  PI4: If I had to do it again, I would purchase XX's offering (product or service). 

  
PI5: I would like to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the 
future. 

  PI6: I intend to continue purchasing XX in the future. 

  PI7: I will purchase XX's offering the next time I buy this type of product or service. 
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Appendix 14: Factor Loadings for the 18 OBA items * 

Item 
Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Factor 

3 
Factor 

4 

Defend the brand when others talk it down. 0.89    

Stand up for the brand when others talk negatively about it. 0.88    

Talk up the brand when others talk negatively about it. 0.86    

Defend the brand if I hear someone speaking poorly about it. 0.85    

Try to convince others to buy the brand. 0.71    

Talk about the good points of the brand. 0.60    

Say positive things about the brand.  0.83   

Mention I am happy with its performance.  0.83   

Talk about the brand favourably.  0.82   

Say the brand is great.  0.82   

Express my fondness for the brand.  0.64   

Provide details about upcoming promotions and available discounts for the 
brand. 

  0.80  

Provide extra details about the brand (e.g. price, store locations, availability of 
discounts or a link to a website). 

  0.80  

Share information about available or upcoming promotions (discounts) for the 
brand. 

  0.77  

Provide lengthy explanations as to why the brand is better than other brands.   0.56  

Use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or winks.    0.86 

Use smilies [ :-)]    0.85 

Use visual symbols (e.g. emoticons, emojis, exclamations or capital lettering).    0.84 

* Loadings that were less than 0.50 were removed to improve readability. 
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Appendix 15: Correlations and AVE scores suggesting multicollinearity 
between some constructs 

 

Variables OBA CBI BLT BD PBI PI PCI OINV 

OBA (0.74)        

CBI 0.77 (0.89)       

BLT 0.76 0.74 (0.74)      

BD 0.72 0.71 0.82 (0.83)     

PBI 0.80 0.91 0.71 0.67 (0.81)    

PI 0.66 0.58 0.78 0.77 0.53 (0.86)   

PCI 0.78 0.84 0.75 0.72 0.82 0.82 (0.81)  

OINV 0.80 0.68 0.56 0.52 0.74 0.37 0.63 (0.86) 

All correlations among variables are statistically significant at <0.001. Square roots of AVEs shown on diagonal in brackets. 
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Appendix 16: Survey items used in the analysis of OBA Model 3 

 

Construct Questionnaire Items 

Online Brand Advocacy (OBA) 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

OBA_D1: When I discuss XX online, I defend it when others talk it down. 

OBA_D3: When I discuss XX online, I talk it up when others talk negatively about 
it. 
OBA_D4: I defend XX if I hear someone speaking poorly about it online. 

OBA_D5: When I discuss XX online, I try to convince others to buy it. 

OBA_D6: When I discuss XX online, I talk about its good points. 

OBA_I1: When I discuss XX online, I provide details about upcoming promotions 
and available discounts for it. 

OBA_I2: When I discuss XX online, I provide extra details about this brand (e.g. 
price, store locations, availability of discounts or a link to a website). 

OBA_I3: When I discuss XX online, I share information about available or 
upcoming promotions (discounts) for it. 

OBA_P1: When I discuss XX online, I mention I am happy with its offerings' 
(products or services) performance. 

OBA_P2: When I discuss XX online, I talk about it favourably. 

OBA_P3: When I discuss XX online, I say positive things about it. 

OBA_P4: When I discuss XX online, I say that it is great. 

OBA_P5: When I discuss XX online, I express my fondness for it. 

OBA_V1: When I discuss XX online, I use emoticons or emojis, such as smilies or 
winks. 
OBA_V2: When I discuss XX online, I use smilies [ :-) ] and/or positive emojis. 

OBA_V3: When I discuss XX online, I use visual symbols (e.g. emoticon, emoji, 
exclamation or capital lettering). 

Brand Distinctiveness (BD) 
  
  

BD1: XX has a distinctive identity. 

BD2: XX is unique. 

BP3: XX is a first-class, high-quality brand. 

Brand Loyalty (BLT) 
  
  
  
  

BLT1:  I am committed to XX. 

BLT2: I would be willing to pay a higher price XX's offerings (products or services) 
over other brands. 

BLT4: If XX was not available at my usual outlet or location, I would buy it from 
another outlet or location. 

BLT6: Price is not an important factor in my decision to purchase XX's offering 
(product or service). 

BLT7:  If XX were to raise the price by 10 per cent, I would likely still buy it 

Consumer-Brand Identification 
(CBI) 
  
  

CBI3: XX represents what I believe in. 

CBI4: The XX brand is like a part of me. 

CBI5: XX has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

Positive Brand Interaction (PBI) 
  
  

MBE1: I have had a lot of memorable experiences with XX. 

MBE2: Thinking of XX brings back good memories. 

MBE3: I have fond memories of XX. 

BW3: My feelings about XX are emotional rather than rational. 
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Construct Questionnaire Items 

Online Involvement (OINV)  
  
  

OINV2: I actively share my knowledge with others on the online community, where 
I discuss brands such as XX. 

OINV4: I involve myself in the issues and topics discussed in the online community, 
where I discuss brands such as XX.  

OINV5: I frequently participate in knowledge-sharing activities in the online 
community, where I discuss brands such as XX.  

Product Category Involvement 
(PCI) 
  
  

PCI2: Which brand I purchase, matters a lot. 

PCI3:  I value this type of product or service as an important part of my life. 

PCI4: The product or service type that XX is, means a lot to me. 

Purchase Intent (PI) 
  
  
  
  
  
  

PI1: I would not hesitate to buy XX's offerings (products or services) again. 
PI2: I am likely to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the 
future. 

PI3: I plan to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the future. 

PI4: If I had to do it again, I would purchase XX's offering (product or service). 
PI5: I would like to continue purchasing XX's offerings (products or services) in the 
future. 

PI6: I intend to continue purchasing XX in the future. 

PI7: I will purchase XX's offering the next time I buy this type of product or service. 

 

  



 

330 
 

Appendix 17: OBA Scale Development Process Summary 
 

Instrument & Response Analysis Purpose Outcome 

Literature Review & 
Netnography: 1,796 posts 

QSR NVivo (Matrix Coding Query, Coding Stripes 
Analysis) & Leximancer (Two-in-One and One-in-One 
Concept Maps, Insights Dashboard, PS>1) 

To identify  unique OBA charactetistics, 
differentiating it from other constructs 

Development of 96 items (Appendix 9) 

Undergraduate Students' 
Survey: 186 responses 

Test-Retest Reliability (SPSS: r>0.4 Paul & Rana 2012; 
Field 2005) 

To test and retest the reliability of items Reduction to 82 items (Appendix 9) 

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) (SPSS: Eigenvalues 
> 1; Total Cumulative Variance explained 51% (O’Connor 
2000; Horn 1965)) 

To identify the number of dimensions within 
the OBA construct 

Confirmation of 6 Factors 

Varimax Rotation (Hair et al. 2014) To obtain a simple structure by removing non-
loading or double loading items 

Reduction to 44 items; Confirmation of 6 
Factors (Appendix 10); Factors named 
(brand positivity, brand defense, brand 
zest, brand knowledge, brand appraisal) 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on each factor 
(AMOS: α >0.05) (Hair et al. 2014) 

To analyse each factor, assure goodness of fit 
for each by removing items with correlated 
errors 

Reduction to 29 items ; 6 Factors (Appendix 
11, Table 6.1) 

Correlation analysis between 44 items and 29 items 
(Thomas, Soutar & Ryan 2001) 

To ensure the refinement process did not 
affect the underlying nature of factors 

Confirmation of 6 Factors (Table 6.1) 

WARPPLS analysis (Reliability: Cronbach's alpha & 
Composite Reliability > 0.7 (Hair et al. 2014)) 

To examine the reliability of each dimension's 
scale 

Reliability for each dimension's scale 
confirmed (Table 6.2) 

WARPPLS analysis (Convergent validity: AVE > 0.5 
(Fornell & Larcker 1981)) 

To examine the convergent validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Converged validity for each dimension's 
scale confirmed (Table 6.2) 

WARPPLS analysis (Discriminant validity: squared 
correlations 0.01 - 0.42 < AVE = 0.54 (Fornell & Larcker 
1981))   

To examine discriminant validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Discriminant validity confirmed; 29 items 
and 6 factors retained 
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Instrument & Response Analysis Purpose Outcome 

Academic Judges Survey: 
14 responses 

Items that nine or more judges classified as 
representative of a dimension, to be retained for further 
analysis 

To identify items representative of each 
dimension 

22 items and 6 dimensions retained (Table 
6.3) 

WARPPLS analysis (Reliability: Cronbach's alpha & 
Composite Reliability > 0.7 (Hair et al. 2014)) 

To examine the reliability of each dimension's 
scale 

Reliability for each dimension's scale 
confirmed (Table 6.4) 

WARPPLS analysis (Convergent validity: AVE > 0.5 
(Fornell & Larcker 1981)) 

To examine the convergent validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Converged validity for each dimension's 
scale confirmed (Table 6.4) 

WARPPLS analysis (Discriminant validity: squared 
correlations 0.01 - 0.42 < AVE = 0.54 (Fornell & Larcker 
1981))   

To examine discriminant validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Discriminant validity confirmed; 22 items 
and 6 factors retained 

Online Australian 
Research Panel Survey: 
191 responses 

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) (SPSS: Eigenvalues 
> 1; Total Cummulative Variance explained 78% 
(O’Connor 2000; Horn 1965)) 

To confirm the number of dimensions within 
the OBA construct 

Confirmation of 4 Factors 

Varimax Rotation (Hair et al. 2014) To obtain a simple structure Reduction to 18 items and 4 factors 
(Apendix 14; Table 6.5); Factors named 
(brand defense, brand positivity, brand 
information sharing, virtual positive 
expression) 

WARPPLS analysis (Reliability: Cronbach's alpha & 
Composite Reliability > 0.7 (Hair et al. 2014)) 

To examine the reliability of each dimension's 
scale 

Reliability for each dimension's scale 
confirmed (Table 6.6) 

WARPPLS analysis (Convergent validity: AVE > 0.5 
(Fornell & Larcker 1981)) 

To examine the convergent validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Converged validity for each dimension's 
scale confirmed (Table 6.6) 

WARPPLS analysis (Discriminant validity: squared 
correlations 0.33 - 0.62 < AVE = 0.84 (Fornell & Larcker 
1981))   

To examine discriminant validity of each 
dimension's scale 

Discriminant validity confirmed; 22 items 
and 6 factors retained 

WARPPLS analysis (Criterion-related validity: Single item 
OBA measure R2 =brand love 0.18, brand loyalty 0.25, 
purchase intent 0.22, 4 factor OBA measure Adjusted R2 
= brand love 0.57; brand loyalty 0.58; purchase intent 
0.62, β range from 0.06 to 0.53) (Sweeney & Soutar 
2001) 

To examine the OBA construct’s relationship 
with some conceptually related variables 
(brand love, brand loyalty and intent to 
purchase).  

4 factor 18-item OBA measure confirmed 
(Table 6.7) 
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