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ABSTRACT

Aim/Purpose This study examines the kind of community value companies should provide
when strengthening the relationship between customers and brands through the
establishment of an online brand community, and how this kind of community
value promotes customers’ sense of community engagement and willingness to
spread brand reputation. The paper also discusses how an enterprise’s brand
symbolism affects the relationship between community value and customers’
engagement in online brand community. This study explored the important role
of brand symbolism in the establishment of an online brand community.

Background Many companies want to create online brand communities to strengthen their
relationships with consumers as well as to provide better service and value to
consumers, for example, Huawei’s Huafen community (club.huawei.com), Ap-
ple’s support community (support.apple.com/zh-cn), and Samsung’s Galaxy
community (samsungmembers.cn). However, these brand communities may
have different interests and consumer engagement about the kind of communi-
ty value to offer to their customers.

Methodology This study uses data collection from questionnaire surveys to design a quantita-
tive research method. An online questionnaire survey of mobile phone users in
China was conducted to collect data on social value, cognitive value, brand
symbolism, customer community engagement, and brand recommendation. The
brands of mobile phone include Apple, Huawei, Samsung, OPPO, VIVO, MI,
and Meizu. The researcher purchased a sample service of WJX, an online survey
company (www.wjx.cn), and WJX company distributed the questionnaire to
research participants. The WJX company randomly selected 240 subjects from
their sample database and then sent the questionnaire link to research partici-
pants’ mobile phones. Among the 240 research participants, the researcher ex-
cluded participants who lacked online brand community experience or had in-
valid data to qualify for data collection. After the researcher excluded partici-
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pants who did not qualify for data collection, only 203 qualified questionnaire
surveys advanced to the data collection and analysis phase, which was the ques-
tionnaire recovery rate of 84.58%. For the model analysis and hypotheses test-
ing, the researcher used statistical software IBM SPSS Statistics and AMOS 21
and Smartpls3.

This study deepens the body of literature knowledge by combining online brand
community value and brand symbolic value to explore issues that companies
should consider when establishing an online brand community for their prod-
ucts and services. This study confirms that brands with high symbolic value
establish communities and strengthen social values in the online brand commu-
nity rather than reducing brand symbolism. Online brand community involves a
horizontal interaction (peer interaction) among peers, which can have an effect
on the symbolic value of brand (social distance).

First, online brand community value (both cognitive and social value) has a pos-
itive impact on customer community engagement. Second, customer communi-
ty engagement has a positive impact on customers’ brand recommend intention.
Third, the customer community engagement is a mediator between the online
brand community value and the customer brand recommend intention. Most
importantly, fourth, the symbolic value of the brand controls the relationship
between community value and customer community engagement. For brands
with high symbolic value, the community value should emphasize cognitive val-
ue rather than social value. For brands with a low symbolic value, the communi-
ty provides cognitive or social value, which is not affected by the symbolism of
the brand.

Practitioners can share best practices with the corporate sectors. Brand owners
can work with researchers to explore the characteristics of their online brand
communities. On this basis, brand owners and researchers can jointly build and
manage online brand communities.

Researchers can explore different perspectives and factors of brand symbolism
that involve brand owners when establishing an online brand community to
advance consumer engagement, community value, and brand symbolism.

Online brand community is relevant for brand owners to establish brand sym-
bolism, community value, and customer engagement. Readers of this paper can
gain an understanding that cognitive and social values are two important drivers
of individual participation in online brand communities. The discussion of these
two factors can give readers and brand owners the perception to gain more un-
derstanding on social and behavior activities in online brand communities.

Practitioners and researchers could follow-up in the future with a study to pro-
vide more understanding and updated research information from different per-
spectives of research samples and hypotheses on online brand community.

WOM, online brand community, brand symbolism, customer engagement

INTRODUCTION

Consumer word-of-mouth communication is an important corporate marketing strategy. In the era
of social media, companies hope to strengthen their communication with customers by building
brand communities that promote active participation and the sharing of valuable information. Muniz
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and O’Guinn (2001) define brand community as “a brand community is a specialized, non-
geographically bound community, based on a structured set of social relationships among admirers of
a brand”. Companies try to leverage the social and communicative nature of online brand communi-
ties to increase word-of-mouth communication. However, the spread of word-of-mouth marketing
through the establishment of online brand community is needed. How then can a company’s com-
munity marketing strategy increase customers’ word-of-mouth communication intention? What kind
of community value is effective in promoting customer participation? In addition, consumer interac-
tions and sharing (such as information, usage method, and experience) are important issues for com-
panies to consider. The author of this study argues that companies should enhance customer sense of
engagement with the online brand community; a strong sense of engagement will increase their shar-
ing and word-of-mouth communication behavior in the online brand community (Brodie et al., 2011;
van Doorn et al., 2010).

Previous studies have pointed out that customer community engagement not only can bring loyal
buyers to a company but can also turn customers into proponents, creators, and trial developers of
new products, making them the company’s “supernumerary” employees (Brodie et al., 2011; van
Doorn et al., 2010; Verhoef et al., 2010). Such engaged customers generate stronger brand promises,
brand trust, self-brand connection, emotional brand attachment, and loyalty. The implication is that
engaged customers play an important role in word-of-mouth marketing such as providing references
or recommendations to other customers for a product, service, or brand (van Doorn et al., 2010).
For this reason, many companies have started to build brand communities to strengthen their brand
relationships. Brand communities can provide users with both cognitive and social value (Dholakia et
al., 2009; Nambisan & Baron, 2009). Customer involvement in the online brand community is based
on the needs of cognitive and social values provided by the online brand community (Dholakia et al.,
2009). Brand community cognitive value is a direct, information-based value that supports the use of
the product in question; community members seek advice before buying or information about poten-
tial problems, solutions, etc. (Dholakia et al., 2009). Brand community social value refers to the social
and emotional value gained by customers through community participation and socializing relation-
ships with other members (Muniz et al., 2001). The important questions to ask are, What type of
online brand community value should a company provide? What kind of online brand community
value is more conducive to customer community engagement? Is the impact of these online brand
community values on word of mouth communication affected by the symbolic value of the brand?

Online community values influence the future of product support, helping others, and continuing
community involvement, that is, they promote customer engagement (Brodie et al., 2011; Dholakia et
al., 2004; S. Nambisan & Baron, 2009; van Doorn et al., 2010). The symbolic value and experiential
value embodied in the brand match the customer’s own values and outlook on life (Kang & Shin,
2016; Orth & De Matchi, 2007). In addition to considering the brand as a commitment to product
quality, customers often value the brand’s symbolism (Orth & De Matchi, 2007). In fact, in this era
of high product homogeneity, the symbolism of the brand is even more prominent. The brand sym-
bol includes both social symbolic and personal symbolic values. The social symbolic value reflects the
customer’s social identity needs. The personal symbolic value reflects the customer’s self-realization,
difference, and uniqueness needs (Keller, 1993). The brand symbol embodies social attributes, and
the online brand community reflects social attributes. Can the matching of the brand symbol and
online brand community promote customer community integration? Or, is there a contradiction be-
tween the personal symbolic value that represents the customer’s diversity and uniqueness value and
the online brand community interaction in which public interaction is the main form of communica-
tion? In other words, does brand symbolism affect the value needs of the customer community,
which in turn affects the customer community engagement? What kind of community should the
company develop in terms of the online brand community, customer community engagement, and
brand symbolism? That is, what kind of community will play a role in the company under what cir-
cumstances and promote the customer’s engagement with the community, thus also promoting the
spread of word of mouth?
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In view of these professional curiosity questions from this study’s researcher, based on combing cus-
tomer community engagement, community values (social and cognitive values), brand symbolism,
and word-of-mouth communication theory, this paper puts forward its research hypotheses. In
summary, previous research has focused on the impact of community values on customer loyalty
(Brodie et al., 2013; Casal6 et al., 2008; Jang et al., 2008; Johnson & Lowe, 2015; P. Nambisan &
Watt, 2011; Zhou, 2011). To the best of the researcher’s knowledge in this study, the relationship
between community values and customer community engagement and its impact on customer loyalty
behaviors (such as brand recommend intention) have not been studied from the perspective of brand
symbolic value.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Therefore, this study explores two research questions:

1) Can the social and cognitive value of the online brand community promote the customers com-
munity engagement and thus increase their willingness to word-of-mouth communication (brand
recommend intention)?

2) Is the relationship between online brand community values and customer community engagement
affected by the brand symbolic value?

This study’s researcher constructed his own research model and research hypotheses as shown in
Figure 1. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Literature review and hypotheses de-
velopment section—a review of the constructs in the research model and deduct research hypothe-
ses; Research methods section— with this study’s research methods, by introducing sample sources
and data collection methods and research model testing; Results section—the results of the hypothe-
sis verification; Findings & Discussion section—a summary and discussion of research questions;
and Conclusion section—with the practical significance and limitations of this study.

Brand Community

Cognitive

Customer
Community

Brand
Recommend
Intention

Social Value

Figure 1. Research Model
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LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

CUSTOMER COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Definition and dimensions of customer community engagement

Definition. Algesheimer et al.’s (2005) description of customer community engagement involves
mainly customer attitudes (interests). Later, some scholars have suggested that the concept of cus-
tomer community engagement should also include behavior (Brodie et al., 2013; Hollebeek et al.,
2014; Kumar & Pansari, 2016; van Doorn et al., 2010; Wirtz et al., 2013).Van Doorn et al. (2010)
proposed that customer engagement includes attitudes such as trust, satisfaction, and commitment
and is a behavioral expression of consumers’ motivations about the company or brand. The custom-
er behavior includes word-of-mouth communication referrals, helping others, publishing blogs, and
writing reviews, very much in line with the online brand community (Wirtz et al., 2013). Kumar and
Pansari (2016) define customer engagement as a customer’s attitudes, behaviors, and levels of linkage
among customers and between customers and businesses. The long-term, sustainable competitive
advantage of a business is related to its ability to retain, maintain, and cultivate customers (Anderson
et al,, 2004; Gruca & Rego, 2005; Rego et al., 2009). Maintaining and nurturing customers requires
that companies not only pursue repeated purchases by customers, but also include retention of cus-
tomers and cross-purchase, sales and transaction indicators, word-of-mouth communication, cus-
tomer recommendations and suggestions, attribution, and online reviews (van Doorn et al., 2010).
Brodie et al. (2013) believe that customer engagement includes three dimensions, cognition, emotion,
and behavior, and emphasize cognitive absorption, emotional dedication, vigor, and interaction.

This study adopts the Baldus et al.’s (2015) definition: “Customer community engagement is of inter-
est and the intrinsic motivation of customers’ interaction with the online brand community.” This
study focuses on the level of linkage between the customer and the brand community, driven by the
value of the online brand community. The higher the level of linkage (engagement degree) is, the
stronger the intrinsic motivation will drive the customer to participate in community interaction and
other word-of-mouth communication behaviors.

Dimensions. Researchers have identified three key dimensions to characterize customer engagement
behaviors (Brodie et al., 2011; Hollebeek et al., 2014), which are cognitive processing, affection, and
activation (Yang et al., 2019). The three-dimensional model (cognitive processing, affection, and acti-
vation) of customer engagement proposed by Brodie et al. (2013) is currently the most widely adopt-
ed by researchers (Obilo et al., 2020). Cognitive processing is defined as “a consumer’s level of
brand-related thought processing and elaboration in a patticular consumer/brand interaction”; Affec-
tion refers to “a consumet’s degtree of positive brand-related affect in a particular consumer/brand
interaction”; Activation is defined as “a consumer’s level of energy, effort and time spent on a brand
in a particular consumer/brand interaction” (Hollebeek et al., 2014, p.54).

The formation process of customer community engagement

The first step in the customer engagement process is based largely on the customer’s demand for
information. The process is highly interactive and experiential and includes a series of sub-processes
such as learning, sharing, advocating, socializing, and co-developing (Wirtz et al., 2013). In online
communities, customers ate keen on non-tradable behaviors such as social interests, strengthening
knowledge and reputation, and pursuing cost-saving economic benefits (Fuller et al., 2010; S. Nam-
bisan & Baron, 2009). Enterprises can promote customer engagement by providing effective infor-
mation exchange and interactive platforms (S. Baron & Warnaby, 2011; Dholakia et al., 2009) and
rewarding customers for their contribution (Fuller et al., 2010; Kumar et al., 2010). Wirtz et al. (2013)
determined that the factors driving customer community engagement include brand-based factors
(brand identity, brand symbol value), social drivers (social value, social identity), and functional driv-
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ers (functional benefits, avoidance, uncertainty, quality of information, economy, and external incen-
tives). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) point out that customers’ willingness to contribute to an online
brand community is mainly based on venting negative emotions, altruism (concern for others), self-
enhancement, advice-seeking, social benefits, economic benefits, platform support, and helping those
companies in which social benefits have the greatest impact on customers. From the perspective of
cost-benefit analysis, Nolan et al. (2007) argue that an individual’s engagement with an online brand
community is based on a perceived value of cognition and interests that exceeds perceived risk levels.
When customers perceive that interactive experience values and expectations outweigh the effort
they are expending, the engagement will form quickly (Mollen & Wilson, 2010). Moreover, the cost-
benefit balance they perceive may influence the strength of engagement (Nolan et al., 2007). That is,
the higher a customer perceived value, the more the customer will promote the formation of en-
gagement.

Antecedents and consequences of customer community engagement.

Antecedents. Researchers explore the factors driving customer community engagement from differ-
ent perspectives (Le, 2018; Liu et al., 2019; Ray et al, 2014; Vohra & Bhardwaj, 2019; Wirtz et al.,
2013). These factors include social, cognitive, psychological, entertainment, and brand relationships,
Wirtz et al. (2013) explore the drivers of online brand community engagement from brand, social,
and functional factors. Vohra and Bhardwaj’s (2019) study provides empirical evidence in terms of
identifying both trust and commitment as antecedents to the construct of customer engagement, in
the context of social media for emerging markets. Focusing on the entertainment, interaction, and
trendiness dimension of luxury brand’s social media marketing efforts can significantly increase cus-
tomer engagement (Liu et al., 2019). Knowledge of self-efficacy, self-identity verification, and com-
munity identification positively influence online brand community engagements (Ray, 2014); Le
(2018) suggested that posts contain informational and social contents, which have a positive impact
on the online engagement of forum/Facebook users.

Consequences. Customer engagement is a key driver of the company’s long-term success. The vast
majority of marketers believe that engaged customers are very valuable and they are more likely to
continue to trade with the company (Gopalakrishna et al., 2019). Customer engagement can improve
corporate performance, including sales growth, competitive advantage, and profitability (Brodie et al.,
2011). Engaged customers also play an important role in the development of new products/services
and co-creative experiences and values (Ernst et al., 2017; Hoyer et al., 2010; S Nambisan &
Nambisan, 2008; Obilo et al., 2020; Rather, 2019). Engaged customers demonstrate confidence in the
brand, brand integrity, brand pride, and passion for the brand (McEwen, 2001; McEwen & Fleming,
2003). Van Doorn et al. (2010) argue that, for the customers, the engagement enhances their percep-
tions, attitudes, emotions, and social identities related to the product or brand. For the online service,
consumers who have high level brand engagement lead to high level brand trust, brand commitment
and brand loyalty (Khan et al., 2019). For an enterprise, it leads to gains economic benefit, reputation,
competitive advantage, and product improvements. Customer community engagement promotes the
integration of customer and corporate branding (Brodie et al., 2011; McAlexander et al., 2002), which
in turn promotes commitment to the online brand community (Mathwick et al., 2008) and creates a
new, loyal small group (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006) that promotes purchases (Algesheimer &
Dholakia, 20006), enhances motivation for helping other members (Algesheimer et al., 2005), and
generates useful information for the development of new products (S. Nambisan & Baron, 2007).
Among many outcome variables, loyalty, commitment, and empowerment dominate the research
about online brand communities (Brodie et al., 2013).

CUSTOMER COMMUNITY VALUE NEEDS

Enterprises can obtain various values by establishing communities (Algesheimer & Dholakia, 2000;
Fuller et al., 2004; Jeppesen & Molin, 2003; Verona, 2003). Of course, in turn, customers can also
gain value through community participation. This value, expected or actual, is a key factor in custom-
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er community participation. S. Nambisan and Baron (2009) analyze the four value drivers of custom-
er participation in an online brand community: cognitive value, social value, personal value, and en-
tertainment value. The degree of these four values provided by the online brand community and pet-
ceived by the customer will influence the customer’s actual community interaction behavior. S.
Nambisan (2002) argued that the interaction of customers in the online brand community is essen-
tially based on the interaction of three objects: products, community (society), and technology media.
Product interaction is based on product knowledge; community interaction is customer-customer
interaction in the online brand community; and technology media interaction is supported or con-
strained by computers and other media. Based on the theory of social exchange, Chang et al. (2015)
studied the relationship between social support and customer citizenship in the online brand com-
munity, dividing the social support into information support and emotional support. Wang and Ma
(2013) suggest that the key factors that drive customer interaction in the online brand community are
their hedonic and practical needs. Customers’ hedonic demands are mainly for community exchang-
es, pleasure, and relaxation; practicality is focused mainly on obtaining information and sharing
knowledge.

This study proposes that information values refer to information support about products based on
the online community interaction. Emotional support or hedonic demands are mainly about the so-
cial value of interpersonal communication centered on community interaction. Therefore, this paper
analyzes mainly the value of customer interaction based on product interaction and community (so-
cial) interaction because the main reason for users to participate in an online brand community is to
seek product-related knowledge. The other important factors that make up the online brand com-
munity are social interaction and identity display (Brodie et al., 2011; McAlexander et al., 2002).
These two interactions correspond to the customer’s cognitive and social value needs. However,
technical media interaction (for example, website design is friendly, easy to use, and fully functional)
is not so important because customers are very familiar with Internet technology and computer use
knowledge, and the obstacles or restrictions imposed on customers are not so great. In addition,
based on past research in the field of service marketing, Dholakia et al. (2009) suggest that the values
that customers obtain in the online brand community are also divided into functional and social val-
ues. Based on this notion, this study refers to those authors’ research to determine whether the value
needs of customers participating in online brand community interactions are cognitive value needs
and social value needs.

COGNITIVE VALUE NEEDS

Through an online brand community, companies provide customers with channels for interaction
with others. The interaction not only benefits the company, but also promotes customer perception.
Cognitive value is customers’ perceived increase in their own knowledge of product use and is an
important factor for customer involvement in the online brand community (Dholakia et al., 2009).
Customers in the online brand community obtain useful knowledge through continuous interaction
(McLure et al., 2000; Rothaermel, 2001) including product-related technologies and usage techniques.
The author of this study believes that the reason that a customer first participates in an online brand
community is usually for a specific purpose, which may be only known to the customer. Upon ob-
taining a satisfactory result, the customer’s knowledge of the product is increased, and the reason for
continued participation in the online brand community is to maintain identity as a community mem-
ber. In other words, customers perceive the value of information during community interactions
(Brodie et al., 2013). The cognitive process not only enhances knowledge about product use, but also
increases customer-business transaction awareness and reduces transaction costs (Burnham et al.,
2003; Chebat & Kollias, 2000). Cognitive value is a direct, information-based value that supports the
use of the product in question. Community members seek advice before buying, information about
potential problems, solutions, etc. (Dholakia et al., 2009). In a firm-hosted online brand community,
customer interactions are dedicated to solving other consumers’ problems (Wiertz & de Ruyter,
2007). With the development of cognitive value, customers gradually accumulate their own
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knowledge about products, making them more efficient in using products. Gray and Meister (2004)
point out that when individuals’ knowledge is rich, their cognitive framework will be correct, making
them more efficient in the future when they manipulate and apply their own knowledge.

The cognitive value of customer perception has a positive influence on engagement behaviors such
as product support activities in the online brand community in the future (S. Nambisan & Baron,
2009). Nolan et al. (2007) point out that individuals’ engagement with online brand communities is
based on perceived perceptions and interests that exceed perceived risk levels. Wirtz et al. (2013)
suggest that the factors driving customer engagement include functional benefits, avoidance of un-
certainty, information quality, and other external incentive stimuli. These factors are based on the
customer’s knowledge of product-related information. Customers’ acquisition of information en-
hances their knowledge of the product. According to the principle of reciprocity, customers who
meet the needs of cognitive values will in turn have an increased desire to help others (Dholakia et
al., 2004) and work more actively with others (Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2007). In addition, as custom-
ers accumulate a wealth of product knowledge, they may demonstrate their product knowledge and
problem solving skills through community interactions such as answering questions from others,
suggesting product/service improvements, and developing new product development opinions and
suggestions in order to gain self-efficacy through prestige or status and achievement (Harhoff et al.,
2003; Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014; McLure et al., 2000), and to promote a sense of community en-
gagement. Consumers who search for more brand-related information show a higher preference for
the specific brand (Loureiro et al., 2017). Therefore, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

H1: The cognitive value of the online brand community positively influences the customer commu-
nity engagement.

SOcCIAL VALUE NEEDS

In addition to providing product/service support, customer community interaction can also establish
and maintain social relationships (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006). The online brand community provides
customers with social opportunities with others such as sharing personal experiences, providing sug-
gestions and opinions, and generating new ideas. Customers engage in social relationships with other
members through community involvement and gain broader social and emotional value (Muniz &
O’Guinn, 2001) that this study refers to as social value. Social value is the social relationship that cus-
tomers establish over time with other customers in the online brand community (S. Nambisan, 2002).
This relationship brings a variety of values to customers, including enhanced awareness of belonging
and social identity (S. Nambisan, 2002). Previous studies on online brand communities have pointed
out that social interaction is an important factor for community members joining an online brand
community (Algesheimer et al., 2005) as well as a fundamental condition for the community becom-
ing a social group (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Thus, the social identity and relationship bring mean-
ingful social value to customers (Brodie et al., 2011; McAlexander et al., 2002). Community members
categorize themselves as part of the online brand community and are borne with a natural need for
belonging (Dholakia et al., 2009). Mutual understanding among members in the online brand com-
munity is necessary for quick access to information and advice. Quickly answering other people’s
questions in the online brand community, initiating new discussions, and providing suggestions about
the online brand community are all ways for customers to establish social networks. This kind of so-
cial network brings positive social value to community members such as increasing job search oppoz-
tunities, business opportunities, and greater access to prior innovative knowledge (Dholakia et al.,
2009).

Like cognitive value, customer-perceived social value also has a positive impact on future engage-
ment behaviors such as product support activities in the online brand community (S. Nambisan &
Baron, 2009). Customers who receive social support are more willing to collaborate with other cus-
tomers (Rosenbaum & Massiah, 2007). Social value leads to the behavior of helping others such as by
providing information (Dholakia et al., 2009) and actively participating in community activities (Bro-
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die et al., 2011; Doorn et al., 2010). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) note that customers’ willingness to
contribute to an online brand community is based mainly on venting negative emotions, altruism
(concern for others), self-enhancement, seeking advice, social benefits, economic benefits, platform
support, and helping companies, where social benefits have the strongest influence on customers.
Online information presented with high interactivity leads to more online engagement (Luarn et al.,
2015). Of all types of posts, social posts have the most comment activity (Luarn et al., 2015). In addi-
tion, engagement is quickly formed when customer interactive experiences (social) values and expec-
tations exceed the effort the customer puts in (Mollen & Wilson, 2010). The common experiences
make the community member feel a common identity, that is, community identification. Community
identification has a positive impact on the online brand community engagement (Hsu et al.,
2012).Community members often seek support through social dialogue (Dholakia et al., 2009), which
promotes connections between members and enhances members’ social value perception that in turn
enhances their engagement with online brand communities (Wirtz et al., 2013). Gvili and Levy (2018)
explore the eWOM (electronic word of mouth) from the perspective of social capital. For example,
Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) indicate that customers’ desire to establish relationships with compa-
nies and other customers promotes customer engagement. In addition, a social factor like reputation
(i.e., labels or badges) helps to increase consumet’s engagement (Hanson et al., 2019).Therefore, this
study proposes the following hypothesis:

H2: The social value of the online brand community positively influences the customer community
engagement.

BRAND SYMBOLISM

Symbolic value concerns people’s need to maintain their identity, strengthen their self-image, or ex-
press themselves (J. L. Aaker, 1997). More often than not, a brand’s symbolic value reflects a prod-
uct’s external characteristics and usually involves non-product related attributes. Rather, it involves
the customet’s potential social recognition, personal expression, and self-esteem needs (Orth & De
Marchi, 2007). Customers achieve external utility such as congregation, uniqueness, and prestige
through brand consumption. Brand symbolic value plays an important role in the formation of cus-
tomer brand preferences because it provides the customer with the brand’s self-expression and sym-
bolic value, thus facilitating the customer’s impression management (J. L. Aaker, 1999; Lautman,
1991). Homburg et al. (2015) suggest that symbolic value in the form of a brand’s functional value,
symbolic value, and aesthetic value has the strongest influence on customers’ purchase intentions and
word-of-mouth communication.

According to Vigneron and Johnson (2004), brand symbolic value can be divided into two types: in-
terpersonal influence and self-influence. At the type of interpersonal influence, the symbolic value of
consumer perception can be attributed to prestige value and social self-expression value; at the type
of self-influence, the symbolic value of consumer perception can be attributed to intrinsic self-value,
unique value, and hedonic value. Bauer and Hammerschmidt (2005) also suggest that brand symbol-
ism has both external and internal value with external value reflecting the brand user’s social status
and group membership. Brand value can also help the customer to create a unique personal image
and express the unique personality needs value. This view is basically similar to that of Vigneron and
Johnson (2004) that highlights the external social status of symbolic value and the individual’s intrin-
sic personality and unique value needs. When people promote their tastes through specific patterns
of consumption, they are promoting a symbolic boundary to confirm differences from the collective.
Therefore, there is an important social status demarcation between the social core and the periphery
(Mathwick et al., 2008). From this perspective, the brand symbol has both a value of “seeking com-
monality” with group ownership, and a “different” value that promotes uniqueness.

Customers generally think that high symbolic brands (such as high-grade goods and luxury goods)
provide better product and service quality and higher grades (J. L. Aaker, 1999). These brands are
symbols of social prestige and prominent status. Customers use high symbolic brands to demonstrate

73



Consumer Engagement in Online Brand Communities

supetriority of social identity and to distinguish themselves from others (D. A. Aaker, 1996). If more
people use the high symbolic brand, the customer will perceive the brand as a popular product and
no longer a symbolic, but a social attribute brand. As their perception of supetiority and uniqueness
is threatened, customers become less likely to advertise brands that make them unique, thus avoiding
others’ becoming consistent with themselves (Tian et al., 2001). The assumption of this study’s re-
searcher leading to hypothesis three is that in order to maintain their uniqueness, customers are gen-
erally reluctant to engage in word-of-mouth activities. Therefore, in the online brand community,
customers may not need more social interaction if they perceive the symbolic value of the brand to
be relatively high. Too much social interaction may cause customers to feel that many people are us-
ing the brand, and thus there are many similarities with others, and their reason for participation in
the online brand community is more likely to be obtaining relevant information about the product.
Therefore, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

H3: Brand symbolic value (a) positively moderates the relationship between cognitive value needs
and customer community engagement and (b) negatively moderates the relationship between social
value needs and customer community engagement.

CUSTOMER COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND BRAND RECOMMENDATION

The researcher of this study explored the impact of customer community engagement on brand rec-
ommendation intention in two ways. First, the researcher examined the direct effect of customer
community engagement on brand recommendation intention. Second, the researcher considered cus-
tomer community engagement as a mediator between community value (cognitive value and social
value) and brand recommendation intention.

The direct effect of customer community engagement on brand recommendation

Godes and Mayzlin (2009) reported that the effectiveness of traditional media advertising is declining
(especially for younger groups). Corporate managers are paying more attention to the role of word-
of-mouth communication among consumers in promoting brand building and sales (Kozinets et al.,
2010). In brand communities, the cost of word-of-mouth communication referrals is very low and
can be quickly disseminated both inside and outside of communities. Moreover, word-of-mouth rec-
ommendations have a positive effect (Brodie et al., 2013). Consumers gather in an online brand
community because of their common interests. They share and exchange experiences about the
brand. Consumers also put more trust in brand information provided by their peers as a basis for
decision-making (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Customer community engagement has a positive impact on
consumers’ continued use intention, word of mouth recommendation intention, and community ac-
tivity participation intention (Algesheimer & Dholakia, 2006; Algesheimer et al., 2005; Bagozzi &
Dholakia, 2006; Brodie et al., 2013; Mathwicket al., 2008; S. Nambisan & Baron, 2007). In an online
brand community, consumers gain both the cognitive value of a product or brand and the social val-
ue of community interaction (Brodie et al., 2011; McAlexander et al., 2002). Engaged consumers
have a positive effect on awareness and reputation of the brand and may disseminate information
about the company or brand (Doorn et al., 2010). Consumers perceive support from the online
brand community. The higher the consumer is engaged with the online brand community, the more
the consumer is willing to spread information by word of mouth (Le, 2018). Therefore, this study
proposes the following hypothesis:

H4: Customer community engagement has a positive influence on brand word-of-mouth communi-
cation referral intention.

The mediating role of customer community engagement

Baldus et al. (2015) define customer community engagement as “the intrinsic motive of customers’
interaction with online brand community.” This internal driving force inspires consumers to interact
with other members of an online brand community. Satisfaction of consumers’ needs of cognitive
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value and social value promotes their integration into brand communities. Regarding cognitive value,
according to the principle of reciprocity, consumers who have gained cognitive value from an online
brand community will in turn desire to help others (Dholakia et al., 2004). In addition, as consumers
have more knowledge of the brand or product, they may also help others (self-efficacy effects) (Har-
hoff et al., 2003; McLure et al., 2000). For example, the use of word-of-mouth communications such
as replies and micro-blogs to promote brand or product information encourages ot suggests to other
people to buy the same brand. Regarding social value, community members gain social support
through community interaction. As the interaction deepens, the relationship between community
members is strengthened, such that members of the community have a stronger perception of the
social value of the online brand community and often seek support through social dialogue (Dholakia
et al., 2009). This dialogue promotes the connection among members and enhances their social value
perception, thereby promoting the association of community members with the online brand com-
munity (Wirtz et al., 2013). Jaakkola and Alexander (2014) note that customers’ desire to build social
relationships with companies and with other customers will promote customer engagement, and the
sense of online brand community formed by the customer’s social value satisfaction in the online
brand community is conducive to customer behavior of blog publishing word-of-mouth communica-
tion referrals related to their experiences with the company. Therefore, this study proposes the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H5: Customer community engagement plays (a) a mediating role in the influence of cognitive value
on brand recommendations and provides (b) a social value on brand recommendations.

RESEARCH METHODS

This study examines relationships between online brand community, brand, and customer. The
community dimension includes the cognitive value and social value provided by the online brand
community. The brand dimension considers primarily the symbolism of the brand. The customer
dimension examines the perceive response of the customer to the online brand community. Taking
the dimensions together, the paper extracts the relationship between community value, customer
community engagement, and brand symbolism. This study uses data collection from questionnaire
surveys to design a quantitative research method.

SAMPLE

This study used online survey questionnaires to collect data from mobile phone users in China. Some
basic information of these mobile phone users is shown in Table 1. The reason for choosing this
group of consumers is that mobile phones have become very important in people’s lives and work,
and not just because of their communication value. As a result, people’s discussions about mobile
phones are also increasingly frequent. Many mobile phone companies have strengthened their inter-
action with customers through establishing an online brand community. Therefore, the mobile phone
online brand community appears suitable as a venue for user community experience.

An online questionnaire survey of mobile phone users was conducted to collect data on social value,
cognitive value, brand symbolism, customer community engagement, and brand recommendation.
All measurement items are showed in the Appendix. The brands of mobile phone include Apple,
Huawei, Samsung, OPPO, VIVO, MI, and Meizu. The researcher purchased a sample service of
WJX, an online survey company (www.wjx.cn), and WJX company distributed the questionnaire to
research participants. The WJX company randomly selected 240 subjects from their sample database
and then sent the questionnaire link to research participants’ mobile phones. As a preliminary step,
before answering the questionnaire, research participants were asked to report on their current mo-
bile phone brand, and whether or not they had any online brand community experience. Among the
240 research participants, the researcher excluded participants who lacked online brand community
experience or had invalid data to qualify for data collection. After the researcher excluded partici-
pants who did not qualify for data collection, only 203 qualified questionnaire surveys advanced to
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the data collection and analysis phase, which was the questionnaire recovery rate of 84.58%. Papers
with less than 200 research participants may be rejected by some editors (Barrett, 2007), and one
should endeavor to achieve a sample size above 100, preferably above 200 (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012). This
study sample size just met the requirements suggested by previous researchers. Since it is online sur-
vey, WJX automatically stores survey data in excel or SPSS format. Demographic characteristics and
mobile phone brands distribution are shown in Table 1. Research participants mostly used several
mainstream brands, such as Huawei, Xiaomi, Apple, and Samsung.

Control variables

Factors such as gender, age, and educational level of online brand community members may have
influenced behavior described in previous research (Huang et al., 2015; S. Nambisan & Baron, 2009);
this study takes gender, age, and education as control variables. In addition, in order to eliminate the
influence of the region, the participation includes residents of various regions of China as much as
possible. Finally, participants came from 24 provinces in China, as shown in Figure 2.

Table 1 Demographic characteristics and brand distribution

N % N %
ZTE 4 20 M 93 458
Gender
HTC 2 1.0 F 110 54.2
Lenovo 6 3.0 18—24 26 12.8
SONY 2 1.0 25—34 67 33.0
Huawei 61 ~ 30.0 |Age 35—44 93 458
MI 45 222 45-55 15 7.4
Brand 00 197 55- 2 10
Meizu 6 3.0 High schoolor 5 ¢
below
Samsung23 11.3 E duca Junior college 16 7.9
OPPO 10 49 tion Undergraduate 165 81.3
VIVO 3 1.5 Graduate 17 8.4

Other 1 1.0
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N Participants
29 2%
B Shandong H Belijing
2% B Guangdong B Shanghai
395 | Fujian B Hunan
A% | Hubei B Anhui
| Shannxi B Liaoning
| Jiangsu m| Hebei
| Sichuan B Chongqing
A% m Sharxi | Zhejiang
| Guangxi | Tianjin
4% | Jinagxi m lilin
o Xingjiang m Qinghai
4% M Henan = Heilongjiang

Figure 2 Regional distribution of participants

MEASURES

Variable measurement. This study deals primarily with five constructs: social value, cognitive value,
brand symbolism, customer community engagement, and brand recommendation. The questionnaire
items used to measure each construct come mainly from scales commonly used by other researchers.
In this research, each scale has three items. They are taken from the following sources: social value,
Dholakia et al. (2009); cognitive value, S. Nambisan and Baron (2009); brand symbolism, Homburg
et al. (2015); customer community engagement, Vivek (2009); and brand recommendation intention,
Maxham and Netemeyer (2002). The measures all consist of a 5-point Likert scale. A value of 1 indi-
cates disagree, 3 indicates hard to say, and 5 indicates agree. For all measurement items and survey
details, see Appendix.

MEASUREMENT MODEL

RELIABILITY

Reliability analysis generally has two aspects: internal consistency and composite reliability (CR). The
internal consistency of each construct was analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis (as shown in
Table 2). Cronbach « values of all constructs were above 0.70, indicating good internal consistency of
constructs. In addition, the CR value of the combined reliability index of all constructs was greater
than 0.829, indicating that the reliability of the combined constructs was relatively high.

Table 2 Constructs and items

Construct Item SFL
Social Value In the xx brand community, I get to know other 0.840
Cronbach people who are interested in xx brand.

«=0.735 The social aspects of the xx brand community are ~ 0.803
CR=0.850 important to me.

AVE=0.654 I enjoy communicating with other xx brand com-  0.782

munity members.
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Construct Item SFL
Cognitive Value Enhance my knowledge about the product andits ~ 0.798
Cronbach usage by xx brand community.

o=0.600 Obtain solutions to specific product-usage related ~ 0.717

CR=0.789 problems by xx brand community.

AVE=0.555 Enhance my knowledge about advances in prod- 0.716
uct, related products, and technology by xx brand
community.

Brand Symbol-  xx brand would help me in establishing a distinc- 0.836

ism tive image.

Cronbach xx brand would be helpful to distinguish myself 0.836

«=0.770 from the mass.

CR= 0.866 xx brand would accurately symbolize or express 0.807

AVE=0.683 my achievement.

Customer I like to know more about xx brand community. 0.825

Community I love to discuss with my friends at xx brand 0.783

Engagement .
community.

Cronbach - - - o

%=0.735 I enjoy belgg at xx brand community more whenI ~ 0.817
am interacting with others.

CR=0.850

AVE= 0.654

Brand Recom- I would recommend xx brand to my friends. 0.802

dI i

mend tntention =y would spread positive word-of-mouth about xx 0.787

Cronbach brand.

«=0.700 , _ .

If my friends were looking for mobile phone, then ~ 0.782

CR=0.833 I would tell them to try xx brand.

AVE= 0.625

Note : SFL, Standardized factor loading

VALIDITY

Different types of validity can be assessed including convergent validity (convergent validity tests that
constructs are expected to be related, in fact, are related) and discriminant validity (discriminant valid-
ity tests that constructs should have no relationship, in fact, do not have any relationship.). Regarding
convergent validity (SFL is used to test the convergence validity), as shown in Table 2, the factor
loading of all the items was greater than 0.716, and the various fitting indices of the model were
¥?=102.284,df=85,( 2 / df)=1.203, p<0.098, RMSEA=0.032, CFI = 0.984, NFI1=0.912, IF1=0.984,
GFI=0.938. The indicators are in line with the standards proposed by scholars, indicating that the
model has high convergence validity. In addition, a discriminant validity test was performed by com-
paring the square of the correlation coefficient between the average variance extraction value (AVE)
and the variables. As shown in Table 3, the average variance extraction value AVE of the five varia-
bles were all greater than 0.5. The AVE value of any latent variable was also greater than the square
of the correlation coefficient between it and other variables, indicating that the discriminant validity
between variables was relatively high. As noted above, CR (Construct Reliability) refers to the relia-
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bility of a combined vatiable. ACR value greater than 0.6 for a variable indicates that the intrinsic
quality of a model is good. The CR values of each latent variable in this paper are greater than or
equal to 0.789, indicating that the model reliability is good. (When the value is higher than 0.70, it
indicates that the variable has better construct reliability.)

Table 3 Correlation matrix

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 mean STD AVE CR
1. Cognitive Value 0.745 4.076 0.566 0.555 0.789
2. Social Value 0.51270.809 392 0.629 0.654 0.850
3. Customer Community  [0.5910.706™*0.809 4.028 0.663 0.654 0.850
Engagement

4. Brand Symbolism 0.336"70.550.543""  0.826 3.706  0.763 0.683 0.866
5. Brand Recommend Inten-0.5540.4570.502"" 0.454** 0.791 4.177 0.568 0.625 0.833
tion

Note: **p<0.01

COMMON METHOD VARIANCE

This paper used two methods to test for a possible homogeneity bias problem. First, the Harman
single factor test assumes that if there is methodological variation then the first un-rotated factor ac-
counts for most of the variance when exploratory factor analysis is performed on all items containing
all constructs. (>50%). In this paper, after the Harman single factor test was conducted, the first un-
rotated factor variance interpretation rate was 40.40%, indicating that there are no any common
method bias problems in this study data. Second, it is generally believed that if correlation coeffi-
cients of constructs are greater than 0.9, any common method bias is more serious. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, the largest correlation coefficient is 0.709. The two methods suggest the lack of a serious
common method bias problem in this research paper.

RESULTS

HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Table 4 shows results of model testing of the study’s hypotheses. Model 1 is the impact of the con-
trol variables on customer community engagement. Model 2 is the influence of the independent vari-
able (cognitive value and social value) on customer community engagement. According to the data
in Table 4, cognitive value (8=0.199, p <0.01) and social value (3=0.361, p <0.01) had a positive ef-
fect on customer community engagement; thus, H1 and H2 are supported. Customer community
engagement (8 = 0.137, p <0.01) had a positive effect on brand recommendation; thus, H4 was sup-
ported.
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Table 4 Model test result

DV : Customer Community Engagement DV : Brand Recommend
Intention
Model 1 Model2 Model3  Model4 Model5 Model6  Model7

Control Variable
Gender 0.049 0.049 0.055 0.042 -0.080 -0.019 -0.029
Age 0.173%** 0.083%** 0.082**  (.055 0.095**  (0.00900  -0.008
Education 0.103 -0.043 -0.058 -0.053 0.078 -0.0260  -0.017
Main effect
Cognitive Value 0.199**% 0.190%**  (,233%%* 0.271%x%  (,230%%*
Social Value 0.361*%% 0.292%*x%  (,200%%* 0.126***  (.051
Brand Symbolism 0.135%**  (,128%**
Interaction effect
Cognitive Valuex Brand Symbolism 0.024
Social Valuex Brand Symbolism -0.102%**
R Square 0.054 0.584 0.612 0.645 0.031 0.438 0.466
Adjusted R Square 0.040 0.573 0.600 0.630 0.016 0.424 0.450
F 3.777 55.22 51.55 44.04 2.097 30.75 28.49
N 203 203 203 203 203 203 203

Note : *The coefficient is the normalized value; ** statistically significant with p=<0.05;
*FEstatistically significant with p=<0.01

MEDIATION EFFECT

This study also examines the mediating effects of customer community engagement as found in pre-
vious studies using the method promoted by R. Baron and Kenny (1986). First, the independent var-
iable and the dependent variable are regressed, and the regression coefficient is the premise of the
intermediary test. Second, when the regression coefficient is significant in the first step, the inde-
pendent variables are regressed to the intermediary variables. A significant regression coefficient indi-
cates that the independent variables have influence on the intermediaty variables. Finally, the inde-
pendent variable and the mediating variable are returned to the dependent variable at the same time.
A mediating effect appears to exist if (a) the mediator variable is significant for the dependent varia-
ble, and (b) the regression coefficient of the independent variable is not significant for the dependent
variable, and (c) the factor is significantly smaller than the coefficient for the dependent variable to
directly return to the dependent variable. The results of the mediation tests in this paper are shown in
Models 2, 6, and 7 in Table 4. Model 6 shows that the regression coetficients of cognitive value, so-
cial value, and brand recommendation were significant, and there is a basis for further mediation test-
ing. Model 7 shows that after joining customer community engagement, the regression coefficient of
cognitive value to brand recommendation remained significant, but its regression coefficient value
was reduced by 0.041. The Sobel test resulted in a Sobel Test value of 4.851 (p<<0.00). The results
show that customer community engagement played a part in the intermediary role. Therefore, H5a is
verified. Finally, after joining customer community engagement, the regression coefficient of the so-
cial value to the brand recommendation was not significant, indicating that customer community en-
gagement played a full intermediary role. H5b is also verified.
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MODERATING EFFECT

Before conducting the moderating effect test, this paper first centralized the independent variable
(cognitive value and social value) and the proposed moderating variable (brand symbolism) to reduc-
ing any problem of multicollinearity. Regression results showed that brand symbolism (3=0.135, p
<0.01) added in Model 3 itself had a positive impact on the customer community engagement. Model
4 involves an interaction item; brand symbolism had no significant effect on the relationship between
cognitive value and customer community engagement, and cognitive value x brand symbol (3=0.024,
p >0.1). H3a was not supported. Brand symbolism appeared to negatively regulate the relationship
between social value and customer community engagement, and social value x brand symbolism (3=-
0.102, p < 0.01). H3b was supported.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Customer community engagement goes beyond purchasing (Doorn et al., 2010) and is an interactive
experience for customers (Brodie et al., 2013). Businesses establish online brand community via the
Internet and social media to facilitate interaction between customers and brands, and customers and
customers; it also promotes an emotional relationship between customers and brands. The interactive
nature of the online brand community stimulates behaviors that are beneficial to businesses and oth-
er customers beyond the purchase behavior, such as word-of-mouth communication, reviews, help-
ing others, product improvement suggestions, and new product development ideas. This study ex-
plored the factors that affect customer community engagement as well as the circumstances under
which these factors are conducive to or inhibit customer’s community engagement.

First, influenced by previous research studies; this study divided customers’ interaction objectives in
the online brand community into product-based activities and community-based (social) interactions
(Chang et al., 2015; Dholakia et al., 2009; S. Nambisan & Baron, 2009; Wang & Ma, 2013). For the
customer, the two forms of interaction produce different interactive value needs. Product-based ac-
tivities are based on the customer’s cognitive needs, and community (social) interactions are based on
the customer’s social needs. Customers’ participation reflects these two needs (S. Nambisan & Baron,
2009). According to this study’s empirical analysis, customer demands for cognitive value and social
value have a positive effect on customer community engagement. The higher the level of connection
between customers and online brand community, the greater the interaction of the customer in the
online brand community and the more the user-generated word-of-mouth communication infor-
mation. Regarding their cognitive value needs, customers obtain knowledge about the product from
the online brand community and become more efficient in using or processing the product. Based on
the principle of reciprocity and in order to use their expertise to enhance their position in the online
brand community, customers are more likely to respond to other people’s problems, propose prod-
uct improvements, and provide development opinions and suggestions. In addition, as interaction in
the online brand community develops and deepens, customers gradually gain the recognition of oth-
ers, establish close friendships, and expand their social networks. In order to maintain the relation-
ships or responsibilities among friends, customers may also engage in behaviors such as mutual assis-
tance, cooperation, and word-of-mouth communication. The results of further mediation tests sug-
gest that customer community engagement plays a partial intermediary role in the relationship be-
tween community perceived value and brand recommendation, and it plays a role in the mediation of
community social value and brand recommendation.

Second, this study introduces brand symbol factors to analyze under what circumstances customers’
two community value needs will be affected by the customer community relationship. According to
the results, brand symbolism has no significant moderating effect on the relationship between cogni-
tive value and customer community engagement, but it has a negative effect on the relationship be-
tween social value and customer community engagement. For a product with a relatively high tech-
nological content such as a mobile phone, no matter how symbolic the brand, little difference occurs
between brands in the consumer’s pursuit of cognitive value such as product features and usage
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methods. Therefore, this study’s researcher concludes that the symbolic level of the brand does not
have a significant difference in the moderating effect of the relationship between cognitive value and
customer community engagement. However, if a brand with high symbolic value represents higher
social status and prestige value, customers may use this brand symbolism to confirm their uniqueness
and superiority and those of other users. If, however, customers perceive that more people using the
brand or the brand experience, they may feel that their similarity with others is high or that the brand
has become a popular brand. Therefore, many customer interactions in the online brand community
may reduce the customer’s perception of brand prestige value and uniqueness. At this point, the val-
ue appeal of customers participating in the online brand community may become more about the
cognitive value of product knowledge rather than the secking of social value. Therefore, online brand
community and brand symbolism that embody social value is increased, and the relationship between
customer community behavior/attitude is inhibited rather than matched.

CONCLUSION

MARKETING SIGNIFICANCE

This study has practical significance for businesses. First, in practice, the value of consumers is not
only limited to purchases, but also reflected in the value of recommendations and sharing. Compa-
nies may utilize engagement indicators to measure the customers’ future value. Second, before devel-
oping an online brand community, companies might clarify the customers’ perception of the brand
image; for example, whether it is high symbolic or low symbolic; or whether the functional value is
important. Third, companies can manage and control the types and interactive styles of community
information by clarifying the characteristics of information generation and transmission and specific
website functions. Enterprises can decide the type of value provided by the online brand community
to match their own brand symbolism, thereby making the online brand community more successful.
In other words, companies can manipulate the information type (social or cognitive) in the online
brand community and establish relevant rules of behavior to confirm whether it is beneficial to cog-
nitive needs or social needs for customers. A specific website (community) function could facilitate
the company’s managing the community without too much involvement in the customer interaction,
so as to avoid interfering with customers’ free interaction in the online brand community. For exam-
ple, for high symbolic brands, the online brand community should use information that is formally
related to the use of products or brands, maintenance and upgrading, and innovation to solve prob-
lems, and reduce social entertainment. In addition, the online brand community design is based prin-
cipally on simple style which can satisfy the display and reception of information as well as replies.
Relatively speaking, for a symbolically low brand, the information features do not need to be over-
restricted, and the design of the online brand community should include rich functions to satisfy cus-
tomers’ social interaction needs.

In general, brands with high social value are not suitable for creating communities that emphasize
social interaction, which in turn reduces the symbolic value of the brand. Interaction between peers
may reduce the symbolic value of the pursuit of social distance. Therefore, the most appropriate
online brand community for a brand with high social symbolic values is vertical display (such as
Weibo show off).

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH PROSPECTS

This study used mobile phone users and cross-sectional data. Future research should expand the
populations studied and further explore the impact of customer community values and brand rec-
ommendation intentions from a dynamic perspective. In addition, this study investigated the cogni-
tive and social values of an online brand community as a whole. According to S. Nambisan and Bar-
on (2009), however, personal values and entertainment values also appeal to customers in online
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brand communities. Future, studies may further subdivide customer community value needs to ad-
dress additional impacts on the customer community.
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APPENDIX

Dear Madam / Sir,

We are conducting a survey of consumer community interactions with mobile phone products
online. Please make a corresponding evaluation of XX MOBILE PHONE and its online community
based on your experience using XX MOBILE PHONE and your experience in participating in the
XX MOBILE PHONE online brand community. The data collected in this survey is only used for
academic research and will not be identified separately. Please rest assured to fill it out.

Thank you for your cooperation!
First Part

The mobile phone brand you are using is:

ZTE 1
HTC 2
Lenovo 3
SONY 4
Huawei 5
MI 6
Apple 7
Meizu 8
Samsung 9
Le 10
OPPO 11
VIVO 12
Honor 13
Other brand 14

Do you have any experience in the XX online brand community, such as posting, browsing, and re-
plying to posts.

Yes, I do 1

No, I don’t 2
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Second Part

Pan

Note: The XX brand mentioned in the following questions refers to the mobile phone brand you are

using.

1. Based on your experience in the XX online brand community, to what extent do you agree with

the following statement?

Disagree Agree
xx brand would help me in establishing a distinctive 1 5 3 4 5
image.
xx brand would be helpful to distinguish myself from

1 2 3 4 5
the mass.
xx brand would accurately symbolize or express my 1 5 3 4 5

achievement.

2. Based on your experience in the XX online brand community, to what extent do you agree with

the following statement?

Disagree Agree
In the xx brand community, I get to know other peo-
. . 1 2 3 4 5
ple who are interested in xx brand.
The social aspects of the xx brand community are im- | 5 3 4 5
portant to me.
I enjoy communicating with other xx brand communi- 1 5 3 4 5

ty members.

3. Based on your experience in the XX online brand community, to what extent do you agree with

the following statement?

Disagree Agree

Enhance my knowledge about the product and its us-

. 1 2 3 4 5
age by xx brand community.
Obtain solutions to specific product-usage related

. 1 2 3 4 5

problems by xx brand community.
Enhance my knowledge about advances in product,
related products, and technology by xx brand commu- | 1 2 3 4 5

nity.

4. Based on your experience in the XX online brand community, to what extent do you agree with

the following statement?

Disagree Agree
I like to know more about xx brand community. 1 2 3 4 5
1 .love to discuss with my friends at xx brand commu- | 5 3 4 5
nity.
I enjoy being at xx brand community more when I am 1 5 3 4 5

interacting with others.
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5. How likely are you to recommend someone to use a XX online brand phone in the future?

Disagree

Agree

I would recommend xx brand to my friends.

1

5

I would spread positive word-of-mouth about xx

brand.

5

If my friends were looking for mobile phone, then I
would tell them to try xx brand.

Third Part

1. You are a

Boy

Girl

2. Your age is

Under 18 years

18 —24 years

25— 34 years

35—44 years

45-55 years

Over 50 years

SN | A LN

3. Your education level is

High school or below

Junior college

Undergraduate

Graduate

B SN I SN
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