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Abstract

Social media usage in the world and especially in Pakistan has a high growth due to which
it (social media) has a potential of becoming an effective marketing tool. Despite its compar-
atively low cost and significance, marketers are not effectively utilizing social media. Thus the
aim of this study is to measure the influence (effect) of four social variables: social capital,
trust, homophily and interpersonal influence on electronic word of mouth (eWOM) communi-
cation. The sample size for the study is 300 and preselected enumerator’s collected the data
from the leading shopping malls of the city.

Although the scales and measures adopted for this study have been earlier validated in oth-
er countries, however the same were re-ascertained on the present set of data. After prelimi-
nary analysis including normality and validity the overall model was tested through Structural
Equation Model (SEM). This was carried out in two stages - initially CFA for all the constructs
was ascertained which was followed by CFA of the overall model.

Developed conceptual framework was empirically tested on the present set of data in Pa-
kistan which adequately explained consumer attitudinal behavior towards electronic word of
mouth (eWOM) communication. Three hypotheses failed to be rejected and one was rejected.
Trust was found to be the strongest predictor of electronic word of mouth (eWOM) communi-
cation, followed by homophily and social capital. Interpersonal influence has no relationship
with electronic word of mouth (eWOM) communication. The results were consistent to earlier
literature. Implication for markers was drawn from the results.
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1. Introduction on the relationships depicted in the concep-
Social marketing networks due to their tual framework. Subsequently, methodolo-
popularity and a high growth trend have be- gy is discussed followed by results contain-
come an important communication medium ing SEM model and other requried output.
(S. Li & Li, 2014). But still marketers world After discussion and conclusion sections li-
over and in Pakistan are not utilizing them mation, and implications for marketers are
efficiently and effectively (Khan & Bhatti, discussed.
2012). Social media is not a substitute to .
traditional advertising medium, as tradition- 2. Literature Review
al medium is still required to create interest 2.1. Electronic Word-of-mouth (eWOM)
and induce trial (Chu & Choi, 2011) (S. Li & Communication
Li, 2014). Marketers and social scientists pay spe-
cial attention to interpersonal communi-
Social media coupled with electronic cation as it significantly changes consumer
word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication attitude and behavior (C. M. Cheung & Tha-
is very effective and efficient in changing dani, 2010). A bulk of literature is available
consumers’ attitude and behavior towards on the power of word-of-mouth (WOM)
a product and/or brand (Zhang, Craciun, & communication and its effects on brand
Shin, 2010). As compared to word-of-mouth image, brand loyalty and purchase inten-
communication(WOM) communication, tion (Bauernschuster, Falck, & Woessmann,
electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) adver- 2011) (Gil de Zudiga et al., 2012). With the
tising is faster, swifter and has a global reach advent and popularity of social media, it
(Gil de Zuniga, Jung, & Valenzuela, 2012). In  has also become a medium for the word-of-
view of its significance from marketing per- mouth (WOM) communication more com-
spective, it is important to investigate the monly known as electronic word-of-mouth
determinants that affect electronic word- (ewWOM) (C. M. Cheung & Thadani, 2010).
of-mouth (eWOM) communication (Aiello et Electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) commu-
al., 2012) (M. Y. Cheung, Luo, Sia, & Chen, nication refers to all the comments, opinions
2009). Thus the aim of this study is to mea- communicated by current, past or potential
sure the effect of amophily, social capital, in- users through social media (Hennig-Thurau,
terpersonal influence and trust on electron- Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004).
ic word-of-mouth communication (eWOM)

by extending the conceptual framework Traditional word-of-mouth (WOM) and
developed by Chu (2009) in a non-western electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) com-
environment like Pakistan. munication although have some common

attributes, but they differ significantly in

The rest of the paper is structured as several aspects (C. M. Cheung & Thadani,
follows; initially electronic word-of-mouth 2010). The communication process in elec-
(eWOM) is discussed followed by discussions  tronic-word-of-mouth (e WOM) communica-
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tion is swifter and effective than tradition- OIS
al word-of-mouth (WOM) communication. Conceptual Framework

Additionally, the interaction in traditional
word-of-mouth(WOM) communication is
restricted to a small group, whereas in elec-
tronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) the audi-
ence is large and global (Steffes & Burgee,
2009). The impact of electronic word-of-
mouth (eWOM) communication is stronger
due to its accessibility. Additionally, the text
based communications remains on the in-
ternet archives for a longer period (Hung &
Li, 2007) (Sen & Lerman, 2007). Another im-
portant aspect of electronic word-of-mouth
(eWOM) communication is that it can be eas-
ily measured and documented (Chatterjee,
2001). In case of traditional word-of-mouth
(WOM) communication, the creditability
of the senders can be established whereas
no such provision is available in electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication (C.
M. Cheung & Thadani, 2010).

Social Capital

2.2.1. Social Capital and Electronic Word-
of-mouth (eWOM)

Social capital refers to social relationships
of all the individuals who access social social
media sites (Gil de Zufiga et al., 2012). It is
inclusive of bondage and linkage (Chu & Kim,
2011). Higher intensity of bondages and link-
ages (social capital) has a stronger influence
on electronic word of (eWOM) communica-
tion (Chu & Kim, 2011) (Stephen & Lehmann,
2008). Social media in essence is a social
community mainly used for enhancing busi-
ness, personal and social life (Oh, Labianca,
& Chung, 2006) (Putnam, 1993). The shared
norms, exchange of ideas by friends (social
capital) through social media affects elec-
tronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communica-
tion (Bauernschuster et al., 2011) (Bearden
& Etzel, 1982a) (Coleman, 2000). While mea-
suring the effect of social capital on elec-
tronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communi-
cation, it was found that the relationship of
of senders and receivers significantly affects
the consumer attitude and behavior in gen-
eral and particularly towards a brand or/and
product (M. Y. Cheung et al., 2009) (Kiecker &

Research

2.2. Conceptual Framework

Previous section contains a comparative
discussion on word-of-mouth (WOM) and
electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) commu-
nications. In the following sections a portion
of the conceptual framework developed
by Chu (2009) has been used in Pakistan’s
scenario. (Refer to Figure 2.1). The relation-
ships of social capital, trust, homophily and
interpersonal relationships with electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM) communications
and derived hypotheses are discussed in the
following section.
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Cowles, 2002) (Park & Kim, 2009). Addition- (Leonard & Onyx, 2003). Consequently these
ally, this relationship also affects consum- interactions enhance the creditability of so-
er’s pre and post evaluation of products and cial media sites which means a higher effect
brands (Goldenberg, Libai, & Muller, 2001) on electronic word (eWOM) communication
(Litvin, Goldsmith, & Pan, 2008) (Price & Fe- (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) (Robert Jr, Den-
ick, 1984). Others while elaborating on the nis, & Ahuja, 2008). Consumers past expe-
effect of social capital on electronic world of rience with a social site also plays a critical
mouth (eWOM) communication observed rolein developing and maintaining trust with
that social media helps their users to fulfill it (Jansen, Zhang, Sobel, & Chowdury, 2009).
their needs such as validating information, Literature also suggests that trust on social
building and maintaining social relationships media plays a key role in promoting electron-
(Chu & Kim, 2011) (Stephen & Lehmann, ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication
2008). Thus it has been hypothesized: (Chu, 2009a) (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Thus the
following hypothesis has been generated.
H1: Social capital positively effects elec-

tronic  word-of-mouth ~ communication H1: Trust has a positive effect on electron-
(eWOM). ic word-of-mouth communication (eWOM).

2.2.2. Trust and Electronic Word-of-mouth

(eWOM) Communication 2.2.3. Homophily and Electronic Word-of-
Trust is an another critical variable that mouth (eWOM)
promotes electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) Homophily is an another antecedent that

communication on social media sites (Chu, effects electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM)
2009a). In the context of trust, users expect communication on social media (Kawakami,
that social media sites will provide an hon- Kishiya, & Parry, 2013). In essence it is the
est, creditable and cooperative interaction level of similarity between message receiv-
(P. P. Li, 2007) (Rahn & Transue, 1998). er, sender and social media (Kawakami et
al., 2013) (Kwak, Lee, Park, & Moon, 2010).

Several studies while exploring the ef- Homophilous consumers, more often than
fect of trust on electronic word-of-mouth not, voluntarily provide personal informa-
(eWOM) communication suggested that a tion with the objective of developing social
higher level of trust between consumers and networking with individuals that have simi-
social media leads to more interactive com- lar needs, social life style, and consumption
munication (Chu, 2009a) (Pigg & Crank, 2004) behavior (Aiello et al., 2012) (M. Y. Cheung
(Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Trust towards a social et al., 2009). Consequently, they feel more
media site plays a significant role in attracting conformable in exchanging advices and in-
consumers for dissemination of information formation which of course is an electronic
and knowledge, which in essence is electron- word of (eWOM) communication. Social me-
ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication dia forums such as research, health and en-
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tertainments have played a significant role in
promoting the relationship of homophily and
electronic word of (eWOM) communication
(Brown & Reingen, 1987) (Dellande, Gilly, &
Graham, 2004) (Feldman & Spencer, 1965).

Studies on this relationship found that
that perceptual homophily has a positive
effect and demographic homophily has a
negative effect on electronic word-of-mouth
(eEOM) communication (Gilly, Graham, Wolf-
inbarger, & Yale, 1998). Other studies, while
investigating the influence of homophily on
electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) com-
munication found that the creditability and
homophily are the two fundamental aspects
which consumers consider for selecting so-
cial forum (Wang, Walther, Pingree, & Haw-
kins, 2008)

Social networking sites thus are able to at-
tract homophlious consumers with common
interests for conveying product informa-
tion and creating electronic word-of-mouth
eWOM communication (Thelwall, 2009). Lit-
erature also suggests that social media users
with a higher level of perceived homophily
will have a stronger participation and effect
on electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) com-
munication (Chu & Choi, 2011) (Chu & Kim,
2011). Thus it has been postulated that:

H3: Homophily positively effects electron-
ic word-of-mouth communication (eWOM).

2.2.4. Interpersonal Influence and Elec-
tronic Word-of-mouth (eWOM)

Researchers since decades have suggest-
ed that interpersonal influences significantly
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affect consumer’s decision making. Thus in-
terpersonal influence also affects consumer
behavior through social media (Bearden &
Etzel, 1982b) (D’Rozario & Choudhury, 2000).
Interpersonal influence could be normative
or informative. Normative consumers are in-
fluenced by the peer groups, whereas infor-
mative consumers seek information from the
experts prior to making their purchase deci-
sion (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955).

Consumer vulnerability to interpersonal
influence (Bearden & Etzel, 1982b) plays a
significant role in explaining social relation-
ships and electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM)
communication (Chu, 2009a) (McGuire,
1968). Normative and informative influence
despite being two different constructs affect
electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) behav-
ior on social media sites, collectively and
individually (Chu, 2009a). Informative con-
sumers are generally attracted to those so-
cial media sites which transmit informative
values, whereas normative consumers pre-
fer those social media sites which promote
relationship and social networking (Laroche,
Kalamas, & Cleveland, 2005).

Thus both normative and informative
influence affects electronic word (eWOM)
communication on social networking sites.
Literature also suggests that both informa-
tive and normative consumers utilize net-
working sites as a media for electronic word
(eWOM) communication (Chu, 2009a) (Laro-
che et al., 2005). Thus it can be argued that:

H4: Interpersonal influence positively ef-
fects electronic word-of-mouth communica-
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tion (eWOM). tion Modeling. (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
3. METHODOLOGY Additionally for undefined population the

The conceptual framework developed and  suggested sample size is 285 (Kline, 2005).
discussed in earlier section comprised of four Thus 300 sample size used in this study is
exogenous models which are social capital, appropriate. In terms of gender 180(60%)
trust, interpersonal influence, and homoph- Wwere male and 120 (40%) were female and
ily, and one endogenous model electronic their age ranged from 19 to 60 years (M =
word-of-mouth (eWOM). The methodology 22.25, SD = 2.78). In terms of marital status,
adopted for testing the model is discussed in 120 (40%) were single and 180 (60%) were

the following sections. married. In terms of profession, 90 (30%)
were students, 210 (70 %) were employed.
Procedure In terms of education, 90 (30%) had educa-

The data was collected by preselected tion up to secondary school certificate (SSC),
enumerators though mall intercepts meth- 105 (35%) had a higher education certificate
od. This procedure was adopted as the con- (HSC), 75 (25%) had bachelor’s degrees, and
sumers who congregate to malls were the the rest 45 (15%) had at least master’s de-
target audience. The questionnaire for the 8ree.
survey was self-administered. Initially, a pre-
test of the questionnaire was carried out to Measures:
see the wording, flow of the questions and
to check social desirability issue. Social desir- Social Capital Scale:
ability issue is an imported issue in the Asian Social capital refers to social relation-
context, and if not pretested could adversely ships in social media sites (Gil de Zufiga et
affects the results. Based on the inputs re- al., 2012). Social capital scale in this study is
ceived, required rectifications were made. based on two factors: bridging social capi-
Additionally, the enumerators attended a tal (three items) and bonding social capital
training session in which the objectives and (three items) all taken from the social capital
purpose were explained to them and their measure developed by Chu (2009). Reliabil-
queries were also attended. The responded ities for social capital in previous research
who participated in pretests were not part of was .87, and for bonding social capital was

the main survey. .84 (Chu, 2009b). The respondents rated the
statements on a scale of seven (very high
Sample agreement) and one (very low agreement).

Three hundred and thirty respondents Average mean score of the six items reflects
of all groups were approached and 300 re- respondent’s level of social capital.
sponded on voluntary basis. The response
rate was 90%. The sample size was higher Trust Scale
than the minimum sample size suggested by Trust refers to expectation of honest and
some for studies based on Structural Equa- cooperative behavior that conforms to the
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norms of the community (Rahn & Transue, Interpersonal influence in previous research
1998). Trust measure (scale) for this paper ranged 0.94 to 0.94 (Chu, 2009b). The re-
has been adopted from trust measure (scale) spondents rated the statements on a scale of
developed by Chu (2009). The reliability of seven (very high agreement) and one (very
the trust measure was 0.93 (Chu, 2009b). low agreement). Average mean score of the
The respondents rated the statements on eight items reflects respondent’s level of in-
a scale of seven (very high agreement) and terpersonal influence.

one (very low agreement). Average mean

score of the six items reflects respondent’s Electronic Word-of-mouth (eWOM) Scale

level of trust scale. Electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) for
the present study has three factors which
Homophily Scale: are opinion leadership, opinion seeking and

Homophily refers similarity and traits pass along behavior with six items all taken
and attributes between individuals who in- from the measure developed by Chu (2009).
teracts with each other (Aiello et al., 2012). Reliability of the Electronic word-of-mouth
Homophily scale in this study has four fac- (eWOM) ranged 0.68 to 0.93 (Chu, 2009b).
tors attitude, background and morality, and The respondents rated the statements on
appearance. In all there were eight items in a scale of seven (very high agreement) and
homophily scale two from each factor, allad- one (very low agreement). Average mean
opted from the measure(scale) developed by score of the eight items reflects respondent’s
Chu (2009). The reliability of the homophily level of electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM)
scale ranged 0.85 to 0.89 (Chu, 2009b). The communication.
respondents rated the statements on a scale
of seven (very high agreement) and one Data Analysis Technique

(very low agreement). Average mean score Two software SPSS-v19 and AMOS-v18
of the eight items reflects respondent’s level have been used in this study. The former has
of homophily. been used for reliability, descriptive and nor-

mality analyses and the later for testing the
Interpersonal Influence endogenous model and derived hypotheses

Influence of others refers to normative (D. Byrne, London, & Reeves, 1968) (Cabal-
(peers) and informative (experts) influ- lero, Lumpkin, & Madden, 1989).The benefit
ences on consumers attitude and behav- of using Structural Equation Model (SEM) is
ior. (Bearden & Etzel, 1982b) (D’Rozario & that it has the capacity for assessing theo-
Choudhury, 2000). Interpersonal influence ries and testing derived hypotheses simul-
scale for this study has been adopted from taneously (Hair Jr, Black, Babin, Anderson,
from the measure (scale) developed by (Chu, & Tatham, 2010). The fitness of the model
2009b). The scale for this study has two fac- was improved based on the following crite-
tors which are informative (three items) and ria: Standardized Regression Weight of la-
normative (three items). Reliability of the tent variables > 0.40; Standardized Residual
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Covariance < 2.58 and Modification Index < sequently descriptive analyses were carried
10 (Barbara M Byrne, 2013) (Joreskog & Sor- for ascertaining internal consistently and
bom, 1988). univariate normality. Summarized results are
presented in Table-4.2.

Fit Measures

In this study we have reported six indices Table-4.2 shows that reliably of social cap-
for measuring the fitness of SEM model. Two ital was the highest (a= 0.96, M= 3.48, SD=
indices were selected from absolute catego- 1.06) followed by electronic word-of-mouth
ry, three from relative and another two from (eWOM) (a=.94, M= 3.6, SD=1.03), inter per-

parsimonious (Refer to Table-4.1) sonal influence (a=.0.92, M= 3.70, SD=0.88),

homophily (a=.89, M= 3.58, SD= 0.96) and
4. RESULTS trust (a=.88, M= 3.55, SD= 0.04). Since these
Descriptive and Reliability of Initial Con- reliabilities are greater than 0.70, therefore
structs internal consistency on the present set of

Normality of the data was ascertained data is established (Leech, Barrett, & Mor-
through standardized Z-Score. All the three 8an, 2005). Skewness and Kurtosis values
hundred cases were within the acceptable ranged between #3.5, which further rein-
range of + 3.5 (Huang, Lee, & Ho, 2004). Sub- forces that constructs fulfill the requirement

Fit indices reported in this study

Categories Ahbsolute Relative Parsimonious
Fit Indices X2 x2/df CFl NFI [FI PNFI PCFI
Criteria Low <50 >90 >09 >0095 > (050 >0.50

Note. x2 = Chi Square; x2/df= Relative Chi Sq; CFl= Comparative Fit Index, NFI- Normed Fixed
Index; IFl= Incremental Fixed Index, PNFI= Parsimonious Fit Index, PCFl is Parsimonious Fit Index.

Descriptive and Reliahility of Initial Constructs

Mean Std.Dev. Skewness Kurtosis Variance Reliability

Social Capital 3.48 1.06 -0.70 -0.28 1.12 0.96
Trust 3.55 0.84 -0.71 0.84 .70 0.88
Homophily 3.58 0.96 -0.40 2.40 93 0.89
Inter Per. Influence 3.70 0.88 -0.82 0.58 78 0.92
Elect. Word of Mouth 3.60 0.92 -1.03 0.68 .85 0.94
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of univariate normality (B.M Byrne, 2001) loading of all indicator variables loading are

(Hair Jr et al., 2010). at least 0.40 (Refer to Figure 4.2). Thus it is
inferred that the data fulfill convergent va-
Bivariate Correlation lidity requirements (Hsieh & Hiang, 2004)

Inter item correlation was carried out to (Shammout, 2007).

check whether the variables are separate

and distinct concepts or not. The summa- Uniqueness of the variables was test-
rized results depicted in Table 4.3 show that ed through Discriminant validity (Hair et al.
none of the inter-item correlation is greater 2010) by comparing the square root of aver-
than 0.90 (Kline, 2005) thus indicating that age variance extracted (AVE) with the square
all the variables/ constructs used in this correlation coefficient. The summarized
study are separate and distinct and do not results depicted in Table 4.4 show that the

have Multicollinearity issues. values of average variance extracted is lesser
than square of all possible pairs of constructs
Construct Validity therefore the variables are unique and dis-

Construct validity is necessary if instru- tinct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981)
ment developed in one country is adopted
and administered in other country (Bhard- 1) Diagonal entries show the square-root
waj, 2010). Since the instrument used in this of average variance extracted by the con-
study has also been adopted therefore con- struct (2) Off-diagonal entries represent the
struct validity has been ascertained through variance shared (squared correlation) be-
convergent and discriminant validity (Bhard- tween constructs
waj, 2010). CFA results (Refer to Table 4.5)
show that most of indices outputs exceed Confirmatory Factor Analysis

prescribed criteria. Additionally the factor In CFA the factors and items (indicators)
Correlation

Social Capital 1.00

Int. Influence 0.46 1.00

Trust 0.55 0.61 1.00

Homophily 0.47 0.48 0.58 1.00

Electronic Word of Mouth 0.63 0.54 0.70 0.7 1.00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (i-tailed)
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are tested based on theory thereforeitisalso als are below +2.58 confirming the fitness of

known as a test for measuring theories (Hair each CFA model (Hair Jr. et al., 2007).

et al, 2006, p. 747). The summarized CFA re-

sults of the four constructs are presented in  Overall Model

Table 4.4. The tested model has four exogenous

variables including social capital, trust, ho-

Table 4.5 above shows that the fit indices mophily, and interpersonal influence and

exceed the prescribed criteria. Additional- one endogenous variable electronic word-

ly, factor loading of indicator variables are of-mouth communication (eWOM) (Refer to

greater than 0.40 and standardized residu- Figure 4.1)

Table 4.4

Discriminant Validity
Social Capital 0.75
Int. Influence 0.21 0.81
Trust 0.30 0.37 0.82
Homophily 0.22 0.23 0.34 0.81
Elect Word of Mouth 0.40 0.29 0.49 0.50 0.74
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Ahsolute Relative Parsimonious

X2 x2/uf  DOF(p) CFl  NFI IFl PNFI  PCFI

Social Capital 5.058 5.058 1(0.025) 0.980 0.960 0.980 0.325 0.327
Trust 4,979 2490 2(0.083) 0990 0.984 0.990 0.328 0.330
Homophily 4.216 2.198  2(0.121) 0995 0.990 0.995 0.330 0.335
Int. Influence 6.751 3.376  2(0.034) 0.992 0.992 0.992 0330 0.331
e.Word of Mouth  28.612  5.772  5(0.006) 0.997 0973 0.997 0.586 0.589
Criteria Low < 5.0 n/a >90 >09 >09 =>050 >050

Note. x2 = Chi Square; x2/df=; DOF(p)= Degree of Freedom and probability, CFI= Comparative Fit
Index, NFI- Normed Fixed Index; IFI= Incremental Fixed Index, PNFI= Parsimonious Fit Index, PCFI
is Parsimonious Fit Index.
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Figure 4.1

Final SEM Model
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Figure 4.1 for the overall model shows
that each factor loading of each observed
variable is atleast 0.40 and standardized re-
sidual are within the range of +2.58 (Hair Jr.,
Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 2007). Addition-
ally all the fit indices exceed the prescribed
criteria as discussed in the following para-
graph.

The Chi Square value (x2 = 175.325, DF
= 94, p= 0.003 < .05), is significant, and x2/
df (relative) was 1.865 < 5. These results
meet the absolute criteria. Relative fit in-

Research

dices are also within the prescribed limit (
CFl =0.975 > 0.900; and NFI =0.948 > 0.900
and IFI=0.975>=.95). Parsimony Adjusted
Normed Fit Indices are also meet the pre-
scribed criteria (PNFI =0.743 > 0.50 and PCFI
=0.764 > 0.50. Thus the CFA results confirms
that the overall hypothesized model is a
good fit.

Hypothesized Results

The summarized SEM output in the con-
text of regression weight is depreciated in

Table 4.6.
25
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Table 4.6 shows that trust (M= 4.71, SD= ing the effect of social capital on electronic
1.55, SRW= 0.512, CR= 2.640, P= 0.008< word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication,
0.01) was the strongest predictor of elec- found thatthe relationship of of senders and
tronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communica- receivers significantly affects the consumer
tion (3.60, SD=0.92), followed by homophily attitude and behavior in general and partic-
(M= 3.58, SD= 0.96, SRW= 0.241, CR= 2.54, ularly towards a brand or/and product (M. Y.
P=0.001< 0.01) and social capital (M= 3.48, Cheungetal., 2009) (Kiecker & Cowles, 2002)
SD=1.06, SRW=0.175, CR=3.157, P= 0.002< (Park & Kim, 2009). Additionally, studies sug-
0.01). The relationship between internal per- gested that the relationship of social capi-
sonal influence (M= 3.70, SD= 0.88, SRW= tal and electronic world of mouth (eWOM)
0.061, CR= .667, P= 0.505> 0.05) and elec- also affects consumer’s pre and post evalu-
tronic word-of-mouth communication (M= ation of products and brands (Goldenberg et
3.60, SD= 0.92) was rejected. al., 2001) (Litvin et al., 2008) (Price & Feick,

1984). Others while elaborating on the effect
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION of social capital on electronic world of mouth
Discussion (eWOM) communication observed that so-

The hypothesized results and how it com- cial media helps their users to fulfill their
pares with the earlier literature/studies are needs such as validating information, build-
discussed in the following section. ing and maintaining social relationships (Chu

& Kim, 2011) (Stephen & Lehmann, 2008)

Hypothesis (one) on the effect of social
capital (M= 3.48, SD= 1.06) and electron- Hypothesis (two) on the effect of trust
ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication (M= 3.55, SD= 0.84) and electronic word-
(M= 3.60, SD= 0.92) failed to be rejected ©Of-mouth (eWOM) communication (M=
(SRW= 0.1.75, CR= 3.157, P= 0.011> 0.05). 3.60, SD=0.92) failed to be rejected (SRW=
This finding is consistent to earlier literature.  0.512, CR= 2.640, P= 0.008<.05) which is
For example several studies while validat- consistent to earlier literature. For example

Summary of Hypothesized Relationships

Relationship SRW SE CR P
S. Capital —_— eWOM 175 .055 3.157 .002
Trust _— eWOM 512 194 2.640 .008
Homophily _— eWOM 241 .095 2.546 011
. Influence _— eWOM .061 .091 .667 505

*Standardized Regression Weight
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several studies while validating the effect of perceived homophily will have a stronger
trust on electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) participation and effect on electronic word-
communication suggest that a higher level of-mouth (eWOM) communication (Chu &
of trust between consumers and social me- Choi, 2011) (Chu & Kim, 2011).
dia leads to more meaning full interaction,
(Chu, 2009a) (Leonard & Onyx, 2003) (Pigg & Hypothesis (four) on the effect of interper-
Crank, 2004) (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). Conse- sonalinfluence (M= 3.70, SD=0.88) and elec-
quently these interactions enhance the cred- tronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communica-
itability of social media sites which means tion (M= 3.60, SD=0.92) was rejected (SRW=
a higher effect on electronic word (eWOM) 0.61, CR=0.667, P= 0.505>.05. This finding is
communication (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) contrary to the literature and earlier studies.
(Robert Jr et al., 2008). Studies also suggest Studies and literature suggests that consum-
that consumes past experience with a social er vulnerability to interpersonal influence
site also plays a critical role in developingand (Bearden & Etzel, 1982b) plays a significant
maintaining trust and promoting electron- role in explaining social relationships and
ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) commu-
(Chu, 2009a) (Jansen et al., 2009) (Wasko & nication (Chu, 2009a) (McGuire, 1968). Liter-
Faraj, 2005) ature also suggest that both normative and
informative influence affect electronic word
Hypothesis (three) on the effect of ho- (eWOM) (Chu, 2009a) (Laroche et al., 2005).
mophily (M= 3.58, SD= 0.96) and electron-
ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication 6. Conclusion

(M= 3.60, SD= 0.92) failed to be rejected This model on antecedents to electron-
(SRW= 0.241, CR= 2.546, P= 0.011<.05. This ic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication
finding is consistent to earlier studies and lit-  empirically tested through SEM will help
erature. For example studies on this relation-  the in understanding consumers attitude
ship found that that perceptual homophily and behavior towards this new medium of
has a positive effect and demographic ho- communication. This new medium and es-
mophily has a negative effect on electronic pecially electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM)
word-of-mouth (eEOM) communication (Gil-  has brought challenges and opportunities to
ly et al., 1998). Studies while investigating the marketer. Of the four hypotheses three
the effect of homophily on electronic word-  fajled to be rejected and one was rejected.
of-mouth (eWOM) communication found Trust was found to be the strongest predic-
that the creditability and homophily are the tor of electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM)
two fundamental aspects which consumers  communication, followed by homophily and
consider for selecting social forum (Thel- socjal capital. Interpersonal influence has no

wall, 2009) (Wang et al., 2008). Studies also  relationship with electronic word-of-mouth
found that media users with higher level of (eWOM) communication.
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Implications for Marketers trust and creditability will also increase(Chu,
Three of the social factors social capital, 2009b) (Khan & Bhatti, 2012)
amophily, and trust have positive impact
on the electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) Limitation and Future Research
communication. Thus the marketer must This study was limited to higher income
concentrate in developing social networking group of Karachi. Individual’s behavior in the
sites which are able to attract homophhlious context of social capital, amophily, trust and
consumers with common product interests interpersonal relationship may vary from de-
(Thelwall, 2009). Since this is not possible mographic which could be incorporated in
with one social media site so they should future studies. This study is restricted to the
develop hyperlinks of different forums to effect of social variables on electronic word-
induce participation and exchange of infor- of-mouth (eWOM) communication. Future
mation which lead to social capital (bonding studies could measure the effect of the vari-
and linkages). Different hyperlinks of differ- ables used in this study on attitude and be-
ent forum will help the diversified consum- havior towards brands, product category and
ers to attract homophilous consumers. The advertisements. Incorporation of culture and
more individuals go on these social sites the multi-cultural study could also be explored.
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