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Abstract

The present research mainly discussed the effects of product categories
relatedness of endorsement and perceived needs of knowledge of a product endorsed
on consumers’ product attitude, source credibility, and article credibility under a user-
generated content in a blog context. The result indicated that 1) product categories
relatedness of endorsement completely affected product attitude. When there was
unrelated endorsement, consumers’ product attitude would be negatively corrected,
and therefore, significantly lower than related endorsement. 2) The influence of
relatedness of endorsement on product attitude was mediated by source credibility and
article credibility. Additionally, when a product is perceived high needs of knowledge
to endorse, the blogs post such product would be taken as more like an advertisement
or a sponsored content, and as a result, the credibility of the blogger and the content

were be discounted.

Keywords: user-generated content, product category relatedness of endorsement,
perceived needs of knowledge of a product, product attitude, source credibility, article

credibility

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



Content

CHEER € F 3T i e U A L 2R L 1
ot SRR RSP SR UUUTUPPPPPTRUUPTRUPURTRUPPRTRTR: .| S ) 11
P2 B B iii
F N 011 2 T U TP U PO PURUPRRPR v
Chapter 1 INtroduction............ccooooiiiiiii i 1
Chapter 2 Literature RevView .............cccoooi i 3
2.1 Persuasion Knowledge Model ...........ccooiiiiiiiniiiiiicece e 3

2.2 Flexible Correction Model...........cocuiiiiiiiiiiiciicee e 4

2.3 Multiple Product ENdorsement ..........occvvviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 5
23.1 AEIDULION TREOTY ..o 5

232 Multiple Product Endorsement on Attitude Change....................... 7

233 SoUTCe EffeCt...cuviiiiiiiiiicc e 8

24 The Role of Product TYPe .....coovviiiiiiiiic e 11

2.5 User-Generated CONENt...........cocviriieieeieiiee e 13
Chapter 3  Hypothesis and Research Framework ...................c.cccoooi 16
Chapter4  Method .............coooiiiiii 21
4.1 PrEtest. . e 21

4.2 Main StUAY ..o 23
4.2.1 Subjects and DeSiZN......ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiei 23

4.2.2 Procedure .......oooviiiiiic 23

423 IMEASUTES ..ottt 24
Independent Variables. .........ccccovvviiiiiiiiiiice e 24

Dependent Variables. .......ocoieiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiie e 26

Chapter 5 RESUILS ... 29

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



5.1
52
53
54
5.5
5.6
Chapter 6
6.1

6.2

Reference....

Appendix A
Appendix B

Appendix C

REIADIILY oo seeeeese e sseseeeseeeeee s 29

Manipulation Checks ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiie et 33
Product AttItUdE ........eeiiiiiiieee e s 34
Source Credibility .....o.oveiiiiiiiiiiee e 36
ATtiCle Credibility ....ooveeiiiiiieiece e 43
DISCUSSION ..ttt nne e 45
General DiSCuSSION............cocoviiiiiiiii 53
Managerial ImpliCations .........cccovoviiieiiiiiiiieiee s 55
Limitation and Future Research............ccccoooiiiiiiiiiniice, 56
................................................................................................................. 60
................................................................................................................. 68
................................................................................................................. 71
................................................................................................................. 73

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



List of Figure

Figure 3-1. Moderator Effect Structure (HI) ............cccooiviiiiiiiniiiiiiiisieiie e 18
Figure 3-2. Expected QUICOME..............ccccoviiiiiiiiiiii i ss st bine s 18
Figure 3-3. ReSearch SIFUCHUTE ............cccciviiiiiiiiiiiie it 20

Figure 5-4. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Product Attitude....... 35
Figure 5-5. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Source Credibility....38
Figure 5-6. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Expertise................... 39
Figure 5-7. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Trustworthiness........ 39
Figure 5-8. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Article Credibility ....44

Figure 5-9. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on the Extent to which the

Target Blog is Perceived to be More Like an Advertisement .................... 47
Figure 5-10. Path StFUCIUFE ..........cccvoiieiiiiieieeeee e 51
Figure 5-11. Coefficients between each variable....................ccccoccvviiiiiiiiniiiinicnnn, 52

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



List of Table

Table 5-1. Reliability Report of Dependent Variables ...............cccccooiiiiiviniiiiiioieinn. 29
Table 5-2. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Product Attitude ............... 35
Table 5-3. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Source Credibility ............ 38
Table 5-4. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Expertise ............c...cc...... 38
Table 5-5. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Trustworthiness................ 39
Table 5-6. Regression of Relatedness — Attitude ...............ccocouevoiiiiieniiiiiiiiiiieennn, 41
Table 5-7. Regression of Relatedness — Source Credibility ............cccccooeuvivinnnnnnn, 41
Table 5-8. Regression of Relatedness + Source Credibility — Attitude....................... 41
Table 5-9. Regression of Relatedness — EXPErtiSe ...........cccouoiioiiiiieiiiiiiienieiieeninns 42
Table 5-10. Regression of Relatedness + Expertise — Attitude ...............cccoueurenennne.. 42
Table 5-11. Regression of Relatedness — TruStwOrthiness ...........cccccceeuiveeniiensinnns 42
Table 5-12. Regression of Relatedness + Trustworthiness — Attitude........................ 43
Table 5-13. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Article Credibility........... 44
Table 5-14. Regression of Relatedness — Article Credibility..............ccccocooveviciennnnnnn 45

Table 5-15. Regression of Relatedness + Article Credibility — Product Attitude....... 45

Table 5-16. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on the Extent to which the

Target Blog is Perceived to be More Like an Advertisement..................... 47
Table 5-17. Regression of Knowledge — Article Credibility.............ccccoooenvinnnnnn, 49
Table 5-18. Regression of Knowledge — Perceived Like Ad................cc..cccocccveiennnn. 49

Table 5-19. Regression of Knowledge + Perceived Like Ad — Article Credibility.....50
Table 5-20. Regression of Knowledge — Source Credibility............cccccovoiniiniinnnnn, 50
Table 5-21. Regression of Knowledge + Perceived Like Ad — Source Credibility.....50
Table 5-22. Result of Path Analysis by SEM..........ccccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 52

Table 6-1. Hypothesis CONfIFMALIONS...........c.c.ccoeiiiiiieiiiasiee et 53

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



Chapter 1 Introduction

People have been exposed to advertisements of different forms every day. Aside
from the traditional way of marketing such as television ads, radio ads and advertising
boards on the street, here emerge plenty advertisement formats on today’s social
media, including internet banner ads, display advertisement, user-generated contents
and so on. Among these new multiple formats of promotion, user-generated content is
inundating social media and has become a crucial source of product information for
consumers (Elwalda, Lu, and Ali 2016) Furthermore, the transparency of social
internet paves the way of user-generated content become a trusted form of brand
communication. (Chari et al. 2016)

The purpose of this study is to identify the factors which will influence
consumers’ judgment on either the product endorsed or the blog as well as the blogger
under a user-generated content in online blog context. In past studies, we can observe
a lot of comparisons between single product endorsement (i.e. one and exclusive) and
multiple product endorsement (i.e. more than one). However, it is actually seldom to
see single product endorsement in today’s marketing event. Thus, this research turn to
focus on how our proposed factors influence consumers’ perception under multiple
product endorsement. That will be more suitable in nowadays’ marketing

environment.
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Two factors are proposed: product category relatedness and perceived needs of

knowledge of a product. Additionally, we define related endorsement as endorser who

endorse highly related product categories and define unrelated endorsement as

endorser who endorse highly unrelated product categories. As for perceived needs of

knowledge of a product, it was defined as the product knowledge which consumers

perceived an endorser should equip when s/he endorses the certain product.

Furthermore, we predicted that related endorsement would have more favorable

attitude compared with unrelated endorsement. However, perceived needs of

knowledge would moderate this effect. That is, the product attitude would be more

negative in perceived high than low needs of knowledge under unrelated endorsement

condition.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1  Persuasion Knowledge Model

The Persuasion Knowledge Model postulates that consumers develop knowledge
about persuasion and use this knowledge to “cope” with persuasion episodes.
(Friestad and Wright 1994) Based on this model, a target’s (people for whom a
persuasion attempt is intended) coping behavior is shaped and determined by the
interaction of three knowledge structures: 1) persuasion knowledge, 2) agent
knowledge, which infer what a target thinks of the intention, traits and persuasion
tactics (e.g., deception, expertise, reason and flattery; Rule, Bisanz, and Kohn 1985)
of the persuasion agent (who designs and constructs a persuasion attempts), and 3)
topic knowledge, which infer what a target thinks of the topic of the messages that the
agent wants to convey. The knowledge may come from resources such as people’s
memories about the feature of the messages, (Friestad and Thorson 1993; Schmidt and
Sherman 1984) and also the anticipation formed by his or her knowledge toward a
persuasion attempt (Goodstein 1993). As a result, the foundation knowledge of
persuasion coping behavior is quite subjective since a target’s beliefs about the agent
and persuasion attempt may be either correct or inaccurate.

As people have accumulated experiences of learning, hearing, or inferring about

persuasion episodes, those experiences form persuasion knowledge, which will

3
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function like schema and prompt people to respond accordingly. A consumer must

draw upon his or her persuasion knowledge in order to decide whether something is a

persuasion attempt (Friestad and Wright 1994). When a consumer notices something

in his/her environment, s/he needs to compare it to knowledge stored in memory to

determine whether someone is trying to exert influence. Therefore, one of the

fundamental uses of persuasion knowledge is to make inferences of motive (Campbell

and Kirmani 2000). Consumers will sometimes infer whether there is a persuasion

motive behind an action and consider whether this action is legitimated or not. Under

certain conditions, a consumer will try to infer finer level motives. (e.g., is the

salesperson addressing that the jacket is suitable for every figures because s/he really

thinks it is a truth of the jacket or because s’he wants me to buy this more expensive

jacket?) (Kirmani and Campbell 2009)

2.2  Flexible Correction Model

For correction effect, there are many related researches in the past including

Set/Reset Model (Martin 1986) and Inclusion/Exclusion Model (Schwarz and Bless

1992). Additionally, these theories asserted that an action of correction would happen

under high cognitive effort. Besides, they assumed that there was an assimilation as

default and after correction, target judgments would less like the context than in no

4
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correction settings. (i.e., contrast effect)

Unlike these past studies mentioned above, Wegener and Petty (1995) issued the
Flexible Correction Model which toppled the assumptions of the Set/Reset (Martin
1986) and Inclusion/Exclusion Model (Schwarz and Bless 1992). They found that
either contrast or assimilation effect may occur no matter how much cognitive
resources are consumed or whether it is the default outcome or the corrected outcome.
To put another way, the same context is believed to have different biasing effects
(assimilation or contrast) and can lead to different outcomes (assimilation or contrast).

People correct the bias according to their naive theories of the impacts of
potentially biasing factors on the judgments of the targets (Wegener and Petty 1997).
Most importantly, there are two conditions for the Flexible Correction Model: (1)
People have motivations, which comes from perceptions that their judgments of the
targets are influenced by biasing factors, and abilities to identify those biasing factors
in the judgment process. (2) People have motivations and abilities to make corrections

for such biasing factors.

2.3  Multiple Product Endorsement
2.3.1  Attribution Theory

Attribution theory is “a theory about how people make causal explanations,

5
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about how they answer questions beginning with “why” ”. (Kelley 1973, 107)

Additionally, there are three criteria of a person’s certain response to particular

stimulus which is considered to be valid — distinctiveness, consensus, and consistency.

When there is low in distinctiveness or consensus, we tend to make an internal

attribution.

In the case of endorsement, multiple product endorsements constitute

nondistinctive actions because the endorsements generalize across products with the

endorser constant. Accordingly, these nondistinctive actions result in an inference (i.e.

internal attribution) that the nature of the spokesperson (e.g. traits such as greediness

or money grubber) was the only reason for the endorsement. In this respect, multiple

endorsement influence such manifestations of affect as credibility and likability.

(Weiner 1985) On the contrary, single product endorsements constitute distinctive

actions since the spokesperson endorsed just one brand or single product category and

no other products, which somehow result in a more positive perception. Attribution

Theory suggests that trait inference may result in consumers’ evaluating single

endorsers more favorably than multiple product endorsers. (Tripp, Jensen, and

Carlson 1994)
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2.3.2  Multiple Product Endorsement on Attitude Change

Plenty of past researches have used attribution theory (Kelley 1973) to suggest
that multiple product endorsements facilitate differences in consumers’ perceptions
and effectiveness of the endorser. For example, Mowen and Brown (1981)
manipulated knowledge of the number of products endorsed by a celebrity via an
instruction paragraph which simply showed that the endorser was single (pen only) or
multiple product endorsement. The dependent measurements included impression of
the product (attitude and purchase intention) and attitude toward ad and endorser. The
results revealed that the product and ad were perceived more negatively as well as the
purchase intention when subjects were told multiple products were endorser by the
same celebrity. In this research, this outcome was explained with the effects of
distinctiveness information, as derived by attribution theory, which in low
distinctiveness condition (multiple product endorsement) resulted in diminution of an
endorser’s effectiveness. (Mowen and Brown 1981) Using print ads exposed to
subjects, Tripp et al. (1994) investigated not only the effect of number of different
products endorsed by a celebrity but also the source credibility and likability of the
celebrity. The findings showed that when the number of product endorsed by a
celebrity increased, the perception of ad evaluation of consumer would decreased, as

well as the credibility and likability of endorser.

7
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Rice, Kelting, and Lutz (2012) conducted a study investigating the effects of

source congruence on brand attitudes in two situations: multiple brand endorsements

by one celebrity and multiple celebrity endorsers of one brand. Interestingly, strong

source congruence overrode the negative effect of multiple endorsement in high

involvement conditions. (Rice et al. 2012)

In conclusion, past studies had revealed that multiple product endorsement leads

to eroding consumers’ perceptions of endorsers’ credibility, as well as ad and

brand/product evaluations. (Mowen, Brown, and Schulman 1979; Mowen and Brown

1981; Tripp et al. 1994) Also, multiple endorsement effect will be moderated by

source congruency. (Rice et al. 2012) However, all these researches established in a

context of print ads. In our study, we extends the literature by focusing more on the

user-generated content on blog.

2.3.3  Source Effect

In the consumer psychology literature, many researchers had involved in

studying source effect. Such source characteristics specifically the source

attractiveness, likability, expertise and trustworthiness of the endorser had been

confirmed having positively effect on consumer attitude toward advertising and

product independently. (Kahle and Homer 1985; Ohanian 1990; Petty, Cacioppo, and

8
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Schumann 1983; Tripp et al. 1994)

Match-up or congruency between a product and an endorser in regard to source

characteristics was also studied actively. In Kahle and Homer’s (1985) research which

duplicated the disposable razor study of Petty et al. (1983), they focused on the

congruency between the disposable razor and the spokesman in regard to

attractiveness and likability, which was in different involvement conditions

respectively. The result showed that “on the crucial attitude dependent variable, only

attractiveness difference attains significant”. (p. 959) In other words, an advertising

will be well-match if the feature of the endorser is congruent with the product. (Kahle

and Homer 1985) This finding emphasized again the Match-up Hypothesis and Social

Adaptation Theory (Kahle and Timmer 1983). A supportive study of Kamins (1990)

also indicated that for an attractiveness-related product, using a physically attractive

celebrity would significantly enhance the measure of spokesperson credibility and

attitude toward an ad, relative to use an unattractive endorser. Alternatively, for an

unattractiveness-related product, using whatever kind of spokesperson would observe

an insignificant difference in product and ad-based attitude and the perception of the

spokesperson. (Kamins 1990)

Still, many studies investigated not only on attractiveness but also other aspect of

source congruency. Kamins and Gupta (1994) studied different type of spokesmen

9

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



(i.e. celebrity versus noncelebrity) with different product types (i.e. personal computer

versus running shoes) whether match or mismatch to their image or not. The outcome

showed that increased congruence for the spokesman / product combination resulted

in the perception of higher believability and attractiveness of the spokesman and more

favorable product attitude. (Kamis and Gupta 1994) Expertise is also an effective

match-up dimension. (Till and Busler 2000) In the study two of Till and Busler

(2000), they examined the role of expertise in enhancing the perceived fit between

product and endorser, and accordingly, the finding resulted in a higher product attitude

when the athlete endorser endorsed an energy bar.

According to ELM (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), people with high involvement are

tended to scrutinize all the message in a persuasive content, and importantly, form an

attitude by using “relevant” arguments. In fact, source congruency (i.e. relevance) is

seen as a persuasive argument in high involvement. (Kahle and Homer 1985; Rice et

al. 1994; Petty and Cacioppo 1984) Thus, in present study, owing to amply the effect

of source congruence, we manipulated all the conditions in the situation of high

involvement. Additionally, in our study, source congruence was be contributed as “a

perceived fit” between the blogger and the product endorsed in a blog context. And

we defined “the perceived fit” (i.e. congruence) to be a high relatedness between the

product categories which a blogger used to endorse and the product posted in the

10
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certain blog which a reader is reading. For those bloggers who used to endorse related
product tend to be treated as experts in that product category. Therefore, the role of
expertise would enhance the credibility perceived by a reader which should be an
important factor to explain the relationship between “the perceived fit” (i.e.

congruence or relatedness) and product attitude.

2.4  The Role of Product Type

Marketing researchers have recognized the differential effects of product types
on consumer behavior and developed various ways of classifying products. (Ryu,
Park, and Ferick 2006) Product, traditionally, can be divided into two different
categories based on the level of consumer’s involvement. (Brucks 1985; Holbrook
and Hirschman 1982; Mittal 1989; Park and Moon 2003; Vanghn 1980; Zaichkowsky
1987) Function or performance is emphasized by utilitarian product, on the other
hand, feeling or affection is emphasized by hedonic product. Also, Zaichkowsky
(1987) indicated that there are cognitive and affective dimensions in involvement.
These distinctions have investigated to lead to different psychological processes when
consumers evaluate a product. For instance, taking the type of product knowledge into
consideration, Park and Moon (2003) asserted that different product types needed to

provide different product knowledge to audiences in order to make involvement and

11
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product knowledge improved altogether. To be more specific, the utilitarian products

are tended to be more cognitively processed, and thus, objective knowledge will

improve consumers’ perception toward the products. (Park and Moon 2003; Ryu et al.

2006) To the contrary, hedonic goods are tended to be relate to consumers’ subjective

knowledge. (Park and Moon 2003) Additionally, in Ryu et al. (2006) study, product

type (i.e. utilitarian product or hedonic product) moderated the relationship between

product COO and endorser’s ethnicity (i.e. mismatch or match) on consumers’

responses of product attitude.

In terms of other dimensions which categorize products, the level of the

perceived technology-oriented or the perceived needs of knowledge of a product are

also recognized to have a different effect on consumer psychology. In Biswas, Biswas,

and Das (2006) research, high technology-oriented product has much more perceived

risk when the endorser is a celebrity than an expert. However, more interestingly, the

endorser-product congruency would neutralize for perceived risks under high-

technology oriented condition. (Biswas et al. study 3 2006)

Indeed, there are plenty of papers revealed that different product categories had

distinctive effects on consumer behavior in the past. (Biswas et al 2006; Holbrook and

Moore 1981; Holbrook and Hirschman 1982; Park and Moon 2003; Ryu et al. 2006)

Thus, product type is determined to be an important factor in studying psychological

12
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process, and specifically, the present research will discuss more on the different

perceived needs of knowledge of a product.

2.5 User-Generated Content

The information which is generated and shared by consumers on the social media

is called “User-Generated Content”. (Mir and Rehman 2013) Nowadays, the

transparency of social internet paves the way of user-generated content become a

trusted form of brand communication. (Chari et al. 2016) There are plenty of

researches had involved in studying different dimension of user-generated content

which affect consumer behavior, such as content sponsorship and source of user-

generated content, (Kim and Lee 2017) product type, tie strength of the relationship

between consumer and endorser, and endorser expertise, (Chang, Chen, and Tan 2012)

difference between different social Web channel, (Smith, Fischer, and Youngjian

2012) different brand topics (Liu, Burns, and Hou 2017) and also the disclosure

timing of sponsorship content. (Boerman, Reijmersdal, and Neijens 2014)

In Kim and Lee (2017) study, they tested the effects of source of user-generated

content (i.e. close friend versus celebrity) and content sponsorship (i.e. organic or

sponsored) on brand attitude, intention of complying with the recommendation, and

two different kinds of attributions (information-sharing and monetary-gain) under

13
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utilitarian product condition. The result showed that the brand-related user-generated

content posted by a close friend and organic content would have a more positive

brand attitude, more information-sharing attribution, and less monetary-gain

attribution (compared with celebrity). (Kim and Lee 2017)

As for Chang et al. (2012) research, they extended to observe another variables —

the expertise of endorser and product type (hedonic versus utilitarian). The finding

provided the insight that for hedonic products, strong tie endorsers (i.e. friends) were

more effective in influencing purchase intention, compared with weak tie endorsers,

regardless of the expertise of endorsers; for utilitarian products, high expertise

endorsers were more effective than low expertise endorsers, regardless of the tie

strength. (Chang et al. 2012) In comparison, the outcome of Kim and Lee (2017) and

Chang et al. (2012) researches, we consider that the relationship between consumers

and endorsers which is strong tie or not will somehow influence the perception of

consumers of the brand or product. However, this effect may interact with the product

type endorsed, which emphasize the importance of the influence of product type.

In other aspects of user-generated content papers, Smith et al. (2012) discovered

that how different social media sites (YouTube, Facebook, and Twitter) foster user-

generated content with different characteristics. Additionally, Liu et al. (2017) applied

big data to figure out a framework that automatically derived latent brand topics and

14
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classifies brand sentiments (on Twitter). Interestingly, the brand topics which

consumers were interested in were various in different industries. Also, the impact of

user-generated content had been studied on the music industry. (Dhar and Chang

2009)

According to the researches discussed above, we can clearly understand the

importance of user-generated content is growing in the field of consumer psychology.

Overall, user-generated content exhibits a stronger impact on consumer attitude,

purchase behavior, and interest. Although many factors of user-generated content have

been studied in the past, (source of user-generated content, product type, endorser

expertise, etc.) they did not focus on the situation of blog (e.g. Pixnet). Moreover, the

effect of multiple product endorsement is seldom took into consideration. Therefore,

in the present research, we are eager to investigate multiple product endorsement

effect on blog and extend to observe the relatedness of product categories endorsed by

endorsers and the perceived needs of product knowledge.

15
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Chapter 3 Hypothesis and Research Framework

According to current researches of multiple endorsement, consumers will
negatively correct their perception of source credibility as well as evaluation of
brand/product when they perceived a multiple product endorsement. However, if we
consider the source congruency between endorser and the product endorsed in
multiple product endorsement, it will offset the original negative correction under
multiple product endorsement when highly congruent, specifically under high
involvement. Unlike various overt marketing such as banner ads which we can easily
recognize and judge the salient celebrity or famous spokesperson in the ads, in such a
covert marketing like blog or user-generated content, we may tend to search other
subtle cues to make and form a correct judgment of the content and the product
mentioned in it because we do not know much about that typical consumer. One of the
cues is the products of a blogger used to endorse. If an author tends to endorse
products which are highly related with each other (we define it as near category of
product and related endorsement in the current research), s/he will be constituted
having legitimacy to endorse the certain kind of products (i.e. congruent). Obviously,
it is instinctive to think that an endorser who just endorses single category of product
may be treated as an expert in that certain field and then improve the image of the

product endorsed. In contrast, a blogger who used to endorse various products which

16
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across distinct categories (unrelated endorsement) will be illegible. (i.e. incongruent)

Due to this persuasion knowledge, people may form a naive theory to make correction

when they perceive multiple categories of products endorsed by a single endorser in a

blog or user-generated content, according to FCM. (Wegener and Petty 1995)

In Biswas et al. (2006) study, it is clearly that under high technology-oriented

product condition, it would be perceived more risks when the endorser was a celebrity

than is an expert. Besides, the low technology-oriented product does not have

significant difference between an expert and a celebrity. This result can be concluded

that source incongruence will be enhanced under high technology-oriented product

condition. We proposed that somehow people perceive the product of high

technology-oriented will needs someone who has such expertise to endorse it.

Therefore, we generalized the factor of product type to be the perceived needs of

knowledge to endorse of a product. Additionally, a result showed in Van Noort,

Kerkhof, and Fennis (2008) study that consumer tended to have an unfavorable

attitude when they perceived a higher risk. As a result, we suggested that a higher

consumers’ perceived risks will affect the process of forming a product attitude to be

more negative and according to ELM (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), source congruency

(i.e. relevance) effect may be scrutinized and perceived in high involvement.

Based on the inference mentioned above, it leads to the first hypothesis:
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H1: Under multiple product endorsement situation of blog, the product attitude
will be more favorable when the blogger used to endorse related than
unrelated categories of product; however, perceived needs of knowledge of a
product will moderate this effect. That is, if perceived needs of knowledge of

a product is high, the negative effect of unrelated endorsement will be

enhanced and lead to a significantly unfavorable attitude than when

perceived needs of knowledge of a product is low.

Perceived Needs of Product Knowledge

Product Category relatedness .
SY) Y Product Attitude
of endorsement

Figure 3-1. Moderator Effect Structure (H1)

Low knowledge
= High knowledge

Attitude

Unrelated Related

Relatedness

Figure 3-2. Expected Outcome

Tripp et al. (1994) had indicated that multiple endorsement would diminish the

source credibility. Source credibility comprise trustworthiness and expertise
18
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(Hovland, Janis, and Kelley 1953). Nevertheless, in the study 2 of Tripp et al. (1994),

they found that the attribution process of resulting in a diminution of an endorser’s

effectiveness under multiple endorsement was mostly attributed by trustworthiness of

an endorser and the expertise and likeability seemed to be indirectly and unknowingly

tied to the number of products endorsed. Based on this result, we additionally

proposed that expertise would mediate multiple endorsement and attitude because the

persuasion knowledge of consumers mentioned above. Therefore, people will tend to

see a blogger as trustworthy and professional if s/he just endorsed related categories

of product and then lead to a more favorable product attitude.

Besides, past researches (Mowen and Brown 1981; Tripp et al. 1994) had proved

that multiple product endorsement would also erode consumers’ perception of ads.

Similarly, the user-generated content written by the blogger who endorsed multiply

and unrelatedly will be treated as less credible and then resulting in less favorable

product attitude as well.

These propositions lead to the second and third hypotheses:

H2: Related endorsement will result in a higher source credibility (i.e. blog

author’s credibility) than unrelated endorsement, and furthermore, lead to a

higher product attitudes. As a result, source credibility, both of

trustworthiness and expertise, will mediate the moderated relationship
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between relatedness of endorsement, perceived needs of product knowledge

and product attitude.

H3: Related endorsement will result in a higher article credibility (i.e. the blog

credibility) than unrelated endorsement, and furthermore, lead to a higher

product attitude. As a result, article credibility will mediate the moderated

relationship between relatedness of endorsement, perceived needs of product

knowledge and product attitude.

Perceived Needs of Product Knowledge

Source Credibility
(Both Trustworthiness
and Expertise)

Product Category /
relatedness of endorsement

h 4

™ Article Credibility

Figure 3-3. Research Structure
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Chapter 4 Method
4.1  Pretest

The three main purposes of the pretest are to find out 1) how many product
categories endorsed may be seen as really multiple, 2) what kind of product category
is perceived as high or low needs of knowledge, and 3) what categories are perceived
to be highly related or unrelated. We conducting two different questionnaire in total.
First questionnaire is to test the first and second purposes, and second questionnaire is
to test the third purpose.

First of all, participants were asked to imagine s/he were browsing a user-
generated blog and responded the number of product categories endorsed by the
blogger would make them feel it is multiple (range from one to above eight).
Additionally, participants were required to rate whether the perceived needs of
knowledge of a certain product category is high or low on a 7-point scale. (1 =
extremely low perceived needs of knowledge, 7 = extremely high perceived needs of
knowledge) We calculated the accumulative possibility of responses of the number of
product categories endorsed may be multiple of the 67 participants. The result showed
that the accumulative possibility is 90% until the number of product categories equal
to five. In addition, they reported that computer product (M = 6.31, SD = 0.87; t(66) =

21.67; p < 0.05) has high perceived needs of knowledge and clothing (M = 3.46, SD =
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1.39; #(66); p < 0.05) has low perceived needs of knowledge. Therefore, in the main

study, the number of categories of a blogger used to endorse would be manipulated to

be five and computer product (clothing) will represent the perceived high (low) needs

of expertise condition.

Secondly, another group of participants were told to rate whether the relatedness

between categories is near or far on a 7-point scale. (1 = extremely unrelated, 7 =

extremely related) A group of 34 participants indicated that clothing is related to bag,

shoes, cosmetic, care, and hair product (M = 6.03, SD = 1.09; #33) = 10.89; p < 0.05)

and is unrelated to photography, care, game console, electronic motorcycle, and shoes

product (M =2.82, SD = 1.49; #33) =-4.61; p <0.05). As for computer product, the

34 participants unveiled that mouse, Bluetooth speaker, cellphone and tablet,

earphone, and appliances product (M = 6.00, SD = 1.09; #(33) = 12.23; p < 0.05) are

related to and photography, cosmetic, music instrument, shoes, and healthcare product

(M=2.32,8D=1.22;t33) =-7.99; p <0.05) are unrelated to computer product. As a

result, we use these four product categories bundling to manipulate the related and

unrelated endorsement condition.
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4.2  Main Study
4.2.1 Subjects and Design

150 subjects (mean age = 21.67; male = 33.65%, female = 66.44%) were
recruited via Internet and conducted the experiment and survey in our laboratory.
They are virtually undergraduate and graduate program of Nation Taiwan University
and National ChenChi University. The incentive for per subject is NT$100 and they
will have a chance to participate in a lucky draw of NT$500 voucher (drawing three
winners). They were randomly assigned to a 2 (related endorsement versus unrelated
endorsement) x 2 (high perceived needs of knowledge versus low perceived needs of
knowledge) between-subject design. Each condition virtually has equal size. In

addition, all of the four conditions were set under high involvement.

4.2.2 Procedure

The introduction of the experiment and the online questionnaire were put on the
screen of computer before the subjects got in our laboratory. Once the subjects were
settled down, we started to give them a briefing of this experiment, and after the
briefing, they could begin doing the online survey.

In the very first part of the online questionnaire, subjects read a short message

which inform them that they were the representative sample of our experiment and
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their every responses would be taken into consideration seriously. Next on, they

viewed another passage about a buying decision scenario depending on different

target products (personal laptop or baseball jacket). These two text were in order to

manipulate the subjects’ motivation and then made them in high involvement.

Secondly, the subjects browsed a blog writing about the target product. Besides,

we not only used a message to indicate whether the blogger was related or unrelated

endorsement (Mowen and Brown 1981) but also put the pictures and article titles of

the products which were the blogger used to endorse on the margin of blog. (Rice et

al. 2012; Tripp et al. 1994). After reading the blog, the subjects would fill out a series

of survey including product attitude, article credibility, author credibility,

manipulation, and demography. After debriefing, the subjects were thanked, paid, and

dismissed.

4.2.3 Measures

Independent Variables.

Perceived Needs of Product Knowledge. Based on the result of pretest (computer

product is perceived high needs of knowledge and clothing is perceived low needs of

knowledge), we chose personal laptop and baseball jacket (both are unfamiliar

brands) which stand for high and low perceived needs of knowledge condition
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respectively for the target products. The reason is that these two kinds of products are

commonly shared by online bloggers and are more familiar to university students. The

two blogs of two products were controlled in same passages and number of pictures.

More importantly, because of high involvement, we deliberately designed the

arguments in the two blogs ambiguously to prevent a too positive product attitude

which makes independent variables ineffective.

Product Category Relatedness of Endorsement. Related and unrelated endorsement

were manipulated by not only using a passage which described the product categories

endorsed by the blogger but also displaying the pictures of the products endorsed and

the article titles written by the blogger on the margin. We also controlled the number

of the article written for each product category to be in the same across conditions.

Under both unrelated and related endorsement condition, subjects would see

instructions describing the product categories which the blogger, PJ, used to endorse.

In perceived high needs of knowledge condition, PJ was depicted having endorsed for

the computer (the target product), mouse, Bluetooth speaker, cellphone and tablet,

earphone, and appliances product as related endorsement, and as for unrelated

endorsement, PJ had endorsed for the computer (the target product), cosmetic,

photography, music instrument, shoes, and healthcare product. Additionally, in
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perceived low needs of knowledge condition, PJ was described had endorsed for the

clothing (the target product), bag, shoes, cosmetic, care, and hair product as related

endorsement and the clothing (the target product), photography, care, game console,

electronic motorcycle, and shoes product as unrelated endorsement respectively.

Dependent Variables.

Product Attitude.  After finishing reading the blog, subjects were required to

evaluate the target product (i.e. personal laptop or baseball jacket) on five 7-point

semantic differential scales: negative/positive, poor quality/high quality, dislike/like,

unattractive/attractive, and bad/good.

Source Credibility. Source credibility was referred and measured by source-

credibility scale (Ohanian 1990). For trustworthiness, we measured it by three 7-point

scales: untrustworthy/trustworthy, dishonest/honest, and insincere/sincere. As for

expertise, it was rated by two 7-point scales: inexpert/expert and

inexperienced/experienced.

Article Credibility. Article credibility was referred and measured by ad credibility

scale (Beltramini 1988). We used seven 7-point scales: unbelievable/believable,

unconvincing/convincing, untrustworthy/trustworthy, unauthentic/authentic,
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unquestionable/questionable, and unreasonable/reasonable to collectively evaluate

article credibility.

Manipulation Checks.  We have to check three manipulation in total (involvement,

perceived needs of knowledge, and relatedness of endorsement). For involvement

check, the subjects were asked to indicate their own involvement levels by being in

the representative sample and the buying decision scenario on three 7-point scales:

irrelevant/relevant, deconcentrated/concentrated, and unimportant/important.

Additionally, the subjects also had to do self-report how serious they were when

reading the blog, and this self-report was measured by three 7-point scales:

deconcentrated/concentrated, uninvolved/involved, and careless/careful. For

perceived needs of knowledge check, the subjects had to report the target product

under their assigned condition was perceived high (low) needs of knowledge on one

7-point scale: low/high. As for relatedness of endorsement check, subjects had to

answer the blogger was related or unrelated endorsement on one 7-point scale: highly

unrelated/ highly related.

Persuasion Knowledge. The major purpose of persuasion knowledge measurement is

figuring out the naive perspective of the subjects on online user-generated content.
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There were three questions in total: 1) to ask whether the subjects thought that the

target blog was totally advertisement (i.e. sponsored content) or not, 2) to ask whether

the subjects considered that all online contents were totally advertisement (i.e.

sponsored content) or not, and 3) to ask whether the subjects had a viewpoint that all

sponsored contents were not trustworthy. Additionally, these three questions was

asked on three 7-point scales with the endpoints of extremely disagreeable/ extremely

agreeable.
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Chapter 5 Results

5.1 Reliability

There were five questions collectively measuring product attitude and

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91. The three items of author trustworthiness, two items of

expertise, and overall source credibility had Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88, 0.76, and 0.83

respectively. Cronbach’s alpha of the seven items of article credibility was 0.93 and of

involvement measurement was 0.81. A more detail information of our questionnaire

design was provided in table 5-1.

Table 5-1. Reliability Report of Dependent Variables

Variable Wording Scale Cronbach’s alpha
R I 37 (Target products) | 22% £ & (1)
SR & P 7 2% 35 (7)
R IE3% 5 (Target products) | 22% Z(1)
m&'-}ﬁ’; i ? 224 43(7)
R I $37 (Target products) | 22 7 & go(1)
Product Attitude 0.91

EFARR @7

2% & ()

#h 1833 & (Target products)

ESE N e g7

2 2 sl 4 (1)

EF 31 & (7

# 1 I8 $H(Target products)

B 5 P 2

24 2 4 (1)

2 45 (7)
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# A & A 7 (Target products)

s D P ) s
PR INET Y ROV AR

R 1& K 17 (Target products)
LLEFF /\:"Fé'é '-ﬁt- IE'L_IE’" iF“-’r’

fif:{ & P

Article Credibility

;%— ¥ 1& & 17 (Target products)
’:;‘Klgfé. .q.‘-’f"—ﬁ—;ﬁ)i;

e ?

;%— ¥ 1& & 17 (Target products)

f

FRIER R OE AR
PRIV

#h & 7 (Target products)
TS AE S RY FED

ARG P?

R K& AL ¥ (Target products)

-n\q.

g e v F st

s

g 8

t@mfe R L P9

0.93

Source Credibility

(Trustworthiness)

IS 5 (Target

products)t & $RE .2 F b

1@%PJ£,Pa¢gﬁJﬁﬁz

0.88 0.83
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TR & F 19 8 (Target
products) i £
ey PY A TR e ile

Be@?

&> >, =
W e

¥ 2 (1)
2LH PR A7)

#FF &R 8 (Target
products)* £

e PY AT g e, i

o N
F“/%’hﬁ"? ¥ =

243 5 353)
A4 330

R et ?
& % 19 B (Target ZF G B ()

products)#t B 387 2 Fen | 22 5 & Fw(T)

fe% PY A % %o

Source Credibility )RR AR 7
0.76
(Expertise) & 8 (Target FLF LT Sk

products)t F 387 2 e | 22F F 5% ()

T4 PIET 5 5ok o

RGP

R KE e BE 3 (Target ¥ 7 & (1)
products)FRix 2 F PFend | 2EF & o (7)

AR 5 R ?

R I R AR (Target 2EF 2 (1)

Manipulation Check
products)FRix a2 F el | 2EF K~ (7) 0.81
(Involvement)

»FER A7

R KE e BE 3 (Target
products)$R % £ % & pFeniF

AR R 5 P9

24 % & (1)
2 i3 im(7)
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PR e A%

IS T P SRR

ALY 2 Ap R (1)

g2 2 2L Ap g (7)

RS S LR

gALAB(])

AL B e(T)

o_LFB .

Sk A ip-
FOoOHEAE TR EPFSOE

SAERPFL R

gALAB(])

AL % (])

¥t THA 2 B 2R
@W%ﬁ#ﬁJﬁééé

e ?

s 2 AP (1)

g2ty Ap ()

zL. I—ﬁg

g HIEREEERE ?

B2 OPR/T

224 2 £ & (1)

22 £ & (7)

Manipulation Check

(Relatedness and

& 23 5 & (Target products)

TR B Eoafra M(])

ZRL LWl R (7)

7
Knowledge of
FRELESRIER Y3 | 224 2 M) -
Product)
g1 'F‘ﬁi”" THEZ TR 0 | 22 A7)
é_ 7}5 MAZR 5@
(Target products) e/ 45 % E_ | 254 7 3uf (1) —
Persuasion
R4 &k aiar | 2282k 0)
Knowledge
LR
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BT R AER | 24wk -

S I (N mfifi 2 2Lk (7)

5% 2
r%ﬁéﬁﬂ?ﬁjﬁﬁﬁ 4 3 5k (1) =
:;poﬂ':’ mfifi 9 ”‘#“ F:\LH-:’(7)

5.2 Manipulation Checks

A 2 X 2 ANOVA analysis indicated a main effect of relatedness of endorsement
on relatedness check. (F(1, 144) = 108.65, p < 0.05) It was successfully manipulated
that the subject who was assigned to the related endorsement condition perceived the
product categories endorsed by the blogger more related (Myeiarea = 5.04, SD = 1.51)
than the subject who was assigned to the unrelated endorsement condition (Munretated =
2.58, SD = 1.37). Still, a t-test showed that the means of related (#(73) =5.92, p <
0.05) and unrelated (#(73) = -8.88, p < 0.05) endorsements had both a significant
difference from the midpoint 4.

Additionally, for perceived needs of knowledge check, a significant main effect
of perceived needs of knowledge on high/low needs of knowledge check. (F(1, 144) =
28.57, p < 0.05) Therefore, subjects who read the blog of personal laptop as the target
product was successfully manipulated to be in a perceived more high needs of
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knowledge condition (Mjign = 5.14, SD = 1.75) than subjects who read the baseball

jacket blog (Mjow = 3.65, SD = 1.64). However, only the mean of high needs of

knowledge (#(72) = 5.55, p < 0.05) but not low needs of knowledge (#(72) =-1.83, p =

0.07 (NYS)) is significantly different from the midpoint 4.

Finally, for involvement check, a 2 X 2 ANOVA showed that no significant main

or interaction effects on involvement measurement. That is, involvement in different

conditions had no significant difference. Besides, a t-test revealed that the mean of

involvement measurement was significantly different from the midpoint 4, which

means that high involvement situation was successfully manipulated. (M = 5.62, SD =

0.81; #(147) = 24.45, p < 0.05)

5.3  Product Attitude

It was hypothesized that the product attitude will be more favorable when the

blogger used to endorse related than unrelated categories of product, and besides,

perceived needs of knowledge of a product will moderate this effect; that is when

perceived needs of knowledge of a product is high, the negative effect of unrelated

endorsement will be amplified and lead to a significantly more unfavorable attitude

than perceived low needs of knowledge of a product. An ANOVA (see table 5-2 and

figure 5-4) indicated a significant main effect only for the relatedness of endorsement
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(F(1, 144) =5.74, p < 0.05). The product attitude was higher under related (M, ciarea =
5.29, SD = 0.74) than unrelated (Munreiatea = 4.98, SD = 0.82) endorsement. The
perceived needs of knowledge showed no differences whether in related or unrelated
endorsement condition. Since no other main or interaction effects were found,

hypothesis 1 was only partly confirmed.

Table 5-2. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Product Attitude

Df Mean Square  F value P-value
Relatedness 1 3.57 5.74 0.02*
Knowledge 1 0.01 0.01 0.93
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 0.02 0.03 0.87
Residuals 144 0.62

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

o
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Figure 5-4. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Product Attitude
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5.4  Source Credibility

Based on the result of H1, since the moderation effect was not confirmed, the
mediated moderation of perceived needs of knowledge did not exist as well. However,
we still wanted to see whether perceived needs of knowledge would affect source
credibility. A 2 X 2 ANOVA (see table 5-3 and figure 5-5) revealed that the
relatedness of endorsement had main effects on author credibility. (Munretatea = 3.91,
SD = 1.02; Meiarea = 4.82, SD = 0.92; F(1, 144) = 35.70, p < 0.05) Additionally, there
was also a main effect of perceived needs of knowledge. (Mpign = 4.07, SD = 1.11;
Miow =4.65, SD =0.96; F(1, 144) = 13.29, p < 0.05) However, the credibility is
significantly different between perceived needs of knowledge under unrelated
endorsement (Mpign = 3.53, SD = 0.95; Miow =4.28, SD = 0.96; F(1, 144) =12.00, p <
0.05) but not under related endorsement (Mpign = 4.63, SD = 0.98; Mjo = 5.00, SD =
0.83; F(1, 144) =3.25, p = 0.07 (NS)). In order to see the effect of the components of
source credibility (source credibility comprise expertise and trustworthiness) to figure
out this outcome, we conducted two ANOVA analyses for author expertise and
trustworthiness respectively.

For the aspect of expertise, the result showed that there were significant main
effects of relatedness of endorsement (Munrelatea = 3.53, SD = 1.33; Myetatea = 5.01, SD

=1.06; F(1, 144) =3.91, p = 0.05) and perceived needs of knowledge (Mhpigr = 4.07,

36

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



SD =1.52; Miow=4.46, SD = 1.28; F(1, 144) = 56.92, p < 0.05) and interaction effect

(F(1, 144)=3.78, p = 0.05) within the 2 X 2 ANOVA (see table 5-4 and figure 5-6).

When it was under unrelated endorsement condition, author’s expertise was rated

lower in perceived high needs of knowledge than in perceived low needs of

knowledge. (Miigh = 3.16, SD = 1.26; Miow =3.91, SD = 1.32; F(1, 144) =7.30, p <

0.05) In comparison, author’s expertise was no difference in whether perceived high

or low needs of knowledge under related endorsement condition. (Mpign = 5.01, SD =

1.16; Miow = 5.00, SD = 0.98; F(1, 144) = 0.01, p = 0.93 (NS)) For trustworthiness, the

ANOVA analysis (see table 5-5 and figure 5-7) indicated that both relatedness of

endorsement (Munreiated = 4.15, SD = 1.13; Myeiarea = 4.70, SD = 1.09; F(1, 144) =9.79,

p < 0.05) and perceived needs of knowledge (Mhigrh = 4.07, SD = 1.09, Mo =4.77, SD

=1.08; F(1, 144) = 15.62, p < 0.05) had main effect. No interaction effect was found.

Clearly, under related endorsement, an increased author’s expertise in the high

perceived needs of knowledge condition made a no significant difference of source

credibility in perceived high needs of knowledge condition.
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Table 5-3. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Source Credibility

Df Mean Square F value P-value
Relatedness 1 31.06 35.70 0.00%**
Knowledge 1 11.56 13.29 0.00%***
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 1.37 1.57 0.21
Residuals 144  0.87

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Figure 5-5. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Source Credibility

Table 5-4. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Expertise

Df Mean Square F value P-value
Relatedness 1 5.47 3.91 0.05*
Knowledge 1 79.73 59.92 0.00%***
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 5.30 3.78 0.05*
Residuals 144 1.40

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Figure 5-6. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Expertise

Table 5-5. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Trustworthiness

Df Mean Square F value P-value
Relatedness 1 10.99 9.78 0.00%**
Knowledge 1 17.54 15.62 0.00%***
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 0.17 0.15 0.70
Residuals 144  1.12

Note: **%p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Low knowledge
= High knowledge

Trustworthiness
38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Unrelated Related
Relatedness

Figure 5-7. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Trustworthiness
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Although the mediated moderation effect of perceived needs of product

knowledge did not exist, we also proposed that different relatedness of endorsements

would influence source credibility (both trustworthiness and expertise) and then affect

product attitude. We followed the regression method (Baron and Kenny, 1986) to test

the mediation effect of source credibility. The result (see table 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8)

provided the evidence that the relationship between relatedness of endorsement and

product attitude was completely mediated by source credibility. Also, a Sobel Test

indicated that the indirect effect significantly existed. (Z=4.09, p <0.05)

Additionally, expertise (see table 5-6, 5-9, and 5-10) and trustworthiness (see table 5-

6, 5-11, and 5-12) of blogger also completely mediated the relationship between

relatedness of endorsement and product attitude. Two Sobel Test revealed that the

indirect effects of expertise (Z = 3.47, p <0.05) and trustworthiness (Z=2.63, p <

0.05) significantly existed

Therefore, a mediation effect of source credibility was verified. Based on all the

results mentioned above, hypothesis 2 was partly supported.
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Table 5-6. Regression of Relatedness — Attitude

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.98 0.09 54.63 0.00%%**
Relatedness 0.31 0.13 241 0.02*
Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
Table 5-7. Regression of Relatedness — Source Credibility

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 3.91 0.11 34.53 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.92 0.16 5.73 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Table 5-8. Regression of Relatedness + Source Credibility — Attitude

Coefficient  Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 3.91 0.11 34.53 0.00%***
Relatedness -0.01 0.13 -0.09 0.93
Source Credibility  0.35 0.06 5.85 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Table 5-9. Regression of Relatedness — Expertise

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 3.53 0.14 25.23 0.00%**
Relatedness 1.47 0.20 7.44 0.00%***
Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
Table 5-10. Regression of Relatedness + Expertise —> Attitude

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.27 0.20 21.19 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.01 0.14 0.10 0.92
Expertise 0.20 0.05 3.92 0.00%**
Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
Table 5-11. Regression of Relatedness — Trustworthiness

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.15 0.13 32.23 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.55 0.18 2.99 0.00%*

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

42

doi:10.6342/NTU202000144



Table 5-12. Regression of Relatedness + Trustworthiness — Attitude

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 3.76 0.24 15.86 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.15 0.12 1.25 0.22
Trustworthiness 0.29 0.05 5.49 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

5.5 Article Credibility

The average of article credibility was submitted to a 2 X 2 ANOVA and the result
(see table 5-13 and figure 5-8) showed that there was a main effect of relatedness of
endorsement. (Munreiaea = 4.24, SD = 0.80; Myeiarea = 4.67, SD = 0.78; F(1, 144) =
11.65, p <0.05) It supported that there was a higher article credibility under related
endorsement than unrelated endorsement. Additionally, a main effect of perceived
needs of knowledge was also found. (Mpign = 4.25, SD = 0.75; Miow = 4.65, SD = 0.83;
F(1, 144) =9.53, p < 0.05) In other words, the article credibility was always higher
under low perceived needs of knowledge than under high perceived needs of

knowledge.
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Table 5-13. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on Article Credibility

Df Mean Square F value P-value
Relatedness 1 6.86 11.65 0.00%**
Knowledge 1 5.61 9.53 0.00**
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 0.29 0.49 0.49
Residuals 144 0.59

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Figure 5-8. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on Article Credibility

Still, although the mediated moderation hypothesis did not exist, we also

proposed that article credibility would mediate the relationship between relatedness of

endorsement and product attitude. In order to check the mediation effect of article

credibility, we conducted the mediation analysis using regression method (Baron and

Kenny, 1986). The outcome indicated that article credibility completely mediated the

relationship between endorsement and product attitude (see table 5-6, 5-14, and 5-15).

A Sobel Test also told that it significantly existed an indirect effect. (Z=3.04, p <
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0.05) Therefore, a mediation effect of article credibility was confirmed. Based on the

results mentioned above, hypothesis 3 was partly supported.

Table 5-14. Regression of Relatedness — Article Credibility

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.24 0.09 46.28 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.43 0.13 3.32 0.00**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Table 5-15. Regression of Relatedness + Article Credibility — Product Attitude

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 2.75 0.31 8.95 0.00%**
Relatedness 0.08 0.11 0.74 0.46
Article Credibility 0.53 0.07 7.50 0.00%***

Note: **%p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

5.6  Discussion

For hypothesis 1 which was the hypothesis that we were eager to figure out was

not supported. This result told us that the relatedness of the product category endorsed

by a blogger would be the strong and important factor which affects product attitude
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in an online blog content, regardless of the perceived needs of knowledge of an

endorsed product.

Based on the analyses of hypothesis 2 and 3, they showed that both source

credibility and article credibility were lower under high than low perceived needs of

knowledge, which confused us. Therefore, supplemental analyses were conducted. We

used one of the persuasion knowledge measurement (i.e. the degree of a subject

perceived that the target blog was an advertisement) as a dependent variable and

submitted to a 2 (relatedness of endorsement) X 2 (perceived needs of knowledge)

ANOVA (see table 5-16 and figure 5-9). Accordingly, there was a main effect of

perceived needs of knowledge (Mhpigh=5.94, SD = 1.01; Mio, = 5.12, SD =1.19; F(1,

144) = 20.74, p < 0.05), and that is, perceived high needs of knowledge of an

endorsed product was seen as more likely to be advertisement than perceived low

needs of knowledge was.
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Table 5-16. ANOVA Table of Relatedness X Knowledge on the Extent to which the

Target Blog is Perceived to be More Like an Advertisement

Df Mean Square  F value P-value
Relatedness 1 0.68 0.56 0.46
Knowledge 1 25.08 20.74 0.00%***
Relatedness * Knowledge 1 2.96 2.45 0.12
Residuals 144 1.21

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Figure 5-9. Interaction Plot of Relatedness and Knowledge on the Extent to which the

Target Blog is Perceived to be More Like an Advertisement

We gave this phenomena an explanation: if a product is perceived high needs of
knowledge to endorse, it somehow implies that this kind of products such as
computer, laptop, electronic devices, and etc. are not frequently demanded in the
consumers’ daily lives. Besides, the endorsers who have such product expertise would

be the minority in the world so that the company who want to promote their products
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would possibly think of them at the first moment. Therefore, when consumers see an

online blog which is talking about the product that is perceived high needs of

knowledge to endorse, they would probably think that the company of the product

wants to persuade them to buy it and then generate a persuasion knowledge that this

online blog is more likely to be an advertisement (a sponsored content). Furthermore,

this kind of perception would lead to lower credibility of the endorser and article.

Our explanation was tested by some additional analyses. We ran a mediation

analysis to test how perceived needs of knowledge affect the article credibility. The

result indicated that the extent to which the subjects perceived the target blog was

more likely to be an advertisement completely mediated the relationship between

perceived needs of knowledge and article credibility (see table 5-17, 5-18, and 5-19).

A Sobel Test showed that indirect effect significantly existed. (Z=-3.42, p <0.05) In

other words, people would see the online content written about a product which was

perceived high needs of knowledge to endorse as more likely to be an advertisement

(a sponsored content) and then discount the credibility of it. We also found out that the

extent to which the subjects perceived the target blog was more likely to be an

advertisement partially mediated perceived needs of knowledge and author’s

credibility (see table 5-18, 5-20, and 5-21). A Sobel Test was significant, too. (Z = -

2.66, p < 0.05) In comparison, the relatedness between the products categories
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endorsed did not have the mediation effect mentioned above. That is, relatedness of

endorsement directly affected credibility and then influenced product attitude. On the

other hand, a perceived higher needs of knowledge of a product, though, would not

have effect on product attitude, it could affect credibility of the blog as well as the

blogger and was mediated by the persuasion knowledge that the blog is more likely to

be an advertisement (a sponsored content).

Table 5-17. Regression of Knowledge — Article Credibility

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.65 0.09 50.80 0.00%***
Knowledge -0.40 0.13 -3.03 0.00%**

Note: **%p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Table 5-18. Regression of Knowledge — Perceived to be More Like an Ad

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 5.12 0.13 40.19 0.00%**
Knowledge 0.83 0.18 4.55 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
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Table 5-19. Regression of Knowledge + Perceived to be More Like an Ad —

Article Credibility
Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value

Intercept 6.10 0.29 20.82 0.00%**
Knowledge -0.16 0.13 -1.26 0.21
Perceived to be
More Like an Ad -0.28 0.05 -5.17 0.00%***
Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05
Table 5-20. Regression of Knowledge — Source Credibility

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 4.65 0.12 38.77 0.00%**
Knowledge -0.57 0.17 -3.35 0.00%**

Note: **%p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Table 5-21. Regression of Knowledge + Perceived to be More Like an Ad —

Source Credibility

Coefficient Standard Error T value P-value
Intercept 591 0.40 14.67 0.00%**
Knowledge -0.37 0.18 -2.08 0.04*
Perceived to be
More Like an Ad -0.25 0.08 -3.28 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

Another supplemental analysis was conducted because we considered that source

credibility would affect article credibility and then result in favorable or unfavorable
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product attitude, which was not like what we proposed in the beginning. (i.e. source

credibility and article credibility influenced product attitude independently.)

Therefore, a new multi-mediation effect structure was provided in figure 5-10.

We used R programming and submitted the variables to the Structure Equation

Model (SEM) to test which paths (i.e. path a, b, ¢, or d; see figure 5-10) significantly

explained the relationship between relatedness of endorsement and product attitude.

The result showed that only the path d was significant (see table 5-22 and figure 5-

11). In other words, when the blogger used to endorse the products which was highly

related (i.e. high relatedness of endorsement), it would result in high source

credibility. Thus, high source credibility would make reader regard the content to be

more credible, and then lead to a more favorable product attitude.

— Patha
= Pathb
=~ Pathc
=— Pathd

relatedness of endorsement |

EDaue Cuegory, :gj Source Credibility l-—O{ Article Credibility ::t Product Attitude
& |

Figure 5-10. Path Structure
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Table 5-22. Result of Path Analysis by SEM

Estimate  Standard Error  Z-value  P-value

Attitude~

Source credibility (bl) 0.07 0.09 0.83 0.41

Article credibility (b2) 0.46 0.11 4.35 0.00%**

Relatedness (c) 0.05 0.12 0.40 0.69
Source credibility~

Relatedness (al) 0.92 0.16 5.77 0.00%**
Article credibility~

Relatedness (a2) -0.13 0.09 -1.39 0.16

Source credibility (M) 0.61 0.04 14.02 0.00%**

Note: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05

relatedness of endorsement

Figure 5-11. Coefficients between each variable
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Chapter 6 General Discussion

Table 6-1. Hypothesis Confirmations

Hypothesis

Confirmed or not

HI

Under multiple product endorsement situation of blog,
the product attitude will be more favorable when the
blogger used to endorse single and related than
multiple and unrelated categories of product; however,
perceived needs of knowledge of a product will
moderate this effect. That is, if perceived needs of
knowledge of a product is high, the negative effect of
multiple endorsement will be enhanced and lead to a
significantly more unfavorable attitude than perceived

needs of knowledge of a product is low.

Partly Confirmed

H2

Related endorsement will result in a higher source
credibility (i.e. blog author’s credibility) than unrelated
endorsement, and furthermore, lead to a higher product
attitudes. As a result, source credibility, both of
trustworthiness and expertise, will mediate the
moderated relationship between relatedness of
endorsement, perceived needs of product knowledge

and product attitude.

Partly Confirmed

H3

Related endorsement will result in a higher article
credibility (i.e. the blog credibility) than unrelated
endorsement, and furthermore, lead to a higher product

attitude. As a result, article credibility will mediate the

Partly Confirmed
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moderated relationship between relatedness of
endorsement, perceived needs of product knowledge

and product attitude.

The present research aimed to study the factors influencing consumers’ judgment

on the product endorsed in a user-generated online blog. Although our concerned

factors, relatedness of endorsement (related or unrelated endorsement) and perceived

needs of knowledge of a product (perceived high or low needs of knowledge to

endorse), did not significantly interact with each other to affect product attitude, we

still found out that related endorsement would be better than unrelated endorsement in

the aspects of product attitude, source credibility, and article credibility. Besides,

relatedness of endorsement and product type would interact to affect the expertise of a

blogger. In other words, unrelated endorsement would have a negative effect on

author expertise, and especially, this negative effect would be amplified under

perceived high needs of knowledge condition.

It is worth noting that in terms of the online blogger, not only trustworthiness but

expertise would mediate the relationship between endorsement and product attitude.

In addition, as for the online article, the article credibility also had the mediation

effect on relatedness of endorsement and attitude. That is, a related endorsement
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blogger as well as his/her content would be seen as more trustworthy and professional
and then make the persuasion more effective.

As far as the supplemental analyses are concerned, if a product which is
perceived high needs of knowledge to endorse, a blog posts for such product would be
treated more like a sponsored content or advertisement, and consequently, discounting
the author as well as article credibility . Thus, in general, the credibility under high
perceived needs of knowledge condition was unfavorable, which was compared to

low perceived needs of knowledge condition.

6.1 Managerial Implications

For marketers who aim to leverage user-generated sponsored content to attain
marketing goals, they must be aware of the negative effect of unrelated endorsement
which will happen without disclosure. Although the factor of a product which is
perceived high expertise to endorse or not, in the present research, does not
significantly affect product attitude, it will literally influence the source credibility. To
be more specific, when a product is perceived high expertise to endorse, finding an

endorser who used to endorse unrelatedly will raise consumers’ suspicion noticeably
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on source expertise as well as source credibility, which make the persuasion

ineffective.

Based on our observation, there are more and more companies like to utilize

online opinion leader such as internet celebrity, famous blogger as well as YouTuber

to promote their products. However, due to our research result, when the product

promoted is perceived high needs of knowledge, the persuasion content (e.g. online

blogs, user-generated content) will be treated more like an advertisement and then

arouse consumers’ suspicion, which is unwilling to happen for a marketer. Facing this

situation, in order to reducing consumers’ doubt as more as possible, marketers should

follow strictly finding a blogger or an endorser who used to endorse in similar or close

product category that matches your promoted products.

6.2 Limitation and Future Research

There are three main limitations in the present research. First, we focused most

on the external factors such as different kinds of endorsers and products but lack of

consideration on the effect of internal factors of consumers such as involvement or

familiarity of brand when judging an online blog. Therefore, we suggest that in future

studies, researchers can delve into different involvement levels to see whether our
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research result will change or not. For instance, in some past studies (e.g. Rice et al.

2011), it indicated that people under low involvement would treat the number of

products endorsed as a totally peripheral cue and did not concern about source

congruence. In Rice et al. (2011) paper, it is so-called a “frequency knowledge cue”

under low involvement. That is, one and exclusive product endorsement would always

be better than multiple product endorsement in low involvement despite of source

congruency. However, nowadays, single product endorsement is rarely seen in the

marketing environment (e.g. online user-generated contents or blogs) and we propose

that consumer in low involvement will not always have unfavorable attitude toward

multiple product endorsement. To be more specific, there must be a factor that can

moderate and enhance low involvement people’s attitude under multiple product

endorsement in today’s situation, especially, an online blog context. We suggest that

perhaps the relatedness between the products endorsed by a single endorse can be

multiple roles under different involvements.

Besides, although the target product of clothing category had a significantly low

perceived needs of knowledge in the pretest, it was not seen as low as the pretest in

the main study. Therefore, we considered that the perceived low needs of knowledge

condition was not manipulated under a very low level (the mean did not significantly

different from 4, the midpoint of scale), which would be one of the reasons that our
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first hypothesis (i.e. moderation effect of perceived needs of product knowledge) is

not confirmed.

Third, in the present research, the product category relatedness of endorsement

represented two concepts: 1) the relatedness between the products which a blogger

used to endorse; 2) the relatedness between the products which a blogger used to

endorse and the product post in the blog a subject was reading. We did not separate

these two different concepts apart. However, we wondered that if a blogger used to

endorse in the same product category but start to endorse a totally different category

when a consumer saw a certain blog, would the consumer regard this blogger as a

credible source due to the high relatedness between the products that the blogger used

to endorse and then still generated a good product attitude toward the product s/he

saw 1in that certain blog or would s/he changed his or her mental processes and turned

out to ruin the product attitude? Therefore, we suggested future researchers would

separate these two different concepts to see whether there would come out different

results.

We also analyzed two questions of persuasion knowledge: 1) whether the

subjects considered that all online contents were totally advertisement (i.e. sponsored

content) or not and 2) whether the subjects had a viewpoint that all sponsored contents

were not trustworthy. Both of the average ratings were significantly less than the
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midpoint 4. (Mjirs = 3.38, SD = 1.46; #(147) = -5.18, p < 0.05; Myecona=3.21, SD =

1.43; #(147) = -6.70, p < 0.05) The result indicated that actually, people do not always

consider online blogs as sponsored content or ads, and plus, they do not regard

sponsored content as less credibility. However, due to the supplemental finding of our

research, when a blog copy writes for such product which is perceived high needs of

knowledge would be deemed as more like a sponsored content or advertisement, and

then engender consumers’ suspicion. To sum up, consumers do not take online

contents as advertisement and do not reckon sponsored contents as less credibility.

Nevertheless, as long as consumers perceived a blog as more like a sponsored

advertisement, the credibility of the content as well as the author will be eroded.

Though we had found a factor which will evoke consumes’ suspicion, the perceived

needs of knowledge of a product endorsed, there must be some factors else.

Therefore, we suggest future researchers can delve into figuring out the factors which

will arouse the doubt of consumers about an online blog.
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Pretest Questionnaire 2
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Appendix C

Main Study Questionnaire
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