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I. 
 

Abstract 
  

Over the past decade, Online Influencer Marketing (OIM) has witnessed a significant rise. 

However, the determinants of its effectiveness have yielded mixed results in existing literature. 

Particularly, research on message sidedness in traditional marketing has shown conflicting 

findings. This study therefore aims to address these gaps by investigating the impact of two-

sided message strategies in the realm of OIM. Additionally, we explore the potential role of 

authenticity as an underlying mechanism in OIM success, and the possible moderating effect 

of sponsorship disclosure. 

 

Through an online survey and an experimental 2 (message sidedness: One-sided vs. Two-sided) 

x 2 (sponsorship disclosure: Presence vs. Absence) design (N = 186), we presented participants 

with a fake Instagram post by a fictitious influencer and analyzed their responses. The findings 

indicate that incorporating both favorable and unfavorable arguments in the caption of a 

sponsored Instagram post does not significantly affect purchase intentions or brand attitude. 

However, it positively impacts electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) intentions. Interestingly, the 

presence or absence of a sponsorship disclosure does not moderate this relationship, and SMI's 

authenticity does not appear to play a role as an underlying mechanism. 

 

Our study therefore sheds light on factors that do not significantly impact OIM effectiveness, 

ruling out message sidedness as a factor influencing consumer engagement, authenticity as a 

potential mediator, and sponsorship disclosure as a potential moderator. From a practical 

standpoint, this study provides some clarity for marketers looking to optimize their OIM 

strategies regarding social media influencers' content and characteristics. Additionally, this 

research contributes to the growing body of knowledge in this ever-evolving field and opens up 

new avenues for future investigation. 

 

 

 

Keywords: Online Influencer Marketing, Social Media Influencer, Message Sidedness, 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Over the past decade, social media platforms have become increasingly significant in society, 

shaping the daily lives of billions (Knoll, 2016). As individuals increasingly rely on digital 

devices for information and recommendations, leaving traditional media behind, brands have 

been compelled to adapt by exploring online marketing techniques to remain relevant and 

capture consumers' attention (De Veirman et al., 2017; Jafari et al., 2011). One such technique, 

Online Influencer Marketing (OIM), allows companies to engage with potential customers 

through influential users known as Social Media Influencers (SMIs). This approach has now 

become an integral component of brands’ marketing strategies (Leung et al., 2022a). 

The growing popularity of OIM has led to numerous marketing research studies exploring its 

impact and benefits (e.g., Borchers, 2019; Hudders et al., 2021; Leung et al., 2022a, 2020b). 

Additionally, researchers have also investigated the factors contributing to its effectiveness, 

such as influencer characteristics (e.g., Breves et al., 2019; Ladhari et al., 2020; Schouten et al., 

2020; Torres et al., 2019), psychological factors (e.g., Hu et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2019; Martínez-

López et al., 2020; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020), and content attributes (e.g., Casaló et al., 2020; 

Evans et al., 2017; Hughes et al., 2019; Ki & Kim, 2019). However, despite the growing interest 

in OIM, the literature has not yet provided a complete understanding of its mechanisms, 

especially in terms of the opportunities and challenges it presents for firms (Leung et al., 2022a). 

Moreover, the increasing number of research papers on this topic has led to mixed and 

contradictory results, particularly regarding the underlying factors contributing to OIM 

effectiveness. Therefore, in order to contribute to this ongoing debate and provide some clarity, 

we have delved into some of these factors in the hope of shedding further light on the subject. 

This thesis is structured into five main parts. The first part is the literature review, which 

consists of two chapters. The first chapter focuses on OIM, covering its usage, benefits, risks, 

and factors influencing its effectiveness. The second chapter examines the role of SMIs’ 

perceived authenticity, exploring its definition and the factors influencing it. In the second part, 

three hypotheses are developed, which will be tested through an experimental study. The results 

of this study will be discussed later part 4, following the methodology discussed in the third 

part. Finally, the findings of the study will be discussed in the fifth and final part. This section 

will also include a discussion of the limitations faced during the experimental process and 

potential directions for future research.  
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PART 1 - LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Chapter 1 - Online Influencer Marketing 

 

1. What is OIM? 

 

As highlighted in the introduction, influencer marketing has gained immense popularity among 

marketers. To lay the groundwork before diving deeper into the subject, let's begin by defining 

what a Social Media Influencer is and what Online Influencer Marketing entails. 

An influencer, also known as a SMI, is an ordinary user who has gained a considerable 

following on social media platforms due to their ability to influence the opinions, attitudes, and 

behaviors of their followers (Burke, 2017; Carter, 2016; Freberg et al., 2011). They are 

recognized as digital opinion leaders and can even attain a form of (micro-)celebrity status 

(Gaenssle & Budzinski, 2020; Leung et al.2022a). As trusted tastemakers, online influencers 

hold a significant impact over their followers' decision-making, a fact that brands are well aware 

of and seek to leverage (De Veirman et al., 2017; Hudders et al., 2021). Consequently, a new 

marketing communication tool known as OIM has emerged. Although the concept of social 

media influencers traces back to the mid-2000s during the blogging era (Borchers, 2019), the 

practice of OIM is relatively new and has gained widespread popularity only in recent years 

(Kádeková & Holienčinová, 2018).  

OIM is often seen as a modern take on traditional product placement. This marketing strategy 

involves collaborating with various influencers, primarily on Instagram and YouTube, to 

promote brands products or services (Guilleux, 2021). The objective is to shape consumers 

attitudes, boost sales, and enhance brand recognition (Freberg et al., 2011; Leung et al., 2022a, 

2022b; Muntinga, 2016; Vrontis et al., 2021). In other words, brands now use influencers as 

independent third-party endorsers to drive product or service promotion, increase website 

traffic, and ultimately generate higher sales (De Veirman et al., 2017; Freberg et al., 2011). 

Through these partnerships, brands can leverage the influencers' credibility, influence, large 

follower base, content creativity, personal positioning, and earned followers trust to boost their 

overall performance (Leung et al., 2022a). 

However, influencers do not provide their online fame to brands without any form of 

compensation and typically require incentives, either in the form of material rewards (free 

products) or financial compensation (money) (Campbell & Farrell, 2020; Vrontis et al., 2021). 
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Besides, compensation to the influencer in exchange for featuring the brand's product or service 

in their social media post or video is the first out of two criteria that the European Advertising 

Standards Alliance (EASA) outlines to classify a practice as a form of advertising utilized in 

commercial communication. The second one is that the advertiser has control over the content 

of the said post or video (EASA, 2018). 

In terms of effectiveness, OIM has proven to be highly influential due to the influencers' specific 

audience. This enables brands to not only reach a large number of people but also individuals 

who align with their targeted demographic (Leung et al., 2022a). Additionally, brands, a bit like 

in native advertising, appear seamlessly into the influencer’s content, mirroring the look and 

feel of the platform, which therefore creates a fully integrated experience for the audience 

(Campbell & Grimm, 2019; De Veirman et al., 2019; Lee & Eastin, 2021). Moreover, the 

influencer’s positive image further elevates the positive image of the brand’s sponsored product 

or service. Such marketing technique also often mirrors word-of-mouth (WOM), as SMIs 

connect at an intimate level with their audience and form a kind of relationship where both can 

interact with each other (Breves et al., 2019; Escobar-Rodríguez & Bonsón-Fernández, 2017). 

Lastly, a study by Lou et al., (2019) demonstrated that content endorsed by SMI receives far 

more engagement and positive sentiment compared to direct brand communication. This 

finding supports previous claims made by Escobar-Rodriguez and Bonson-Fernandez, asserting 

that information conveyed by personal sources holds more weight in shaping a business's than 

information directly provided by the business itself. Consequently, consumers tend to place 

greater trust in influencers than in companies. 

Lastly, despite being a relatively recent phenomenon, OIM has rapidly gained momentum in 

recent years with the growth of social media platforms. According to Geyser's (2023) 

benchmark report on the current state of influencer marketing (Geyser, 2023), with nearly 60% 

of the global population using social media, OIM has transformed into a multi-billion-dollar 

industry. It is projected to reach $21.1 billion by 2023, a 29% increase from 2022. Furthermore, 

82% of respondents plan to allocate a specific budget for OIM in 2023. Among the platforms 

utilized, TikTok takes the lead at 55.5%, followed by Instagram (50.8%), Facebook (42.1%), 

and YouTube (38.3%) (Geyser, 2023). With TikTok leading the charge, surpassing Instagram 

for the first time, advertisers can now reach billions of users on these platforms. Specifically, 

they can now engage with 20.3% of all internet users via Instagram and 13.6% of users aged 

18+ on TikTok (Data Reportal, 2023b, 2023c). Ultimately, all these figures provide clear 

evidence of OIM's status as a well-established and growing strategy, rather than a passing trend. 
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2. How Unique is OIM?  

 

Early research on OIM was heavily influenced by findings from more traditional 

communication strategies such as product placements, celebrity endorsements, and even word 

of mouth (WOM) practices (e.g., Fowler & Thomas, 2023; Hudders et al., 2021; Lee & Eastin, 

2021). In more recent studies, researchers have tried to understand whether the key mechanisms 

of these strategies hold true for OIM as well. While some characteristics proved to be similar, 

recent research has also highlighted several differences that set OIM apart as a unique strategy.  

Firstly, unlike celebrities, influencers often cultivate a more approachable, trustworthy, and 

relatable image by consistently sharing personal experiences and engaging directly with their 

followers (Abidin, 2016; Schau & Gilly, 2003). This sets OIM apart from traditional marketing 

strategies like celebrity endorsements or native advertising, as OIM prioritizes audience 

building and promotes deeper engagement (Haenlein & Libai, 2017). Such interaction often 

results in a para-social relationship (PSI), where followers perceive a personal connection 

with the influencer, making them more receptive to the influencer's opinions and behaviors 

(Colliander & Dahlén, 2011; Knoll et al., 2015). Building such a bond involves influencers 

revealing personal aspects of their lives, a concept known as the "celebrification of a private 

self" (Raun, 2018, p. 106), and actively engaging with consumers for promotional goals (Leung 

et al., 2022a). This distinctive mode of interaction further separates influencers from 

mainstream celebrities, positioning them as unique digital micro-celebrities (Hudders et al., 

2021). 

Another distinction arises from how influencers and celebrities attain their fame. Celebrities 

often achieve recognition from accomplishments in areas like acting, music, or sports 

(McQuarrie et al., 2013). On the other hand, influencers, initially deemed “ordinary internet 

users” (Abidin, 2015, p.1) become famous by accumulating followers. This growth stems from 

their active content sharing and their integration of brand endorsements that appear in an 

authentic way and which adds value to their followers' consumption experience (Lou & Yuan, 

2019). Unlike the distant allure of celebrities, SMIs establish their position as opinion leaders 

by coming of as more relatable, approachable, and socially accessible (Jin et al., 2019; Schouten 

et al., 2020). Hence, influencers must focus on self-promotion practices to attain celebrity status 

rather than simply being famous (Marwick, 2013), highlighting the concept of self-branding 

as a key factor that sets SMIs apart from traditional celebrities. Additionally, their popularity 
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often remains limited to niche groups, whereas conventional celebrities are recognized by a 

wider audience (Abidin, 2015; Zhang et al., 2020). 

A third difference lies in the budget required to implement these marketing strategies (Leung 

et al., 2022a). Firms often find influencer marketing to be more cost-effective compared to 

hiring famous celebrity endorsers, especially when they collaborate with micro-influencers 

(Leung et al., 2022b). However, while firms intentionally select and compensate online 

influencers to spread word-of-mouth about their offerings in OIM, it is still pricier than organic 

WOM (Leung et al., 2022a).   

Furthermore, OIM offers a distinct advantage by enabling companies to access the influencer's 

follower network, leveraging the trust these followers place in the influencer to market their 

products. Indeed, OIM harnesses the influencer's positioning and content as a promotional 

tool for the firm's offerings. Additionally, SMIs possess the unique capability to create content 

that aligns with their audience's aspirations, making it more relevant and less intrusive 

compared to traditional advertisements – a real advantage for endorsing brands (Leung et al., 

2022a). Moreover, as pointed out in studies by Jung (2017) & Varnali (2014), such an approach 

can positively influence consumers' attitudes towards the content and lead to better behavioral 

responses. 

Another significant contrast arises in terms of creative control. While celebrities merely 

represent the brand's persona, SMIs have creative liberty when crafting promotional messages 

for their social media channels (Hudders et al., 2021; Leung et al., 2022a; Pöyry et al., 2019). 

Although firms often provide content briefs outlining the campaign's objectives, key messages, 

and deliverables, they also allow influencers to tailor content that aligns with their personal 

positioning so that it resonates with their followers. This creative freedom, crucial for successful 

influencer marketing (Leung et al., 2022b), sets SMIs as content creators with legal 

responsibility for their advertising content (Hudders et al., 2021). This is unlike celebrity 

endorsements and seeding marketing, where firms have full control and provide the agent with 

firm-generated content (FGC) to be promoted (Leung et al., 2022). Likewise, in viral marketing, 

it is the firm that creates and shares the message to stimulate brand awareness through WOM 

(Hinz et al., 2011; van der Lans et al., 2010). In contrast, OIM promotes authenticity and trust, 

as influencers' content and recommendations are perceived as self-motivated and real. Unlike 

celebrity endorsers who read scripted lines, influencers provide credible and honest reviews, 

contributing to their authenticity (Gerdeman, 2019). 
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Last but not least, studies consistently show that OIM is more effective than traditional 

celebrity endorsements (e.g., de Vries et al., 2012; Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017; Giles, 

2017). For instance, Jin et al. (2019) found that influencers’ social presence cultivates trust as 

SMIs appear more genuine than celebrities. Schouten et al. (2020) revealed that participants felt 

a greater sense of similarity and connection to influencers compared to celebrities, leading to 

higher trust in their recommendations. And Pöyry et al. (2019) further emphasized that 

influencers' photos had a greater influence on purchase intentions compared to those of general 

celebrities. This is potentially due to the stronger social identification SMIs can foster among 

followers, leading to a more engaged and relevant audience compared to mainstream celebrities 

(Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017; Gong & Li, 2017). Moreover, Moulard et al. (2015) identified 

truthful endorsements, visibility, and sincerity as unique dimensions contributing to an SMI's 

authenticity, which are inapplicable to celebrity authenticity. As such, SMIs are often 

perceived as fellow consumers, while traditional celebrities are not (Lee & Eastin, 2021). By 

demonstrating a friendly personality, showcasing shared life experiences, and providing honest 

product recommendations, influencers can foster an intimate connection with their audience, 

boosting their perceived authenticity and creating a sense of closeness, which makes their brand 

recommendations more trustworthy (Audrezet et al., 2020; Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017). 

These findings demonstrate that effective influencer marketing campaigns require familiarity, 

authenticity, and visual congruence with the target audience, rather than relying on celebrity 

endorsements to showcase the superiority and uniqueness of a brand (Argyris et al., 2020). With 

such findings, Lee & Eastin (2021) concluded that OIM success is based on authenticity and 

SMIs are well aware of that fact. Indeed, Duffy (2017) noted that influencers often use 

authenticity management strategies to strengthen this relationship and appeal to brand 

managers. 

 

3. Main Use of OIM and Associated Benefits/Risks 

 

Recognizing the unique nature of OIM over traditional communication tactics explains why 

brands are increasingly preferring to invest in this type of strategy. Moreover, as consumers 

grow skeptical of brands' direct marketing efforts, trusting traditional advertising methods less 

(Gerdeman, 2019), firms see OIM as a promising alternative. However, while its use can bring 

many advantages, one must not neglect the associated risks. 
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3.1. Use 

 

Before exploring the pros and cons of OIM, let's first recall why firms opt for such an approach. 

This strategy involves brands leveraging influencers' resources, such as their network, creative 

content, personal positioning, and follower trust (Leung et al., 2022a). The aim is to utilize these 

resources for product or service promotion, with the objective of shaping consumer perceptions, 

increasing sales, attracting and engaging customers, and elevating brand recognition and 

awareness (Vrontis et al., 2021). Moreover, brands may also use OIM to refresh their outdated 

images, reach untapped markets, or even act as an innovation lab for new products (Backaler, 

2018). Some even enlist the help of influencers to improve negative brand perceptions or co-

created products, utilizing the influencers' unique perspectives, networks, and skills. Lastly, 

businesses often engage influencers to achieve both marketing and PR objectives (Borchers, 

2019; Hudders et al., 2021). This partnership helps in reaching the target audience, potentially 

strengthening positive brand perceptions, and boosting brand awareness, sales, and customer 

engagement, all with the ultimate objective of enhancing the company’s performance (Leung 

et al., 2022b). 

 

3.2. Benefits of OIM 

 

Recent studies highlight various benefits of leveraging influencers as a marketing approach. 

Specific attributes of OIM and influencer traits can indeed enhance its performance. When done 

right, OIM consistently shows benefits in terms of consumer engagement (Argyris et al., 2020; 

Casaló et al., 2020; Elton & Lopez, 2018; Hughes et al., 2019; Kapitan & Silvera, 2015; 

Valsesia et al., 2020), influencer and brand perception (De Veirman et al., 2017; De Veirman 

& Hudders, 2020; Ki & Kim, 2019; Silva et al., 2020; Torres et al., 2019; Uzunoğlu & Kip, 

2014), purchase intentions (Fink et al., 2020; Ki & Kim, 2019; Ladhari et al., 2020; Lee & 

Eastin, 2021; Lou & Yuan, 2019; Rao Hill et al., 2017; Torres et al., 2019; Uzunoğlu & Kip, 

2014) and even public opinions (Hudders et al., 2021). 

Moreover, in terms of marketing and PR objectives, SMIs wear multiple hats: they act as 

intermediaries, content distributors, creative producers, community managers, endorsements, 

strategic consultants, and event hosts. This multifaceted role consolidates diverse 

responsibilities into one individual, opening up new avenues for strategic communication and 

fostering valuable synergistic effects (Borchers, 2019; Hudders et al., 2021). 
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As previously stated, although increased affordability is not the only benefit of OIM, it is a 

significant advantage over traditional celebrity endorsements. Studies have shown that it is 

often a more economical choice for firms, as influencers not only create compelling content but 

also share it with their deeply engaged and highly targeted audience (Carter, 2016; Enke & 

Borchers, 2019). Furthermore, anecdotal evidence from Ahmad (2018) suggests that OIM can 

yield higher sales and better return on investment than traditional marketing methods. 

Leung et al. (2022a) identified four more OIM advantages: targeting, positioning, creativity, 

and trust benefits. First, OIM can target specific consumer segments through influencers, who 

create naturally segmented consumer groups due to their distinct personal brands. Moreover, 

firms can leverage influencers' follower networks to reach changing consumer segments and 

adapt to evolving preferences. Second, OIM can also complement a firm's overall positioning 

strategy by leveraging influencers' market-tested positioning, creating or reinforcing desired 

brand associations, achieving differentiated positioning, and experimenting with alternative 

positioning strategies. Third, through close influencer-follower relationships, firms gain unique 

insights for creating original, relevant, and creative influencer-generated content. This content 

is often seen as less intrusive and elicits more positive consumer responses. Finally, in an era 

where traditional marketing skepticism is high, OIM utilizes the authenticity and unbiased 

stance of influencers to improve brand outcomes. These combined benefits ultimately enhance 

marketing communication effectiveness. 

Brands can also leverage these authentic relationships that SMIs share with their audience to 

create a rub-off effect. According to Lin et al. (2018), influencers can heighten a product's 

emotional appeal by associating their own emotional attachment and status with it. Moreover, 

previous research on celebrity endorsements has demonstrated that consumers' perceptions of 

endorsers can shape their evaluations of endorsed products due to their pre-existing beliefs 

about the endorsers (McCracken, 1989; Miller & Allen, 2012; Silvera & Austad, 2004; 

Thwaites et al., 2012). Similarly, Park et al. (2021) realized that followers' perception of certain 

micro-influencers' authenticity could be transferred to the brands and products they promoted.  

Similarly, brands utilizing OIM can also experience a positive impact through the 

doppelganger effect. Ki & Kim's (2019) study suggests that followers tend to mimic 

influencers’ behavior and follow their product recommendations as they view them as role 

models. Jin et al. (2019) propose that these mimetic behaviors might also stem from a sense of 

envy evoked by the influencers' appealing lifestyles. 
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3.3. Risks of OIM 

 

While there are numerous benefits to OIM, Leung et al. (2022a) also point out two potential 

drawbacks: content control and customer retention threats. Firstly, although OIM's creative 

freedom can be beneficial, it can lead to inconsistent content quality and confusion if the 

influencer-generated content diverges from the official brand message, potentially damaging 

the brand's credibility. Secondly, while OIM can foster initial trust in a brand, it does not 

guarantee long-term brand loyalty, making it a good strategy for attracting new customers but 

less effective in retaining them. These drawbacks could potentially undermine the effectiveness 

of marketing communication. 

Secondly, while the doppelganger effect offers benefits, it is crucial to remember that 

influencers, like celebrities, are also susceptible to attract negative publicity impacting an 

organization's reputation (Hudders et al., 2021). Therefore, the optimal strategy may be 

distancing from the influencer (Sng et al., 2019), though this can provoke follower backlash, as 

shown in Lancome's case (Mak & Song, 2019). Lastly, companies should also be cautious about 

involving influencers in order to repair their reputation after an organizational crisis, as it could 

decrease brand trust due to the perception of manipulative intent. However, disclosing a value-

driven motive could mitigate this last negative effect (Singh et al., 2020). Essentially, 

navigating influencer relationships can be complex, significantly affecting a brand's reputation. 

Moreover, relying on influencers who post excessive sponsored content presents a risk to OIM 

as well, as it can erode audience trust and engagement (Martínez-López et al., 2020). In fact, 

followers tend to unfollow influencers who post too many advertisements (Djafarova & 

Trofimenko, 2019). In a study on the strategic use of social media, Hudders et al. (2021) also 

discovered that sponsored content could harm consumer trust by painting influencers as less 

genuine and authentic. However, the consumers' realization that sponsored content could also 

benefit them as viewers mediated those results, as it allowed the influencer to create higher 

quality content (Van Dam & van Reijmersdal, 2019).   

Lastly, in addition to major challenges, working with influencers can bring other smaller issues. 

As per a study by Hudders et al. (2021), advertising professional expressed concerns about legal 

requirements (such as the sponsorship disclosure), the integration of influencer marketing 

into a traditional agency structure (including content and creative responsibilities), and the 

difficulty of selecting suitable influencers (such as determining what characteristics are 

relevant). Furthermore, high costs associated with certain influencers were also a worry, which 
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contradicts studies claiming OIM is more affordable than conventional marketing tactics. 

However, this can be attributed to the surge in popularity and demand for OIM, resulting in 

higher fees for influencers. Finally, similarly to the content control threat identified by Leung 

et al. (2022a), there is a notable concern about balancing content control and influencer 

creativity, which could pose a high risk to brands such as posting inappropriate or illegal 

content. 

 

4. Factors Affecting OIM Effectiveness 

 

As discussed in the above section, OIM can offer a multitude of benefits, such as influencing 

some sort of behavioral change in consumers, which is a primary objective for firms. Yet, 

understanding the driving factors behind these benefits is crucial. Fortunately, the rapidly 

expanding literature stream devoted to influencer marketing has already been deeply examined, 

with six literature reviews to date (Chang et al., 2020; Fowler & Thomas, 2023; Hudders et al., 

2021; Levesque & Pons, 2020; Vrontis et al., 2021; Ye et al., 2021). Among these reviews, 

Vrontis et al. (2021) developed a comprehensive framework summarizing the factors 

influencing consumer behavior, including antecedents, mediators, moderators, key contextual 

factors, and underlying mechanisms. Drawing from their extensive research, we have tailored 

one of their tables to scrutinize the antecedents that drive OIM effectiveness:  

 

 Antecedents Consequences Effect Key citations 

Source 

characteristics 

Credibility 

Post attitude, brand attitude, 

brand image (long term), 

brand trust, PSI, purchase 

intention 

+ 

 

(Breves et al., 

2019; Fink et al., 

2020; Reinikainen 

et al., 2020; Sakib 

et al., 2019) 

 

Physical attractiveness PSI + 

(J. E. Lee & 

Watkins, 2016; 

Sakib et al., 2019) 

 
Attractiveness 

(familiarity and 

likeability) 

Brand attitude, influencer-

brand congruence, attitude 

towards the endorsement, 

purchase intention 

+ 

(Torres et al., 

2019; Trivedi & 

Sama, 2020) 

 

Expertise 

Brand attitude, attitude 

towards the influencer 

(taste & opinion leader), 

blog post engagement 

+ 

(Hughes et al., 

2019; Ki & Kim, 

2019; Trivedi & 

Sama, 2020) 

 

Trustworthiness 

Attitude towards the ad, 

product attitude, purchase 

intention 

+ 
(Schouten et al., 

2020) 
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Popularity 
Purchase intention, 

trustworthiness, expertise 
+ 

(Ladhari et al., 

2020; Rao Hill et 

al., 2017) 

Psychological 

related 

influential 

factors 

PSI 

Luxury brand perceptions, 

stickiness to influencer, 

wishful identification, 

compliance intention, 

purchase intention 

+ 

(Hu et al., 2020; 

Jin et al., 2019; 

Lee & Watkins, 

2016; Sokolova & 

Kefi, 2020) 

 

Endorser-product-

brand fit 

Influencers’ 

trustworthiness, post 

credibility, interestingness 

about the content, 

willingness to search for 

more info, engagement, 

attitude towards the 

endorsement/brand/product, 

purchase intention 

+ 

(Breves et al., 

2019; Martínez-

López et al., 2020; 

Torres et al., 2019) 

Content 

attributes 
Visual congruence 

Engagement with 

influencer post 
+ 

(Argyris et al., 

2020) 

 

Post's commercial 

orientation 

Influencers’ 

trustworthiness, post 

credibility, interestingness 

about the content, 

willingness to search for 

more information 

- 
(Martínez-López 

et al., 2020) 

 

Informative content 

Competence need 

fulfilment, attitude towards 

the influencer (opinion 

leader) 

+ 
( Ki & Kim, 2019; 

Ki et al., 2020) 

 
Interactive content 

Attitude towards the 

influencer (opinion leader 
+ (Ki & Kim, 2019) 

 

Quality content 
Engagement, intention to 

consume 
+ 

(Casaló et al., 

2020; Magno, 

2017) 

 

Originality 

Intention to interact, 

recommend the account and 

follow the advice 

+ 
(Casaló et al., 

2020) 

 

Uniqueness 

Intention to interact, 

recommend the account and 

follow the advice 

+ 
(Casaló et al., 

2020) 

Source: adapted from Vrontis et al. (2021) 

 

4.1. Influencer Characteristics 

 

The most commonly variables used in OIM effectiveness are influencer traits (Fowler & 

Thomas, 2023). Indeed, several studies have highlighted the importance of specific influencer 

traits and features of OIM in boosting consumer engagement (Argyris et al., 2020; Casaló et 

al., 2020; Hughes et al., 2019; Kapitan & Silvera, 2015; Valsesia et al., 2020), influencing 

influencer evaluation and brand attitudes (De Veirman et al., 2017; De Veirman & Hudders, 

2020; Torres et al., 2019; Uzunoğlu & Kip, 2014), and promoting purchase intentions (Lee & 

Eastin, 2021; Lou & Yuan, 2019).  
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For instance, purchase intentions are heavily influenced by positive attitudes towards the SMI. 

Firstly, influencers’ perceived credibility shape consumers’ perceptions and attitudes toward 

them, thereby impacting their followers’ purchasing behavior (Al-Emadi & Ben Yahia, 2020; 

Munnukka et al., 2018; Reinikainen et al., 2020; Sakib et al., 2019; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020). 

Secondly, influencers’ trustworthiness, arising partly from SMIs’ perceived authenticity, 

boosts consumer engagement and cooperative interaction, enhancing the effectiveness of OIM 

(Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Schouten et al., 2020; Uzunoğlu & Kip, 2014). Thirdly, 

popularity, largely influenced by emotional attachment to an influencer and their perceived 

attitude, values, and appearance, also plays a significant role in shaping those behaviors 

(Ladhari et al., 2020; Rao Hill et al., 2017).  

 

4.1.1. SMIs authenticity 

 

Speaking of authenticity, it is a widely discussed concept in recent SMIs and OIM literature, 

which has been shown to deliver positive outcomes for influencers, brands, and consumers alike 

(Audrezet et al., 2020; Luoma-aho et al., 2019; Tolvanen et al., 2013). This key element fosters 

trust, credibility, and engagement among audiences (Enli, 2014; Lee, 2020). When 

influencers are perceived as authentic, consumers are more receptive to their messages and 

recommendations (Brown et al., 2003; Labrecque et al., 2011). This authenticity not only 

enhances the perceived quality of endorsed products (Moulard et al., 2015), but also nurtures 

a strong emotional connection with the brand, driving positive WOM recommendations and 

advocacy (Morhart et al., 2015). Ultimately, authenticity has been associated with an increased 

intention to buy (Kapitan et al., 2022).  

Furthermore, previous studies on conventional marketing have also demonstrated the positive 

influence of brand authenticity on both brand trust (Schallehn et al., 2014) and consumers’ 

behavioral intentions (K. Fritz et al., 2017). These studies further suggest that SMIs’ perceived 

authenticity holds a stronger predictive value for consumer purchase intentions than mere 

familiarity with traditional celebrities (Ilicic & Webster, 2016). 

Taking all of this in consideration,  Lee & Eastin (2021) concluded that perceived authenticity 

is pivotal to OIM success, as it significantly shapes consumer attitudes towards influencers and 

their sponsored content. Authenticity is also considered as a key driver of OIM effectiveness 

by Borchers (2019). Similarly, according to Hudders et al. (2021), influencers must exhibit 
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authenticity, along with expertise and intimacy, to enhance their appeal in attracting more 

followers and impact on follower decision-making.  

However, it is also important to remember that authenticity and expertise are intertwined. 

Establishing an authentic identity is essential for gaining expertise in a given field (Carter, 

2016; Marwick & boyd, 2011). Therefore, the combination of high authenticity and expertise 

may be key in understanding why some influencers are more successful and influential than 

others, particularly when it comes to persuading others (Wellman et al., 2020). 

Overall, perceived authenticity has a significant impact on consumers, SMIs, and brands, 

enhancing message effectiveness, strengthening brand-consumer relationships, and influencing 

consumer behavior. Understanding the importance of authenticity in influencer marketing can 

guide brands and SMIs in building genuine connections with their audiences and achieving 

favorable outcomes in terms of consumer engagement, brand perception, and business success. 

In this sense, authenticity has really become a new business imperative, making an authentic 

consumer experience a real competitive edge for marketers using OIM (Bruhn et al., 2012; 

Kapitan & Silvera, 2015; Lee & Eastin, 2021; Pöyry et al., 2019). 

 

4.2. Psychological Related Influential Factors 

 

Next, some psychological factors like PSI or SMI-product-brand congruence are also known to 

be key antecedents in the SMI literature. For instance, a strong fit between the endorser, the 

brand, and the product (Breves et al., 2019; Martínez-López et al., 2020; Torres et al., 2019) 

boosts consumer engagement towards the brand. Furthermore, influencer-product congruence 

not only enhances trust and post credibility but also generates greater interest and 

information-seeking intent (Martínez-López et al., 2020). Consequently, a lack of alignment 

between influencers and brands, resulting in content incongruence, can cause confusion and 

damage the brand's credibility, and therefore decrease the effectiveness of marketing 

communication (Pitt et al., 2008). 

Additionally, PSI, driven by feelings of similarity, perceived social attractiveness of the 

influencer, and shared values further influences consumer behavior and purchase decisions 

(Hudders et al., 2021; Lee & Watkins, 2016; Sakib et al., 2019), with influencer credibility 

and brand perceptions acting as key mediators (Lee & Watkins, 2016; Reinikainen et al., 

2020). 
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4.3. Content Attributes 

 

Certain characteristics of the content can also play a crucial role in enhancing OIM 

effectiveness. For instance, visual congruence between the influencer and his followers' posts 

enhances consumer engagement towards the sponsored influencer (Argyris et al., 2020). 

Moreover, a unique and original influencer's post encourages consumers to engage with the 

influencer, follow their advice, and recommend them to others, therefore benefiting sponsoring 

brands that choose to sponsor such influencers (Casaló et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, high endorser-brand-product fit, along with positive attitudes towards SMIs as 

a taste and opinion leaders, can also drive purchase intentions due to the followers' desire to 

mimic the influencer, especially if the SMI provides visually appealing, prestigious 

informative and interactive content (Breves et al., 2019; Kapitan & Silvera, 2015; Ki & Kim, 

2019; Martínez-López et al., 2020; Silva et al., 2020). 

Moreover, the research done by Leung et al. (2022a) reveals that collaborating with creative 

influencers who produce original, creative, and relevant content leads to less intrusive posts 

than traditional advertising, resulting in more positive consumer responses. A study conducted 

by the same authors in collaboration with Li and Zhang (2022b) further investigated these 

factors and discovered a positive correlation between influencer originality, follower size, 

sponsor salience, and OIM effectiveness. Their study also revealed the moderating effects of 

influencer activity, follower–brand fit, and post positivity on the overall OIM effectiveness. 

Challenging earlier assumptions about sponsor visibility stating that excessive sponsor 

visibility could reduce engagement by making SMIs appear too commercial and less authentic 

(Stubb, 2018; Tellis et al., 2019), their findings revealed that enhancing the visibility of 

sponsorship within influencer posts can, in fact, boost content value and thereby enhance OIM 

effectiveness. Similarly, Sah et al. (2018) argues that disclosures can cultivate greater trust in 

an influencer's expertise, leading to positive persuasion outcomes. Other studies also highlight 

positive outcomes such as improved brand recall and increased intention to interact with the 

post (Boerman, 2020), heightened brand liking (De Jans et al., 2020), and an enhanced 

likelihood of purchase (Kay et al., 2020). However, others have discovered negative 

repercussions on brand attitude and the influencer's credibility (De Veirman & Hudders, 2020; 

Van Reijmersdal et al., 2020). Interestingly, a recent study reported that sponsor disclosure in 

TikTok influencer marketing videos had no discernible impact on brand outcomes in 



15. 
 

adolescents (van der Bend et al., 2023). Further research therefore seems useful to understand 

the true impact of sponsorship disclosure on OIM effectiveness.  

Furthermore, the same authors argue that a combination of positive and negative content can 

be the most effective approach, contrary to previous literature emphasizing the viral nature of 

positive content (Berger & Milkman, 2009). Given consumers' awareness of paid 

endorsements, relying solely on positive feedback may raise concerns about influencer 

authenticity (McQuarrie et al., 2013). Moreover, traditional marketing research suggests that 

using such a two-sided message strategy tends to enhance perceptions of advertiser honesty, 

thereby increasing its credibility (Eisend, 2006). Also, such balanced messages have proven to 

be more effective and persuasive in terms of credibility than one-sided messages (e.g., Smith 

& Hunt, 1978; Swinyard, 1981; Wilkie & Farris, 1975).  

 

 Chapter 2 - The Role of (Perceived) Authenticity in OIM  

 

Mentioning the critical role of authenticity in OIM in our previous section, it is clear that 

scholars consider an influencer's perceived authenticity as vital for the success of influencer 

marketing campaigns. Thus, it becomes essential to understand the ‘how’ and ‘why’ behind its 

significant role. In this second part of the literature review, we will therefore explore this topic 

and examine the underlying reasons behind its importance. 

 

1. What is Authenticity? 

 

As mentioned earlier, this trait observed in SMIs is increasingly appealing to brands seeking to 

enhance their online marketing efforts. However, before delving further, let's first solidify our 

understanding of "authenticity." 

Literature has given rise to multiple definitions of this concept. Some academics consider it an 

intrinsic characteristic of an individual, thus interpreting it from an objective perspective 

(Grayson et al., 2004). In contrast, others view it as subjective and socially constructed, 

underlining a more constructivist perspective (Beverland & Farrelly, 2010; Marwick, 2013). 

Furthermore, authenticity is also recognized by some as a dynamic concept that can evolve over 

time, resulting in a multitude of interpretations (Wang, 1999).   
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Firstly, the objective standpoint ascribes to an individual inherent attributes such as originality, 

realness (being real/genuine), and uniqueness (in the sense of being rare and one-of-a-kind) 

(Grayson et al., 2004; Moulard et al., 2015). Additionally, authenticity strongly relates to 

sincerity, honesty, and genuineness (Molleda, 2010). According to Goffman's (1959) social 

interaction framework, these traits reflect an individual's beliefs and behaviors exhibited when 

alone, as opposed to  their public display aimed at maintaining a positive image (Kapitan et al., 

2022). Supported by factors Deci & Ryan's (2008) self-determination theory,  authenticity is 

determined by intrinsic motivations that are independent of external judgment or factors. 

Similarly, in social psychology, authenticity is seen as a result of how individuals perceive and 

represent themselves. There is a widespread consensus that authenticity involves  "being true 

to oneself," which refers to consistently behaving in alignment with one’s behavior and 

character (e.g., Fritz et al., 2017; Marwick, 2013; Moulard et al., 2015; Vannini & Franzese, 

2008). Put simply, authenticity involves consistently presenting oneself as truthful and honest 

(McCormack & Peckham, 2011). This idea extends to the realm of celebrity endorsement where 

a strong fit or congruence between the endorser and the product enhances endorsement 

effectiveness (Kahle & Homer, 1985; Kamins, 1990; Kim & Na, 2007; Till & Busler, 1998). In 

the context of SMI, the same definition has been commonly employed and expanded to include 

how individuals are perceived in terms of their originality, sincerity, genuineness, realness, and 

truthfulness (Audrezet et al., 2020). 

In the constructivist perspective, individuals perceive authenticity based on their unique 

expectations, shaped by their own "dreams, stereotyped images, and expectations" (Wang, 

1999, p. 351). For instance, Moulard et al. (2015) found that perceptions of celebrity 

authenticity are influenced by talent, originality, discretion, as well as consistency, honesty, and 

morality. Personal interpretations of reality, truth, and knowledge also play a role in these 

perceptions (Schwandt, 1994; Wang, 1999). For instance, SMIs perceived as authentic often 

exhibit distinct communication styles, such as engaging in personal discussions with their 

followers (Marwick, 2013; Shane, 2018), and sharing unedited content to appear more natural 

and therefore more genuine (Hall, 2009; Moulard, 2015). Additionally, various factors 

contribute to consumers' perception of authenticity, including visual, verbal, and behavioral 

cues related to the influencer's personality (Beverland and Farrelly, 2010), as well as the style 

and design of advertisements. Collectively, these factors shape consumers' assessment of an 

influencer's authenticity and the authenticity of their content (Beverland et al., 2008).   
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Consequently, authenticity, shaped by objective and constructivist perspectives, is best 

understood as a multidimensional concept. (Bruhn et al., 2012; A. Hall, 2009; Morhart et al., 

2015). However, in this paper, we will follow the definition of authenticity among social 

media influencers proposed by Vannini and Franzese (2008, p. 1621), which is "the feeling 

and practice of being true to one’s self or others."  

 

2. Factors Influencing Authenticity 

 

As we have seen in the preceding section, authenticity seems to play a vital role in enhancing 

OIM success. Therefore, it is crucial for marketers to prioritize authenticity when seeking to 

improve the effectiveness of their OIM strategies. In this section, we will thus explore in-depth 

the creation, effects, and reasons behind authenticity. We will begin by examining why and 

how SMIs create and manage their authenticity, then shift our focus to the customer perspective, 

uncovering the ways in which authenticity influences them and the underlying reasons for its 

significant impact. 

 

2.1. A SMI Perspective 

 

Authenticity has not only emerged as a critical factor demanded by both followers and brands, 

but it also plays an equally significant role from the influencer's perspective. In fact, recent 

research by Terakeet (2017) has revealed that the driving force behind SMIs’ motivation to 

share content is not just financial gains, but rather stems from their desire for creative expression 

and authentic audience connection. Additionally, Audrezet et al. (2020) define an authentic 

influencer as one who engages in and finds genuine fulfillment in the entire content creation 

process. 

However, influencers are well aware of the importance of authenticity for brands. They 

understand that it fosters a sense of closeness with their audience and, thus, enhance trust in 

their recommendations (Audrezet et al., 2020; Djafarova & Rushworth, 2017), which can 

therefore be very beneficial for brands. Consequently, some employ strategies to appear more 

authentic, aiming at attracting numerous brand deals (Lee & Eastin, 2021). Yet, this strategic 

self-presentation raises a paradox: can strategic authenticity still be genuine? It seems 

contradictory, as Duffy (2017) and Marwick (2013) pointed out, since being dishonest and 
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strategic about self-presentation goes against the very definition of authenticity. Even when an 

influencer aligns their actions with their personal desires, ideals, and values, authenticity 

becomes something that is strategically negotiated to meet both audience and brand 

expectations. This begs the question: How do influencers create and maintain authenticity under 

these pressures?  

Firstly, Duffy (2017) observed that influencers often reveal their "backstage self”, openly 

discussing personal matters such as problems, flaws, relationships, and even health issues, in 

order to portray an authentic image.  

However, Abidin (2017) argues that influencers often use a technique known as "calibrated 

amateurism." This strategy involves intentionally creating an artificial sense of authenticity 

mimicking the raw aesthetic of an amateur. Regardless of their actual amateur status or level of 

expertise, these individuals carefully craft their content using suitable platforms, available 

resources, tools, cultural language, and social influence, often focusing on sharing everyday 

routines to enhance the perception of authenticity. 

Furthermore, another approach is the two authenticity management strategies identified by 

Audrezet et al. (2020): passionate and transparent authenticity. Passionate authenticity 

involves only endorsing brands aligning with the influencer's passions, values, and editorial 

content. This way, it allows for creative integration of branded content without excessive 

constraints, allowing influencers to freely express themselves while showcasing their affinity 

for the endorsed brand. On the other hand, transparent authenticity focuses on clear 

disclosure of sponsored content, honest reviews, and occasionally on sharing unedited content 

to reflect the influencer's genuine appearance and mood. Both strategies aim to convey that 

brand partnerships are not solely driven by financial gain or exploiting their network, but rather 

serve as an extension of the influencer's self by aligning with brands that genuinely inspire 

them. Based on these two strategies scales, SMIs can be classified into four authenticity paths, 

as illustrated in the figure below: absolute, fairytale, disembodied, and fake authenticity. 
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Source: Reprinted from by Audrezet et al. (2020) 

 

Similarly, Wellman et al. (2020) found that authenticity serves as the ethical framework guiding 

influencers in brand collaborations and sponsored content creation. They prioritize personal 

branding and cultivate audience relationships by only selecting fitting brand partnerships, 

strategically crafting content tailored to audience needs, and prioritizing transparency in 

brand relationships. 

Lastly, Balaban & Szambolics (2022) have proposed a model that delves into the self-

perception of SMIs' authenticity. According to this model, influencers perceive themselves as 

authentic when they demonstrate sincerity, expertise, uniqueness, commitment to their 

values, and mediated realness. Similarly, for an influencer to consider their own messages as 

authentic, factors such as visibility, communication style, spontaneity, and transparent and 

creative brand endorsements are deemed crucial. Finally, commitment and consistent 

communication with their followers signal authenticity in their interactions. 

Overall, influencers strive to maintain authenticity through a variety of tactics. These include 

revealing their personal lives, adopting "calibrated amateurism," and managing authenticity 

through passion and transparency. They also prioritize brand partnerships reflecting their 

values, tailor content to audience needs, and maintain consistent communication with followers.  
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2.2. A Customer Perspective 

 

2.2.1. SMI’s Individual Differences and Sponsorships Disclosure 

 

Firstly, Lee & Eastin (2021) identified five factors that shape consumer perceptions of 

influencers' authenticity, leading to significant effects on consumer behavior. These factors 

include sincerity, visibility, expertise, uniqueness, and engaging in truthful endorsements. 

According to these authors, when influencers exhibit a warm and sincere personality, openly 

discuss their personal lives, demonstrate expertise in their niche, stand out from others, and 

engage in genuine and honest endorsements, they are perceived as authentic. Similarly, Duffy 

(2017) identified realness, visibility, and uniqueness as factors contributing to the authenticity 

of microcelebrities. Realness refers to when the SMI's genuine and relatable nature allows 

others to understand and sympathize with them, sharing a similar lifestyle, concerns, and tastes. 

Visibility arises when an SMI openly shares their personal life, creating intimacy and a sense 

of community between themselves and their audience, making them more approachable. 

Uniqueness is also highlighted by other authors as an important aspect of an influencer's 

authenticity, as it enables them to differentiate themselves from others (Beverland et al., 2008) 

and establish an authentic self-presentation by posting original and creative content (Duffy & 

Wissinger, 2017; Marwick, 2013; Marwick & Boyd, 2011; Savignac et al., 2012).  

Regarding the marketer's benefits from these factors, their results revealed that sincerity, 

uniqueness, and transparency can enhance consumers' attitudes towards them and even increase 

engagement. Notably, sincerity and transparent product placements can significantly boost 

followers' purchase intentions.  

On the other hand, the literature presents conflicting findings on the effects of disclosure 

transparency on OIM. Some suggest disclosure enhances authenticity perceptions (Morhart 

et al., 2015) and is beneficial for consumers as it allows SMIs to create better content (Van Dam 

& van Reijmersdal, 2019). Others argue it can cause skepticism, implying influencers are driven 

solely by monetary gains (Choi & Rifon, 2012; De Jans et al., 2018; De Veirman & Hudders, 

2020; Hudders et al., 2021; Hwang & Jeong, 2016; Kim & Kim, 2021; Schouten et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, further studies reveal consumers are not bothered at all if influencers receive 

financial incentives, minimally impacting authenticity (Abreu, 2019) or credibility 

perceptions (Liljander et al., 2015). However, the key element here is the clear and explicit 

sponsorship disclosure in the SMI’s post caption (Lu et al., 2014). For instance, additional 
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research shows that sponsorship disclosure negatively impacts SMI’s persuasiveness (Evans et 

al., 2017; van Reijmersdal et al., 2016) and credibility when disclosed by a third party 

(Colliander & Erlandsson, 2015). Yet, this impact can be mitigated if the SMI emphasizes 

honesty in their reviews (Hwang & Jeong, 2016). Additionally, Hudders et al. (2021) also 

noted that ad disclosing might enhance transparency perceptions and brand recall through 

increased ad recognition, but potentially harm brand evaluations. Moreover, inconsistencies 

were observed in how disclosures influence purchase intent, suggesting the role of moderating 

variables. Abreu (2019) adds that micro-influencers’ recommendations are more trusted when 

unsponsored, implying that sponsorship alone can affect perceived authenticity negatively. 

Overall, the complex relationship between transparency, authenticity, sponsorship disclosure, 

and the various outcomes in influencer marketing call for more nuanced research. 

 

2.2.2. PSI Between SMIs and their Followers 

 

Furthermore, PSI between SMIs and their followers, one of the key factors of OIM 

effectiveness, is also deemed essential for SMIs’ success as opinion leaders (e.g., Chung & 

Cho, 2017). Audience participation and communication type are indeed factors impacting 

authenticity perceptions (Hayes & Carr, 2015; Molleda, 2010). This relationship, established 

through a two-way communication involving audience engagement such as commenting, 

liking, sharing, and subscribing to SMI's content (Hayes & Carr, 2015; Lee & Eastin, 2021), 

fosters relational trust towards the influencer and enhances their credibility and authenticity 

(Tolson, 2010; Yang & Lim, 2009). Ultimately, this perceived authenticity of SMIs stems from 

the friendship they build with their audience, resulting in an emotional connection and active 

participation from the audience in the communication process (Frederick et al., 2012; Gong & 

Li, 2017; Lee, 2020; Lee & Eastin, 2021; Lee & Watkins, 2016). As a result, influencers' 

recommendations are often compared to highly credible WOM (Breves et al., 2019), driving 

engagement (Lou et al., 2019; Suciu, 2020) and influencing purchase intentions (Ki et al., 2020; 

Kowalczyk & Pounders, 2016; Suciu, 2020). Additionally, it cultivates a sense of closeness, 

enhancing their brand recommendations' trustworthiness  (Audrezet et al., 2020; Djafarova & 

Rushworth, 2017; Lee & Eastin, 2021).  

Similarly, brands can build authenticity by establishing consumer relationships, leading to 

various positive outcomes. Past research in traditional marketing have shown that highly 

authentic brands promote strong emotional connections with consumers through active 
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interactions (Liao & Ma, 2009; Napoli et al., 2016), thereby strengthening consumer respect 

and trust towards the company (Dwivedi & McDonald, 2018; Eggers et al., 2013; Hernandez-

Fernandez et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2012; Napoli et al., 2014; Tan et al., 2019). Jun & Yi (2020) 

suggest this applies to the digital realm when considering the self-branding efforts of 

influencers, as similar effects have been observed among their audience. Indeed, they also 

highlight that enhanced perception of authenticity resulting from such interactions nurtures 

emotional attachment to the influencer, ultimately impacting his own brand trust and loyalty. 

Additionally, they state that unique interactivity is exclusive to influencer brands and is a key 

role in shaping the influencer brand equity.  

 

2.2.3. Intrinsic Motivation, Creative Control and Congruence  

 

Intrinsic motivation and creative control in brand and product promotion by influencers 

significantly influence consumers' perception of their authenticity, sincerity, and credibility. 

When influencers show that they genuinely have a personal interest and passion for the 

endorsed products, it significantly drives consumers’ willingness to pay for it (Kapitan et al., 

2022). However, if consumers perceive the endorsed content as contradictory to the influencer's 

personality or values, they view the partnership as driven by external motivation (such as 

financial gain) and may therefore view the influencer as inauthentic (Audrezet et al., 2020).  

Such a fit between SMI's posts and their public persona is more commonly known as the 

concept of congruence and is essential for authenticity perceptions. If the content diverges from 

the followers' established image of the influencer or seems inconsistent with prior posts, it may 

erode their perceived credibility and authenticity (Pöyry et al., 2019). For instance, greater 

alignment or similarity between the influencer's usual content and the endorsed product can 

enhance the audience's attitude towards the brand (De Veirman et al., 2017). Consistency 

between the product/brand and the endorsing celebrity has also been proven crucial in shaping 

perceptions of authenticity, further validating that effective communication depends heavily on 

this factor (Ilicic & Webster, 2016; Molleda, 2010; Molleda & Roberts, 2008). Furthermore, 

the alignment of the influencer's behavior with his genuine thoughts, beliefs, and values is called 

"observational authenticity" and is said to be the most powerful form of authenticity 

influencing consumer perceptions and behaviors (Lee, 2020). In addition, intrinsic motivation 

and congruence displayed by influencers adds credibility to their recommendations, another 

previously mentioned factor influencing OIM effectiveness as well (Kapitan & Silvera, 2015). 
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2.2.4. Contextual Cues of Influencers Posts 

 

Furthermore, consumers' perception of influencer authenticity extends beyond just personal 

characteristics, but also encompasses factors such as post content and format, communication 

style, and public opinion. 

For instance, a study by Kapitan & Silvera (2015) found that audience perception of influencers' 

authenticity increases when positive cues (comments like “credible,” “unbiased,” “of good 

quality,” and “worthy of your time”) are primed, whereas negative cues (comments like 

“overly sponsored,” “done only for money,” “pushing the products,” and “a waste of your 

time”) decrease it. However, encouraging audience participation consistently boosts 

perceived authenticity, surprisingly more so when negative cues are present. Lastly, despite 

negative cues potentially reducing the perceived authenticity of influencers, it does not have a 

negative impact on the consumers’ attitude towards the product or brand, proving that priming 

impacts product attitudes differently than influencer authenticity. 

Secondly, as mentioned in the influencer perspective, specific communicative styles, such as 

typographical cues including punctuation and syntax, are essential in shaping consumer 

perceptions of an influencer's authenticity (Shane, 2018). These cues help deliver the 

influencer’s distinct voice, showcasing their personality and emotional state (Blood, 2000; 

Gaden & Dumitrica, 2014) and, thus, authenticity. Moreover, authenticity can also rise from 

raw, unfiltered, amateurish features, promoting relatability (Abidin, 2017). These aspects can 

range from blurry footage and off-focus shots on Youtube, to spontaneous and fresh posts by 

ordinary users, who are often seen as more authentic than posts made by professionals (Hall, 

2015; Tolson, 2010). Ordinary users are indeed automatically perceived as more authentic than 

major brands and companies  (Coleman & Moss, 2008; Linqia, 2017 Montgomery, 2001; Scott, 

2017). Notably, selfies play a significant role in authenticity perception, with influencers’ 

postures and gestures (e.g., duck face poses, grimaces) influencing their perceived 

authenticity. However, staged photos, imitations of celebrity culture, and overly edited visuals 

are perceived as inauthentic. Therefore, consumers tend to favor amateurish pictures, 

appreciating their natural, everyday-life portrayal of influencers (Lobinger & Brantner, 2015).   

As stated before, maintaining the right balance between positive and negative content can 

enhance OIM effectiveness, as it boots endorsers’ persuasiveness, honesty, and credibility (e.g., 

Campos, 2017; Eisend, 2006, 2007; Pizzutti et al., 2016; Rucker et al., 2008; Semaan et al., 

2018; Uribe et al., 2016). In the context of advertising, this approach, known as a two-sided 
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message (Winter & Krämer, 2012), has also been linked to higher authenticity perceptions. 

Findings from Lee & Johnson (2022) indeed affirm that Instagram product reviews with two-

sided messages foster higher authenticity, credibility, positive ad attitudes, and eWOM 

intentions. Lastly, while message-sidedness had a null impact on purchase intention and brand 

attitudes, and a positive impact on ad attitude, and eWOM intentions, perceived authenticity 

and credibility of influencers mediated these relationships. However, these authors also noted 

that factors beyond message-sidedness shape authenticity and credibility, including sponsorship 

(Evans et al., 2017; Stubb & Colliander, 2019) and distinctiveness (Casaló et al., 2020). As a 

result, they suggest exploring other message or source characteristics in conjunction with 

sidedness and self-disclosure. By considering these additional factors, a more comprehensive 

understanding of how authenticity and credibility are shaped in influencer marketing can be 

achieved. 

 

2.2.5. Influencer’s Popularity 

 

As previously discussed, an influencer’s popularity, particularly their follower size, has been 

correlated with higher OIM effectiveness as it increases the influencer’s perceived credibility 

and influence (Leung et al., 2022b). However, when looking at how it affects authenticity 

perceptions, mixed results can be found.  

Some studies support the idea that the spontaneity and freshness of amateurs with smaller 

followings contribute to a higher perceived authenticity. For instance, Bruns (2018) found that 

Generation Z individuals (born after 1994) perceived influencers with smaller followings as 

more authentic due to higher perceived trustworthiness. Similarly, a study by Park et al. (2021) 

found that the public perceives micro-influencers as more authentic than mega-influencers, who 

have over 1 million followers. Moreover, the authors also highlighted that this authenticity can 

be transferred from influencers to brands, as suggested by the rub-off effect, but this only 

applies to hedonic products and not to utilitarian products. Moreover, Bruns’ (2018) study also 

demonstrates that when a micro-influencer is seen as authentic and resembles their audience, 

their marketing resembles WOM, resulting in higher engagement rates and increased 

marketing responses for the brand. Recognizing this, marketers are shifting their 

collaborations from traditional celebrities or mega-influencers to partnerships with micro-

influencers (Schouten et al., 2020; Suciu, 2020). 
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However, a third study yielded somewhat contradictory results. According to De Veirman et al. 

(2017), a high number of followers can potentially undermine authenticity by creating a 

perception of non-exclusivity. Nonetheless, their study also revealed that more popular SMIs, 

those with a greater number of followers, can have a greater positive impact on notoriety, 

opinions, and likeability. For instance, micro-influencers nearing a following of 100,000 are 

perceived as more credible while still maintaining a local presence. Since credibility influences 

authenticity, we can conclude that a higher number of followers can indeed boost perceived 

authenticity. Thus, the study implies that both the possibility of a high/low number of followers 

can impact the perceived authenticity.  

Furthermore, further research has revealed more neutral results. According to Abreu (2019), 

most millennial consumers hold a neutral stance when it comes to SMI's follower count, 

suggesting it doesn't directly affect their authenticity perceptions. Additionally, the follower-

followee ratio can also significantly influence how authenticity is perceived. Suspicion of 

commercial or fake accounts can be triggered when an SMI has a high number of followers 

while following only a few accounts, which can undermine their perceived authenticity (De 

Veirman et al., 2017). 

Lastly, the role of PSI between SMIs and their followers has been highlighted as an important 

factor in shaping authenticity. Lee’s research (2020) suggests that micro-influencers, who often 

have more time to interact with their audience, can cultivate a more personal and intimate 

connection, thereby enhancing their perceived authenticity. Consequently, the author aligns 

with the conclusions drawn by Bruns (2018)  and Park et al. (2021), supporting the notion that 

a smaller audience can enhance an SMI's perceived authenticity. 

To summarize all these findings, we have compiled a comprehensive table that outlines the 

various factors shaping customers' perceptions of SMIs' authenticity. 
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Factors Outcomes for the SMI Outcomes for brands Main References 

SMI’s individual 

differences: 

• Sincerity 

• Visibility 

• Expertise 

• Uniqueness 

• Engaging in 

truthful 

endorsements 

• Realness 

Consumers perceive SMIs 

having all of those 

characteristics as being 

more authentic, resulting in 

a positive shift in their 

attitude and increased 

engagement toward the 

influencer. 

As a result, consumers' 

purchase intentions 

increase. 

 

Duffy (2017); Lee & 

Eastin (2021)  

SMI’s intrinsic 

motivation and creative 

control 

Boosts the sincerity, 

credibility, and authenticity 

of SMIs. 

Significantly influences 

consumers' willingness to 

pay for the sponsored 

product. 

Audrezet et al.(2020); 

Kapitan et al. (2022) 

 

SMI’s popularity 

The impact of the number 

of followers on perceived 

authenticity is mixed, with 

both high and low numbers 

potentially influencing 

perceptions, but also recent 

research suggests that such 

a factor has no significant 

impact on perceived 

authenticity. 

Micro-influencers generate 

higher engagement rates, 

leading to increased 

marketing responses and 

benefits for the brand. 

Bruns (2018); De Veirman 

et al. (2019); Park et al. 

(2021)   

 

PSI between SMIs and 

their followers 

• Audience 

participation 

• Two-way 

communication 

• Sense of 

Friendship 

Impact on SMIs' trust, 

credibility, and authenticity 

perceptions. 

 

Key to the success of SMIs 

as opinion leaders. 

SMIs' recommendations are 

compared to highly credible 

word-of-mouth. 

 

Drives engagement and 

influences purchase 

intentions. 

 

Cultivates a sense of 

closeness and enhances 

trustworthiness of brand 

recommendations. 

Audrezet et al. (2020); 

Breves et al. (2019); 

Chung & Cho (2017); 

Djafarova & Rushworth, 

(2017); Hayes & Carr, 

(2015); Ki et al. (2020); 

Kowalczyk & Pounders, 

(2016); Lee & Eastin, 

(2021); Lou et al. (2019); 

Molleda, (2010); Suciu 

(2020); Tolson, (2010); 

Yang & Lim, (2009)  

PSI between the 

sponsoring brand and 

the consumers 

 

Fosters a strong emotional 

connection with consumers, 

which enhances their 

respect and trust towards the 

company. 

Dwivedi & McDonald 

(2018); Eggers et al. 

(2013); Hernandez-

Fernandez et al. (2019); 

Kim et al. (2012); Liao & 

Ma (2009); Napoli et al. 

(2014, 2016); Tan et al. 

(2019)  

Congruence between 

SMI’s post and persona 

Inconsistency or a 

mismatch between the 

influencer's content and 

their perceived image 

erodes credibility and 

authenticity, impacting 

consumer perceptions.  

Observational authenticity 

plays a significant role in 

shaping consumer 

behaviors. Moreover, a 

strong alignment between 

the influencer's typical 

content and the endorsed 

product, coupled with a 

large follower base, has a 

positive impact on brand 

attitude 

De Veirman et al. (2017); 

Lee (2020); Pöyry et al. 

(2019)  
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Contextual cues of SMI’s 

posts 

• Priming 

• Communication 

style  

• Features 

• Message 

sidedness 

Positive priming enhances 

audience perception of 

authenticity, while negative 

priming diminishes it. 

 

Typographical cues on 

Twitter contribute to the 

authenticity of an 

influencer's message. 

 

Amateurish features in 

posts foster a sense of 

relatability and are 

perceived as equally or 

more authentic than 

professional content. 

 

The influencer's posture, 

gesture, and context of the 

photo situation influence 

perceived authenticity. 

 

Stylistic features of selfies, 

such as editing practices 

and photo filters, also 

influence authenticity 

perception. 

 

Instagram product reviews 

with two-sided messages 

enhance perceptions of 

influencer authenticity and 

credibility. 

Negative priming does not 

negatively affect consumers' 

attitude towards the product 

or brand compared to 

positive priming. 

 

Two-sided messages do not 

significantly impact brand 

attitudes and purchase 

intentions in the short-term, 

but they have a positive 

impact on ad attitude and 

eWOM intentions. 

 

Abidin (2017); Coleman & 

Moss (2008); Hall (2015); 

Kapitan & Silvera (2015); 

Lee & Johnson (2022); 

Lobinger & Brantner, 

(2015); Luoma-aho et al. 

(2019); Montgomery 

(2001); Scott (2017); 

Shane (2018); Tolson 

(2010)  

 

Sponsorship disclosure 

Conflicting perspectives 

exist in the literature: it 

may enhance, diminish, or 

have no impact at all on 

perceptions of SMIs' 

authenticity. 

Potential enhancement of 

transparency perceptions 

and brand recall. 

 

Potential negative impact on 

brand evaluations. 

 

Inconsistent findings 

regarding its influence on 

purchase intentions. 

 

Abreu (2019); Choi & 

Rifon (2012); De Jans et 

al. (2018); De Veirman et 

al. (2019); De Veirman & 

Hudders (2020); Hwang & 

Jeong (2016); Kim & Kim 

(2021); Morhart et al. 

(2015); Schouten et al. 

(2020)   

 

Table 1. Comprehensive Summary of Factors Influencing SMIs’ Authenticity Perceptions  
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PART 2 - HYPOTHESES (& Integrative Conceptual Framework)  
 

HYP 1: A two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post will elicit higher levels of 

engagement from followers towards that sponsored product compared to a one-sided caption. 

 

Keywords: 

• Two- (vs. one-)sided caption: Two-sided messages refer to communications where a 

source incorporates both positive and negative aspects of a product while emphasizing 

one side to persuade the audience (Hovland, 1954). In contrast, one-sided messages 

only present positive information (Crowley & Hoyer, 1994). 

• Follower engagement: measured by purchase intentions, brand attitude and eWOM 

intentions.  

In the realm of OIM effectiveness, various factors come into play, as outlined in the literature 

review. Notably, we briefly mentioned the findings by Leung et al. (2022b) highlighting the 

potential effectiveness of incorporating a mix of positive and negative comments into the 

sponsored post. Extensive research has been conducted to examine the effectiveness of such 

strategies, revealing that incorporating both positive and negative information can yield 

significant benefits compared to only incorporating positive attributes. The majority of past 

studies have demonstrated that the inclusion of such information enhances credibility and 

persuasion (e.g., Campos, 2017; Crowley & Hoyer, 1994; Eisend, 2006, 2007; Golden & 

Alpert, 1978; Kamins et al., 1989; Kamins & Marks, 1987) as well as the belief that the 

endorsed brand truly possesses the positive traits it claims to have (Golden & Alpert, 1987; 

Hunt & Kernan, 1984). As a result, it exerts a substantial influence on consumer attitudes and 

behaviors such as purchase intentions (Eisend, 2007).   

While previous research primarily focused on traditional media platforms (e.g., Etgar & 

Goodwin, 1982; Pechmann, 1992), recent studies have begun to explore the impact of message 

sidedness in online marketing (e.g.,  Krouwer et al., 2021). However, there is a notable scarcity 

of research investigating this phenomenon specifically within the realm of online influencer 

marketing (Braatz, 2017; De Veirman & Hudders, 2020; Lee & Johnson, 2022) (refer to 

appendix A.2 for a summary of findings). Therefore, we aim to fill this research gap by 

examining the effect of message sidedness on consumer engagement in SMIs' sponsored posts.  
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HYP 2: The relation between a two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post and levels 

of engagement from followers towards that sponsored product is positively mediated by 

perceived authenticity.  

Keywords 

• Two- (vs. one-)sided caption: cf. HYP1 

• Follower engagement: cf. HYP1 

• Perceived authenticity: authenticity among social media influencers is "the feeling and 

practice of being true to one’s self or others." (Vannini & Franzese, 2008, p. 1621)  

Previous research has shown that authenticity plays a significant positive role in influencing 

consumer attitudes and behaviors, including engagement with sponsored content (e.g., 

Audrezet et al., 2020; Kapitan et al., 2022; Lee, 2020; Morhart et al., 2015). However, as 

mentioned earlier, when consumers are aware that an influencer’s post is sponsored by a brand, 

they may question his authenticity, even more if only positive feedback is provided (McQuarrie 

et al., 2013). Therefore, incorporating a moderate level of positivity should enhance the SMI’ 

authenticity and the value of the content. Indeed, remember Lee and Johnson’s (2022) findings 

showing that two-sided messages in Instagram product reviews lead to higher perceptions of 

influencer authenticity. Nonetheless, they found that such a strategy had a null impact on 

purchase intention and brand attitude and a positive impact on eWOM intention. Nonetheless, 

due to the contradictory nature of these results compared to previous findings (e.g., De Veirman 

& Hudders, 2020; Hwang & Jeong, 2016; Pizzutti et al., 2016; Uribe et al., 2016) and as they 

also highlighted the importance of perceived authenticity of influencers in mediating these 

relationships, we aim to further investigate the impact of authenticity on message sidedness 

effectiveness. Moreover, Hwang and Jeong (2016) and De Veirman and Hudders (2020) have 

both highlighted the difficulties in manipulating message sidedness, which could be the reason 

why literature on two-sided message effectiveness lead to inconsistent results and unsupported 

predictions. Therefore, we aim to investigate the assertion that a two-sided message could act 

as a validation cue for influencer authenticity.  
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HYP 3: The relation between a two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post and levels 

of engagement from followers towards that sponsored product is moderated by sponsorship 

disclosure, amplifying the positive impact of a two-sided message on engagement. 

Keywords: 

• Two- (vs. one-)sided caption: cf. HYP1 

• Follower engagement: cf. HYP1 

• Sponsorship disclosure: Sponsorship disclosure is an explicit declaration that 

marketers include in social media advertisements to ensure transparency and foster 

consumer trust (Wang et al., 2022). 

A majority body of research has shown that two-sided messages offer notable advantages 

compared to one-sided messages. However, previous studies have also revealed mixed results 

(e.g., Braatz, 2017; Cornelis et al., 2012, 2015, 2020; De Veirman & Hudders, 2020; Eisend, 

2008, 2010, 2013; Huertas & Hanna, 2020; Küster & Eisend, 2016; Pizzutti et al., 2016). Such 

inconsistencies often indicate the presence of additional moderating factors at play. Indeed, 

message sidedness effectiveness has been found to be influenced by a range of other factors 

(refer to Appendix A.1 for a summary of previous findings). 

However, the impact of sponsorship disclosure on the relationship between message sidedness 

and consumer engagement has received little attention. Only De Veirman et al. (2017) have 

explored the link between these variables, revealing that sponsorship disclosure's negative 

impact on brand attitude is nullified when a two-sided message is used as a moderator. Based 

on this discovery, we hypothesized that sponsorship disclosure could also play a moderating 

role in the relationship between two-sided messages and consumer engagement. Furthermore, 

additional research by Boerman (2020), De Jans et al. (2020), Kay et al. (2020), and Sah et al. 

(2018) have shown favorable outcomes associated with sponsorship disclosure, including 

enhanced persuasion, improved brand recall, increased engagement, and greater purchase 

intentions. Thus, we are expecting that the presence of sponsorship disclosure in the context of 

a two-sided message will enhance consumer engagement even further, resulting in a more 

favorable outcome for the brand. Conversely, a two-sided message with no disclosure may be 

perceived as more biased and less credible, potentially reducing engagement. 
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In light of those three hypotheses, a conceptual framework was developed in order to better 

visualize our predicted relationships:  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

Figure 1. Integrative Conceptual Framework of our Study 
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PART 3 – METHODOLOGY 
 

To examine these three hypotheses, a 2 × 2 factorial design experiment was conducted to 

investigate the separate effects of two independent variables (IV) on the dependent variable 

(DV) (consumers engagement). The IV manipulated were message sidedness (One sided vs. 

Two-sided) and sponsorship disclosure (Presence vs. Absence).  

 

1. Materials and Procedures 

 

The experiment made through an online survey (refer to Appendix B) utilized four fabricated 

Instagram posts featuring a fictional female travel influencer named @travels_of_noah. All four 

stimuli showcased a picture of that influencer by a 3-star hotel pool in Bali. The stimuli varied 

based on whether they highlighted both pros and cons of the hotel or solely its advantages, and 

whether they included a sponsorship disclosure (SD) or not (nSD) (refer to Figure 2 and 3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Stimuli – picture of the fake Instagram post 
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Condition 1: 

Two-sided message x Sponsorship Disclosure 

Condition 2: 

Two-sided message x non-Sponsorship Disclosure 
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Figure 3. Stimuli – captions used in the fake Instagram post 

 

Choosing a Bali hotel for our study was strategic, aiming to appeal to our target sample and 

increase the likelihood of their engagement with the post (Babin & Burns, 1997; MacInnis & 

Price, 1987; Unnava & Burnkrant, 1991). Given that most Instagram users fall between 18-34 

years (Statista, 2023), a product resonating with this youthful demographic (i.e., teenagers, 

students, and young graduates) was essential. Moreover, travel influencers have a strong 

foothold on Instagram (Fejes, 2023), and given the age group's affinity for travel (Sheivachman, 

2017), a post about a 3-star hotel in an idyllic location seemed appropriate. Additionally, the 

hotel choice also ensured gender-neutrality, thereby broadening its appeal to a larger portion of 

the respondents. Lastly, to eliminate potential biases from prior brand experiences, the hotel's 

name was intentionally omitted to prevent any contamination of the results. 

Condition 3: 

One-sided message x Sponsorship Disclosure 

Condition 4: 

One-sided message x Non-Sponsorship Disclosure 



35. 
 

In addition, the choice to use Instagram as the platform for this study was influenced by several 

factors. Firstly, influencers are most active on YouTube and Instagram, as both platforms are 

recognized as the leading platforms in this context (Gaenssle & Budzinski, 2020). Secondly, 

Instagram, boasting 2 billion monthly active users, is the fourth most popular social media site, 

according to Statista (2023) and Kepios (Data Reportal, 2023a). Moreover, in influencer 

marketing, it is second only to TikTok, with a market share of 50.8% compared to TikTok's 

55.5%, which makes them the most frequently utilized channel by brands (Geyser, 2023). 

Additionally, Instagram’s user-friendly interface for posting photos and captions further 

justified our decision to use this platform for implementing our stimuli. However, for 

convenience and efficiency, we used a website that can generate fake posts, eliminating the 

need to set up an account with real followers. 

Next, to indicate message sidedness, a two-sided caption was used to present both the hotel's 

advantages and disadvantages, adhering to proven guidelines from prior research on the 

efficacy of message sidedness. These rules include: 1) Beginning the message with positive 

arguments (Eisend, 2006; Igou & Bless, 2003); 2) Mentioning drawbacks early but not first 

(Crowley & Hoyer, 1994; Eisend, 2007); 3) Assigning high importance to positive attributes 

and low to moderate importance to negative attributes (e.g., Bohner et al., 2003; Eisend, 2007; 

Pechmann, 1992); 4) Connecting negative attributes with positive ones to establish a correlation 

(e.g., Eisend, 2006; Pechmann, 1992); and 5) Featuring more positive than negative arguments 

(Crowley & Hoyer, 1994; Eisend, 2006). Following these principles, our two-sided captions 

presented a balanced presentation of the hotel's attributes. Conversely, for the one-sided 

message, the same caption was employed, but all negative attributes were intentionally omitted 

(refer to Figure 3 for all captions used). 

Furthermore, to signify sponsorship disclosure, the caption included the hashtag '#sponsored,' 

along with the following statement: “Thank you to the hotel for providing a complimentary stay 

in exchange for my honest opinions”. This method has been validated in past research as an 

effective way to communicate sponsorships (e.g., De Jans et al., 2020; Evans et al., 2017).  

Finally, participants were randomly distributed across the four conditions using a randomizer 

tool integrated into the Qualtrics survey platform. This ensured equal opportunity for all in 

order to avoid any selection bias. The allocation resulted in the following participant 

distribution: n = 48 in the Two-sided x Disclosure condition, n = 46 in the Two-sided x Non-

Disclosure condition, n = 46 in the One-sided x Disclosure condition, and n = 46 in the One-

sided x Non- Disclosure condition. 
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2. Measures  

 

After introducing the stimuli, we gathered data on all variables under investigation. 

2.1. Dependent Variables 

 

We began by evaluating the DV, which measures consumers’ engagement towards the 

sponsored product. To evaluate this, we drew from established literature, using variables such 

as purchase intentions and brand attitude, which are frequently used to evaluate consumer 

engagement with sponsor posts (e.g., Braatz, 2017; Ertz et al., 2021; Ishani, 2019; Lee & 

Johnson, 2022; Lu et al., 2014). Additionally, Lee & Johnson (2022) further incorporated 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) intentions as a measure of engagement. Thus, these three 

variables collectively formed our assessment of consumer engagement for this study. 

Purchase Intentions (PI) were measured using a scale developed by Putrevu & Lord (1994) 

and Taylor & Baker (1994). Respondents rated five statements on a 7-point Likert scale, from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). They responded to the following question: “What 

are your sentiments regarding booking a room in this 3-star hotel?” with the options being: (1) 

I would consider booking a room in this hotel, (2) I have no intention to book a room in this 

hotel, (3) It is possible that I would book a room in this hotel, (4) I will book a room in this 

hotel the next time I need an hotel in Bali, and (5) If I am in need, I would book a room in this 

hotel. Moreover, a Cronbach's alpha of 0.85, exceeding the 0.7 threshold, confirms the 

reliability of our measure (see Appendix C1 for the reliability analysis of all scales). 

Brand Attitude (BA) was evaluated using Dabholkar & Bagozzi's (2002) four-item 7-point 

semantic-differential scale. Participants were asked the following question: “How would you 

describe your feelings toward this 3-star hotel?” And the scale included the following pairs of 

endpoints: 'good-bad', 'pleasant-unpleasant', 'harmful-beneficial', and 'favorable-unfavorable'. 

The reliability analysis indicated α = 0.88. 

eWOM intentions (eWOM) were measured using Eckler & Bolls' (2011) three-item 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Participants responded to: 

"If you were to come across this post on your Instagram feed (assuming you are following this 

influencer), what would be your intentions or response towards it?” with options: (1) I think 

this Instagram post is worth sharing with others, (2) I will recommend this Instagram post to 

others, and (3) I would 'like' this Instagram post. The reliability analysis indicated α = 0.83. 
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2.2. Mediating Variable (MV) 

 

Next, the mediating variable, SMI’s perceived authenticity (SMI.authenticity), was assessed 

using a three-item scale crafted by Moulard et al. (2015). These items were measured on a 7-

point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Participants responded to: 

"How do you feel about this influencer? 'I think this person is...'" with options being: (1) 

Genuine, (2) Real, and (3) Authentic. The reliability analysis indicated α = 0.92. 

 

2.3. Covariate variables 

 

We also included product involvement and Instagram familiarity as control variables to enhance 

our study's robustness (Kay et al., 2020), , ensuring that potential confounding factors were 

accounted for in the results. 

Product involvement (Product.Involvement) was measured to gauge respondents' connection 

to the 3-star hotel, reflecting its significance based on their needs and values (Zaichkowsky, 

1987). We measured product involvement as it has been shown to impact the effectiveness of 

two-sided advertising strategies (Cornelis et al., 2014). Using a 7-point semantic-differential 

scale, consisting of five items, adapted from Dabholkar & Bagozzi (2002), participants were 

asked the following question: “To me, choosing an accommodation while on holidays is…” 

And the scale included the following pairs of endpoints: ‘unimportant decision/very important 

decision’, ‘decision requires very little thought/decision requires a lot of thoughts’, ‘little to 

lose if I choose the wrong brand/a lot to lose if I choose the wrong brand’, ‘decision is not 

mainly logical or objective/decision is mainly logical or objective’, and ‘decision is not based 

mainly on functional facts/decision is based mainly on functional facts’. The reliability analysis 

indicated α = 0.74. 

Familiarity with Instagram (Insta.familiarity) was assessed through a straightforward 

question: “Are you currently or have you in the past been using Instagram?” with 'Yes' or 'No' 

as answers to choose from. This ensured that most respondents were regular users and helped 

us discern if this variable impacted our findings. 
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3. Manipulation of MS and SD 

 

Prior to conducting the hypotheses testing, we conducted manipulation checks to ensure the 

adequacy of our IV manipulations, namely the One-sided vs. Two-sided and Disclosure vs. 

non-Disclosure conditions for our study. 

Message sidedness recognition (MS) was verified with two items adopted from De Veirman 

and Hudders (2020). Participants rated their agreement on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) with the following statements: "The Instagram post 

only presents opinions in favor of the 3-star hotel" and "The Instagram post includes both 

favorable opinions and arguments against the 3-star hotel." The reliability analysis indicated α 

= 0.75. 

Sponsorship disclosure recognition (SD) was verified through a simple and straightforward 

question: “Do you believe the post was clearly indicated as a sponsored content?” with options 

'Yes' or 'No' for participants to choose from. 

In addition, participants' attention during the survey was also assessed in two ways. First, after 

viewing the stimuli, a question was included to verify if participants had carefully read the 

caption. They were asked, "Did you read the caption below the post? If not, please do so 

attentively before proceeding to this question, " with a 'Yes' or 'No' response option. Secondly, 

an attention check question was placed in the middle of the survey to ensure that participants 

were reading the questions carefully. The question was presented using a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and participants were instructed to 

select the 'strongly disagree' option. 

 

4. Participants 

 

The study included 186 consumers aged between 18 and 53 years old, recruited from various 

channels, including personal connections, Facebook groups, and survey exchange platforms 

such as SurveySwap.io and SurveyCircle.com. As a result, the majority of respondents fell 

within the desired age group of approximately 26 years old primarily due to the inclusion of 

close friends who were young graduates. Additionally, a significant number of participants were 

other students actively seeking respondents for their own thesis surveys, further contributing to 

the alignment with the target age range. 
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Out of the initial 304 responses, 118 were excluded for various reasons. These exclusions 

consisted of participants who did not read the caption (N = 14), who failed the attention check 

question (N = 15), and who abandoned the questionnaire before the end (N = 89). Of the 

remaining 186 responses, a significant majority of participants (94%) demonstrated familiarity 

with Instagram, either as active users or past users.  

Towards the end of the questionnaire, participants were asked to provide sociodemographic 

information, including age, gender, and academic level, to enhance our understanding of the 

sample characteristics. This demographic breakdown consisted of 65,05% of women and 

34,95% of men, the average age was 26 years old, and a majority of the participants (63%) were 

master’s degree owners.  
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PART 4 – RESULTS 
 

In this section, we will detail the outcomes derived from the statistical analyses that we have 

done in order to validate our hypotheses on purchase intentions, brand attitude, and eWOM 

intentions, collectively representing consumer engagement. For all the tests performed, it was 

decided to use a significance threshold of 0.05, as commonly used in statistics. 

 

1. Manipulation Checks 

 

In order to verify if our manipulations for message sidedness (MS) and sponsorship disclosure 

(SD) were accurately perceived by the participants, we conducted a couple of statistical tests. 

For MS, we performed an F-test (based on an ANOVA) to compare the mean values across 

each condition, where a mean close to 7 indicates a one-sided message. In the case of SD, we 

used a Chi-squared test to compare the proportions of 'yes' versus 'no' responses within each 

condition. The results of both tests were statistically significant (p-value < 0.05), implying a 

difference between the two groups in terms of perception of MS (F(1,184) = 62.4148, p < 

0.0001) and SD (X-squared(1) = 6.2158, p = 0.0127) (refer to Table 2 and 3). 

 

1.1. Robustness Checks: Internal Analyses 

 

 However, a closer examination of the data with descriptive statistics suggested that those 

differences were not aligned with our expectations for the manipulations. 

 

 MS M SD F_test 

1 1S 5.79 1.00 F(1,184) = 62.4148 

2 2S 4.24 1.59 p-value < 0.0001 

Table 2. Manipulation Check of MS 

 

First, it appears that participants struggled to discern the two-sided (2S) captions as containing 

both positive and negative sentiments. The mean score for this condition was 4.24 (standard 
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deviation = 1.59), meaning participants could not distinguish if the message was only 

containing positive sentiments or both. In contrast, the one-sided (1S) captions were more 

effectively recognized as showcasing purely positive opinions, denoted by a mean score of 5.79 

(standard deviation = 1.00). The figure below (Figure 4) clearly highlights this contrast between 

the two groups. In the 1S group, participants identified the one-sidedness of the message most 

of the time (all answers between 5 and 7), whereas in the 2S group, the distribution of responses 

was more dispersed. Indeed, the responses were almost equally distributed between 2 and 6. 

 

Figure 4. Distribution of Participants’ MS Perceptions in both 1S and 2S Conditions 

 

Regarding the SD manipulation, a large proportion of participants also seemed to struggle to 

correctly identify the sponsored condition, with an almost even split between 'yes' and 'no' 
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responses (YES = 59,57%, NO = 40,43%). This uncertainty was also present in the non-

disclosed condition (YES = 40,22%, NO = 59,78%). These findings suggest that our 

manipulations did not work as effectively as we had hoped.  

 

 Absence Presence Total X-squared 

No 55 (59.78%) 38 (40.43%) 93 X-squared(1) = 6.2158 

Yes 37 (40.22%) 56 (59.57%) 93 p-value = 0.0127 

Table 3. Manipulation Check of SD 

 

 

2. Selection Bias 

 

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we first ensured that there was no selection bias during the 

participant selection process for the survey. To do so, we checked the distribution of gender 

and education level across our conditions using Chi-squared tests and compared age means 

across all conditions using an ANOVA. As detailed in Appendix C.3, the analysis did not reveal 

any selection bias concerning gender (X-squared(3) = 3.5125, p = 0.3191), level of education 

(X-squared(18) = 11.5347, p = 0.8703), or age (F(3,182) = 0.8186, p = 0.4851). Indeed, all p-

values were larger than 0.05, implying no significant differences or dependencies among the 

examined variables. 

 

 1S_absence 1S_presence 2S_absence 2S_presence Total X-squared 

M 16 (34.78%) 13 (28.26%) 21 (45.65%) 15 (31.25%) 65 X-squared(3) = 

3.5125 

W 30 (65.22%) 33 (71.74%) 25 (54.35%) 33 (68.75%) 121 p-value = 0.3191 

Table 4. Examination of Potential Gender Bias 

 

Regarding gender, a visual inspection of the descriptive statistics (see Table 4) revealed a slight 

imbalance in the 2S x absence group. However, it was not considered worrisome for the analysis 

as the number of participants were still close between groups. 
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3. Confounding Factors 

 

In this analysis, we explored the potential confounding effects of four variables that could have 

an impact on the responses or interest and potentially affect our conclusions. Two of these 

covariates were demographic variables (gender and age), and the two others were continuous 

variables (Instagram familiarity and product involvement, discussed in earlier sections). The 

potential confounding effect was assessed with a linear regression. For each response of 

interest, we tested if a covariate had a significant effect. If the F-test of the regression was 

significant, the variable was considered as a confounding factor. 

The analysis of the covariate variables revealed that Instagram familiarity did not significantly 

impact PI (F(1,184) = 3.37, p = 0.0681), brand attitude (F(1,184) = 0.83, p = 0.3631), and 

eWOM intentions (F(1,184) = 0.39, p = 0.5331). Similarly, for gender and age, results did not 

exhibit statistical significance, with all p-values exceeding 0.05 (refer to Appendix C.4).  

 

Rep Pred Df_num Df_denom F_value P_Val 

PI Product.Involvement 1 184 11.60 0.0008 

BA Product.Involvement 1 184 4.46 0.0360 

eWOM Product.Involvement 1 184 5.65 0.0185 

Table 5. Analysis of Product Involvement as a Confounding Factor 

 

However, when looking at Table 5, we found that product involvement significantly affected 

PI (F(1,184) = 11.60, p < 0.0008), brand attitude (F(1,184) = 4.46, p = 0.0360), and eWOM 

intentions (F(1,184) = 5.65, p = 0.0185). Thus, it was decided to further investigate if its effect 

could affect the conclusions on our hypotheses.  

 

4. Hypotheses Testing 

 

To validate our hypotheses, we employed a two-way analysis of variance to test the effect of 

message sidedness on consumer engagement (HYP1) and the moderator effect of sponsorship 

disclosure on the previous relationship (HYP3). Additionally, we conducted a mediation 

analysis for the second hypothesis. For each test, we also verified that the conditions of 
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application were satisfied. The homogeneity of variances was checked with Levene's tests (refer 

to Table 6 below) and normality of residuals was checked visually with QQplots (refer to 

Appendix C.5.2.1-C.5.2.4). 

 

y Pred df1 df2 statistic p Hyp 

PI MS 1 184 0.00 0.9979 H1 

BA MS 1 184 1.23 0.2679 H1 

eWOM MS 1 184 0.29 0.5892 H1 

SMI.authenticity MS 1 184 0.50 0.4793 H2 

PI SD 1 184 1.26 0.2628 H3 

PI MS*SD 3 182 0.34 0.7974 H3 

BA SD 1 184 0.07 0.7884 H3 

BA MS*SD 3 182 2.07 0.1052 H3 

eWOM SD 1 184 3.23 0.0739 H3 

eWOM MS*SD 3 182 1.69 0.1713 H3 

Table 6. Homogeneity of Variances Analysis 

 

To ensure clarity, here is a table that summarizes each variable and the corresponding name 

used in the statistical analyses. 

Variable Name Explanation 

Purchase Intentions PI 

Grouping of 5 items  

 

Nb: The score of the second 

item was reversed. 

Brand attitude BA Grouping of 4 items  

eWOM intentions eWOM Grouping of 3 items  

Product involvement Product.Involvement Grouping of 5 items  

Instagram familiarity Insta.familiarity ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ 

Manipulation of message 

sidedness 
MS or MS(2S) 

Grouping of 2 items → the 

closer it is to 7, the more the 

message is seen as presenting 

only favorable opinions (1S). 
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Nb: The score of the second 

item was reversed. 

Manipulation of sponsorship 

disclosure 
SD or SD(presence) 

‘presence’ or ‘absence’ 

Perceived authenticity of 

SMI 
SMI.authenticity 

Grouping of 3 items  

Table 7. Overview Table of Variable Names Utilized in our Statistical Analyses 

 

4.1. Hypothesis 1 

 

The goal of the first hypothesis was to check whether a two-sided message had a positive impact 

on consumers’ engagement. After examining Table 8 in order to look for the influence of MS 

on PI (t(182) = 0.00, p = 0.5000), BA (t(182) = -1.98, p = 0.9752) and on eWOM intentions 

(t(182) = 1.82, p = 0.0355), we found that two-sided messages appear to have no impact on PI 

and BA. Indeed, the analyses did not yield significant results for these two variables.  

 

Rep Pred Mod Effect Estimate SE Df t_value P_Val 

PI MS SD MS2S 0.00 0.25 182 0.00 0.5000 

BA MS SD MS2S -0.47 0.24 182 -1.98 0.9752 

eWOM MS SD MS2S 0.56 0.31 182 1.82 0.0355 

Table 8. Two-way ANOVA results for Hypothesis 1 

 

However, it appears that two-sided messages do have a significant positive impact (+0.56) on 

eWOM intentions. Nevertheless, since we define consumer engagement as a combination of 

the three variables, we cannot conclusively state that two-sided messages have a positive impact 

on consumer engagement. The only valid conclusion is that it does have a positive impact on 

eWOM intentions. 

Moreover, the following table presents a detailed breakdown of respondents' perceptions of BA, 

PI and eWOM intentions based on the MS condition they encountered in the survey (either 1S 

or 2S): 
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Variable MS Moyenne StdDev 

BA 1S 5.18 1.07 

BA 2S 4.75 1.21 

eWOM 1S 2.92 1.52 

eWOM 2S 2.99 1.49 

PI 1S 4.21 1.22 

PI 2S 4.06 1.22 

Table 9. Mean and Standard Deviation for each DV in Each Condition of MS 

 

4.2. Hypothesis 2 

 

In the second hypothesis, we aimed to explore whether authenticity could mediate the 

relationship between message sidedness and consumers' engagement. Despite our initial 

expectations, authenticity did not significantly influence consumer engagement based on their 

perception of message sidedness. For instance, as shown in Table 10, in the relationship 

between MS and PI, the total effect is -0.15 (p-value = 0.8053) and the indirect effect of 

authenticity is 0.13 (p-value = 0.0941). However, all results are non-significant, proving the 

absence of a mediating effect of SMI’s authenticity in the relationship between MS and PI.  

 

 

 Estimate SE 

90% CI 

Lower 

90% CI 

Upper p-value 

 ACME 0.13 0.10 -0.03 0.30 0.0941 

PI ADE -0.28 0.15 -0.53 -0.04 0.9702 

 Total Effect -0.15 0.18 -0.44 0.15 0.8053 

 ACME 0.10 0.07 -0.03 0.22 0.0941 

BA ADE -0.52 0.15 -0.78 -0.27 0.9991 

 Total Effect -0.42 0.17 -0.71 -0.15 0.9941 

 ACME 0.16 0.12 -0.04 0.36 0.0941 

eWOM ADE -0.10 0.18 -0.40 0.20 0.7093 

 Total Effect 0.07 0.22 -0.30 0.43 0.3909 

Table 10. Mediation Analysis Results in the Relationship between MS and PI/BA/eWOM 
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The mediation model for this relationship is presented below in Figure 2 (refer to Appendix 

C.5.2.3 and C.5.2.4 for the two other mediation models involving BA and eWOM). 

 

Figure 5. Mediation Model for the Relationship Between MS, SMI Authenticity and PI 

 

The same non-significant indirect effect was observed in the relationship between MS and 

brand attitude (0.10, p-value = 0.0941), and between message sidedness and eWOM intentions 

(0.16, p-value = 0.0941). Hence, we can therefore conclude that the perception of authenticity 

in SMIs appears to not mediate the relationship between message sidedness and consumers' 

engagement.  

Moreover, the following table presents a detailed breakdown of respondents' perceptions of 

SMI’s perceived authenticity based on the MS condition they encountered in the survey (either 

1S or 2S). Upon examination, it is evident that both means are relatively similar to each other, 

providing further support for our non-significant findings. 

 

Variable MS Moyenne StdDev 

SMI.authenticity 1S 3.48 1.36 

SMI.authenticity 2S 3.75 1.44 

Table 11. Means and Standard Deviation for SMI’s Authenticity in Each Condition of MS 
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4.3. Hypothesis 3 

 

Finally, the third hypothesis assumed that SD would act as a moderating factor in the 

relationship between message sidedness and consumer engagement. Specifically, we expected 

that message perceived as two-sided would have an even greater impact on consumer 

engagement when the message was sponsored. Consequently, to validate our third hypothesis, 

we were in search of a positive moderating influence of sponsorship disclosure, implying that 

its presence would increase the positive impact of perceived two-sidedness on consumer 

engagement. 

 

Rep Pred Mod Effect Estimate SE Df t_value P_Val 

PI MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.29 0.35 182 -0.81 0.7903 

BA MS SD MS2S:SDpresence  0.09 0.33 182  0.28 0.3890 

eWOM MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.96 0.43 182 -2.23 0.9865 

Table 12. Two-way ANOVA Analysis for Hypothesis 3 

 

From Table 12, we note that when people perceive a post as sponsored, as the message leans 

towards presenting favorable and unfavorable arguments, there appears to have no moderating 

effect of SD on consumer engagement. For instance, the effect of PI is -0.29 (t(182) = -0.81, p 

= 0.7903) but the p-value shows non-significant results. The same goes for brand attitude (0.09, 

t(182) = 0.28, p = 0.3890), and eWOM intentions (-0.96, t(182) = -2.23, p = 0.9865). Therefore, 

we cannot accept our third hypothesis as our results were also not statistically significant. 

Moreover, the following table presents a detailed breakdown of respondents' perceptions of BA, 

PI and eWOM intentions based on the MS x SD condition they encountered in the survey (refer 

to Appendix C.5.1.1 for a similar table, but solely focused on the SD condition). 
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Variable MS SD Moyenne StdDev 

BA 1S absence 5.39 0.91 

BA 1S presence 4.96 1.17 

BA 2S absence 4.92 1.33 

BA 2S presence 4.59 1.08 

eWOM 1S absence 2.93 1.58 

eWOM 1S presence 2.91 1.48 

eWOM 2S absence 3.49 1.60 

eWOM 2S presence 2.51 1.21 

PI 1S absence 4.35 1.16 

PI 1S presence 4.07 1.28 

PI 2S absence 4.35 1.17 

PI 2S presence 3.79 1.21 

Table 13. Mean and Standard Deviation for each DV for Each Condition of MS x SD 

 

 

4.4. Analysis of Hypotheses Considering Confounding Variables 

 

Finally, we conducted an analysis for each hypothesis, considering the potential confounding 

variable of product involvement, which showed significant impact. Nevertheless, incorporating 

this variable did not alter our overall conclusions, as all results remained non-significant. 

However, this also means that the previously observed significant relationship between MS and 

eWOM intentions became insignificant upon introducing the confounding variable. This 

suggests that our initial findings might have exaggerated the actual association between MS 

and eWOM intentions, due to the absence of product involvement in the analysis. By 

introducing product involvement, we were able to see a clearer and perhaps more accurate 

representation of the effect of MS on eWOM intentions, which appears to be non-significant. 

For a comprehensive view of all analyses involving the confounding variable, please refer to 

Appendix C.6.  
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PART 5 - DISCUSSION 
 

In the following section, after a quick summary of the study, we will delve into its key findings 

and outcomes and have a comprehensive discussion about what these results really mean. Along 

with this, we will also provide recommendations tailored to assist businesses to better navigate 

the challenges identified. Furthermore, we will present actionable solutions for implementation. 

Before we bring our thesis to an end, we will acknowledge the limitations of our current study 

and suggest potential avenues for future exploration and research. 

1. Summary of the Study 

 

The primary goal of our study was to uncover which factors could possibly impact OIM 

effectiveness, with a particular emphasis on the role of authenticity. More precisely, our 

exploration of existing literature led us to consider a factor that had not been extensively studied 

in this context: the aspect of message sidedness. To measure its impact on OIM effectiveness, 

we decided to gauge its effect on consumers’ reactions, particularly looking at their purchase 

intentions for the sponsored product, their attitudes towards the sponsoring brand, as well as 

their intentions to spread word-of-mouth on social networks. 

Concerning SMIs’ perceived authenticity, our review of the literature revealed its potential 

influence on the relationship under investigation. Indeed, previous research suggested that a 

message with both positive and negative arguments about the sponsored product could impact 

an influencer's authenticity, which could in turn affect consumer engagement (Lee & Johnson, 

2022). Therefore, we hypothesized that an SMI's perceived authenticity mediates positively the 

relationship between a two-sided message and consumer engagement. 

Finally, the literature also suggested that sponsorship disclosure could impact the effectiveness 

of OIM. However, several contradictory results have led us to verify its impact. Consequently, 

we included it as a potential moderating factor in the relationship between message sidedness 

and consumer engagement. 

To test our theoretical framework, we conducted an empirical phase, collecting data through a 

survey to validate our hypotheses. However, the statistical analyses did not support any of our 

three original hypotheses, as shown in Table 13 below. 
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Hypothesis Result 

HYP 1: A two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post will elicit higher 

levels of engagement from followers towards that sponsored product compared to 

a one-sided caption. 

 

Not 

supported 

HYP 2: The relation between a two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post 

and levels of engagement from followers towards that sponsored product is 

positively mediated by perceived authenticity. 

 

Not 

Supported 

HYP 3: The relation between a two-sided caption of an influencer’ s sponsored post 

and levels of engagement from followers towards that sponsored product is 

moderated by sponsorship disclosure, amplifying the positive impact of a two-sided 

message on engagement. 

Not 

supported 

Table 13. Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

 

Firstly, our initial hypothesis yielded non-significant results, suggesting that message sidedness 

does not seem to directly influence consumer engagement. Similarly, the second hypothesis, 

investigating the mediating role of SMI's perceived authenticity, also did not find validation, as 

evidenced by the non-significant results. Lastly, our third hypothesis, which examined the 

potential moderating effect of sponsorship disclosure between message sidedness and consumer 

engagement, did not obtain significant results either. 

 

2. Theoretical Implications  

 

2.1. Hypothesis 1 

 

Initially, we expected that the way a message was presented would positively influence 

consumer engagement in OIM, drawing from earlier research. However, contrary to previous 

findings indicating positive effects on OIM effectiveness (Braatz, 2017; De Veirman & 

Hudders, 2020; Lee & Johnson, 2022; Sheng et al., 2022), our research did not find any 

significant impact of message sidedness on purchase intentions and brand attitude. However, 

we did observe a significant positive impact on eWOM intentions. Surprisingly, Lee & Johnson 

(2022) also reached similar conclusions, suggesting that while message sidedness may not 

significantly affect purchase intentions and brand attitude, it does have a notable impact on 

eWOM intentions, further supporting our findings. However, the confounding influence of 

product involvement revealed that when considering other variables as such, MS does not 

longer impact eWOM intentions. 
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The diverse findings in traditional marketing research compared to the limited studies in OIM 

may explain the discrepancy in our results. For instance, in traditional marketing, two-sided 

messages are generally perceived as more credible, but they are also associated with less 

positive attitudes towards the messages  (Crowley & Hoyer, 1994; Eisend, 2006). Specifically, 

Eisend (2006, 2007) pointed out the negative effects of sidedness on attitudes toward ads, 

without significant impact on purchase intentions. Additionally, similar to our study, some 

researchers have also failed to find significant evidence supporting the behavioral effects of 

message sidedness (e.g., Earl & Pride, 1980; Kanungo & Johar, 1975; Swanson, 1987). These 

findings suggest that other factors influencing the results might be at play. As mentioned earlier, 

the effectiveness of message sidedness has indeed been discovered to be moderated by various 

other factors (please refer to Appendix A.1 for a summary). 

An alternative reason could be attributed to the insufficient recognition of two-sided messages 

by respondents, as revealed in the robustness assessment conducted during the manipulation 

checks. The fact that people did not fully recognize the two-sided messages as such could have 

affected the results, making them not significant.  

 

2.2. Hypothesis 2 

 

Given the key role of authenticity in OIM effectiveness, we explored whether two-sided 

messages could enhance perceived authenticity, thereby increasing consumer engagement. 

However, even though two-sided messages was found to result in higher perceptions of 

influencer authenticity (Lee & Johnson, 2022) and authenticity was found to increase consumer 

engagement (e.g., Enli, 2014; Lee, 2020), our results did not show that influencer authenticity 

could improve the relationship between a two-sided message and consumer engagement. This 

suggests that message sidedness may not play a fundamental role in enhancing authenticity, 

unlike SMI’s individual differences (Duffy, 2017; Lee & Eastin, 2021) or PSI the influencer 

and their followers (e.g., Audrezet et al., 2020; Breves et al., 2019; Chung & Cho, 2017) for 

instance. Additionally, other researchers have also encountered inconsistent results and 

unsupported predictions regarding the impact of message sidedness on factors related to 

authenticity. For instance, Hwang & Jeong (2016) found no main effect on credibility or 

attitudes from message sidedness, and De Veirman and Hudders (2020) similarly did not find 

any effect on the credibility of Instagram influencers.  
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Furthermore, as emphasized by Lee & Johnson (2022) and other authors (De Veirman & 

Hudders, 2020; Hwang & Jeong, 2016) have previously highlighted the challenges in 

effectively manipulating message sidedness. This could provide another explanation for the 

lack of significant results in our study. Despite our efforts to create effective two-sided 

messages (refer to the Methodology section), an internal analysis revealed that our 

manipulations were not well perceived by the respondents. This lack of clear recognition might 

therefore have contributed to the non-significant results we obtained. 

 

2.3. Hypothesis 3 

 

In the third hypothesis, we had hypothesized that sponsorship disclosure could boost the 

positive influence of a two-sided message on consumer engagement, based on previous research 

showing favorable outcomes associated with the use of sponsorship disclosure (Boerman, 2020; 

De Jans et al., 2020; Kay et al., 2020; Sah et al., 2018). However, our study's results did not 

yield significant findings, indicating that the presence of sponsorship disclosure does not, in 

fact, play a moderating role between message sidedness and consumer engagement. 

Our study's findings indicate that the initial relationship between message sidedness and 

consumer engagement did not yield significant results. Consequently, the absence of a 

significant moderator effect is not surprising. As both the direct effect and the moderator effect 

are not statistically significant, it suggests that the relationship between message sidedness and 

consumer engagement does not change based on the presence or absence of a sponsorship 

disclosure. Furthermore, this study is pioneering in using sponsorship disclosure as a moderator 

in this context, it is challenging to compare our results with existing research. Nevertheless, our 

results demonstrate that sponsorship disclosure does not exert any significant effect. Hence, 

future research investigating a significant relationship between message sidedness and 

consumer engagement should consider other potential moderators that might influence this 

relationship. 

Additionally, it is possible that a moderation effect may exist in the studied population, but our 

experiment might not have had sufficient statistical power to detect it (Visentin et al., 2020). 

Moderation effects are indeed often small and may require larger sample sizes to be detectable, 

as highlighted by Fritz & MacKinnon (2007). Moreover, Gelman et al. (2020) notes that 

detecting an interaction of the same magnitude as the main effect typically demands a sample 
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size that is four times larger. Similarly, Hempel et al. (2013) found that reliably detecting a 

meaningful moderator effect (0.2) would require over 200 trials in a data set to achieve a good 

statistical power (80%) for revealing a significant result. With only 186 respondents in our 

study, it is possible that the sample size was insufficient to yield enough statistical power, which 

may have contributed to the lack of significant findings. 

Finally, similar to the first hypothesis, a last explanation could be that participants in the study 

might not have fully recognized the sponsorship disclosure, as shown in our internal analysis 

(refer to the Manipulation Checks section). This lack of clear recognition could have influenced 

the results, leading to non-significant findings.  

 

3. Managerial Implications  

 

In the booming field of influencer marketing, maximizing investments through the right 

influencers is crucial for marketers. For instance, prior research has highlighted several factors 

that can enhance consumer engagement in OIM, such as credibility, trustworthiness, and 

expertise (Breves et al., 2019; Hughes et al., 2019; Schouten et al., 2020), strong PSI (Lee & 

Watkins, 2016), or even unique and original content (Casaló et al., 2020). Our study, however, 

suggests that message sidedness may not be one of these significant enhancing factors. This 

implies that brands can guide influencers to promote exclusively positive feedback about their 

products without compromising consumer engagement, which aligns with prior observations 

that positive content tends to be more viral (Berger & Milkman, 2009). Nonetheless, earlier 

studies also warn that posting exclusively positive feedback about a product can be perceived 

as lacking authenticity (McQuarrie et al., 2013). Additionally, research indicates that a balanced 

mix of positive and negative content may be the most effective OIM strategy (Leung et al., 

2022b). Finally, two-sided messages in influencer marketing can improve influencer credibility, 

trust, authenticity, persuasion, and can lead to more positive attitudes toward ads and eWOM 

intentions (Braatz, 2017; De Veirman & Hudders, 2020; Lee & Johnson, 2022). Therefore, 

marketers should exercise caution when directing SMIs to post solely positive feedback, 

keeping in mind the importance of authenticity, as consumers may perceive unmitigated 

positivity as inauthentic. 

Furthermore, authenticity is indeed established as a key driver of OIM effectiveness (e.g., 

Audrezet et al., 2020; Borchers, 2019; Lee & Eastin, 2021). Although our study did not find 
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evidence of authenticity acting as a mediating factor, prior research underscores its direct 

influence on consumer engagement, noting its role in boosting trust, credibility, engagement, 

intention to buy, and positive WOM. Additionally, as a new business imperative (Bruhn et al., 

2012; Kapitan & Silvera, 2015; Lee & Eastin, 2021; Pöyry et al., 2019), we recommend 

marketers to prioritize collaborations with influencers who demonstrate authenticity on social 

media. Such partnerships could potentially amplify purchase intentions, brand attitudes, and 

eWOM intentions. Moreover, our comprehensive review of factors influencing an influencer's 

perceived authenticity (refer to Table 1 for a summary) can serve as a useful guide for 

marketers, helping them identify the characteristics that make influencers appear authentic to 

their followers. 

Thirdly, with sponsorship disclosure now a legal requirement, it has become an important 

debate about its impact on influencer marketing effectiveness. While some studies suggest that 

it may reduce consumer engagement (e.g., Boerman et al., 2014; Evans et al., 2017; Hudders et 

al., 2021; Hwang & Jeong, 2016; Naderer et al., 2021; Tellis et al., 2019; Wojdynski & Evans, 

2016), while others demonstrate its potential to enhance engagement (e.g., Boerman, 2020; De 

Jans et al., 2020; Evans et al., 2017; Kay et al., 2020; Van Dam & van Reijmersdal, 2019). 

Moreover, a recent study found no significant effect of sponsorship disclosure on engagement 

with TikTok influencers' videos (van der Bend et al., 2023). This finding could imply a potential 

shift in how consumers perceive sponsored content nowadays. In fact, a study by Van Dam & 

van Reijmersdal (2019) found that adolescents were becoming well aware of sponsored content 

in influencer posts but did not show skepticism towards this marketing approach. Therefore, 

our unconfirmed third hypothesis may reinforce this belief that sponsorship disclosure no longer 

significantly impacts consumers' perceptions. Consequently, marketers can feel reassured in the 

face of this relatively new regulation as it does not appear to have benefits or disadvantages. 

 

4. Limitations and Future Research  

 

Our study, like any other, is subject to limitations which might impact the significance and 

generalizability of our findings.  

Firstly, our results revealed a potential weakness in manipulating message sidedness, as 

respondents did not appear to clearly recognize two-sided messages. This may explain why our 

first hypothesis did not yield significant results for two out of our three dependent variables. 
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Nonetheless, the significant result we obtained for eWOM intentions hints at the anticipated 

positive effect (+0.56 when the message is two-sided). This indicates a need for further research 

to delve deeper into the impact of two-sided messages on consumer engagement, ideally with 

a more effective manipulation of message sidedness. Moreover, previous research in traditional 

marketing has documented numerous benefits of two-sided messages (e.g., Eisend, 2006; Smith 

& Hunt, 1978; Swinyard, 1981; Wilkie & Farris, 1975), calling for exploration of similar effects 

in Online Influencer Marketing. 

Our second hypothesis faced similar issues. Despite prior literature suggesting a connection 

between message sidedness and SMI’s perceived authenticity (Lee & Johnson, 2022), this 

correlation did not appear in our results. This discrepancy may be due to issues in our 

experimental manipulations, as many participants did not clearly identify two-sided messages. 

Furthermore, given the critical role of authenticity in influencer marketing effectiveness 

demonstrated by prior research, it calls for further research with improved manipulation of 

message sidedness. A refined presentation of two-sided messages could provide clearer insights 

into their relationship with perceived authenticity and its effect on consumer engagement. 

Our third hypothesis also faced difficulties due to challenges in manipulating message 

sidedness and sponsorship disclosure. Our internal analysis revealed that respondents were 

not consistently able to accurately identify explicit sponsorship disclosures. Consequently, our 

non-significant findings regarding the relationship between message sidedness, sponsorship 

disclosure, and consumer engagement may reflect these challenges. Despite our objective to 

clarify the effects of sponsorship disclosure on influencer marketing effectiveness, amid mixed 

results from previous studies (e.g., Stubb, 2018;  Boerman, 2020; De Jans et al., 2020; Kay et 

al., 2020), we could not resolve the conflicting findings. This highlights the ongoing need for 

further research to fully understand sponsorship disclosure's impact on consumer engagement 

and its potential moderating role between message sidedness and consumer engagement. 

Additionally, the introduction of product involvement transformed the once significant 

relationship between MS and eWOM intentions into a non-significant one. This indicates that 

the influence of MS could be dependent upon other factors, such as product involvement, 

underscoring the necessity for future studies to delve deeper into potential factors that could 

either mediate or moderate this relationship. 

Furthermore, the absence of significant findings could be due to limited statistical power 

stemming from a relatively small sample size. To gain more clarity on the relationships we 
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tested, further research should investigate these variables with a larger sample, helping 

determine whether the tested variables genuinely have no effect on each other or if our study's 

insignificant findings resulted from inadequate statistical power. A bigger sample size would 

provide us with more confidence in the results, allowing us to better understand the 

relationships under investigation. 

Additionally, feedback from our survey participants offered several key takeaways: 

Firstly, a follower's existing relationship or familiarity with the influencer can potentially 

affect a follower's willingness to follow his recommendations from sponsored posts. This 

study's utilization of a fictional influencer means participants did not have a pre-existing 

connection with them. However, as shown by previous research emphasizing the benefits of 

strong PSI between influencers and their followers, OIM is more effective when SMIs and their 

followers share a special bond (e.g., Breves et al., 2019; Ki et al., 2020; Kowalczyk & Pounders, 

2016; Lou et al., 2019). As such, future studies exploring the relationship between message 

sidedness and consumer engagement should therefore consider familiarity with the influencer 

as a potential moderating variable. 

Secondly, product affordability can also influence consumer engagement. Some participants 

felt the Bali destination and featured hotel in our fake Instagram post seemed too expensive, 

hinting at perceived cost as a potential engagement barrier. Thus, future research might benefit 

from using more universally affordable products. Moreover, product involvement also emerged 

as a confounding variable. Further research should therefore also delve into high-involvement 

products, especially since they have proven effective in two-sided messages (Eisend, 2013). 

Thirdly, several respondents stated they were not likely to be influenced by SMIs no matter the 

product and/or the influencer, implying that some individuals are naturally resistant to 

influence. This suggests that a person's own attitudes towards being influenced can change how 

well influencer marketing strategies work.  

Lastly, some respondents mentioned the length of the caption as an obstacle, suggesting that 

long messages might cause readers to lose interest or get distracted. Future studies could 

therefore explore the impact of message length on consumer engagement in influencer 

marketing. Moreover, improving how we present two-sided messages, perhaps by making them 

shorter, could help participants stay focused and correctly identify them as two-sided. This 

might then assist in determining whether a connection between two-sided messages and 

consumer engagement exists. 
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APPENDICES 
 

 

APPENDIX A : Message Sidedness Existing Literature 

 

 

1. Moderators and Mediators of Message Sidedness Effectiveness: A 

Comprehensive Review of Previous Findings 

 

 

MODERATORS (Mo) 

/MEDIATORS (Me) 
OUTCOMES REFERENCES 

 

Information Characteristics 

 

Amount of negative 

versus positive 

information (Mo) 

 

To maximize the effectiveness of a two-sided 

message, the number of negative arguments should 

be lower than the number of positive arguments. 

Moderate amounts of negative information in a 

two-sided message are associated with credibility 

gains and yield optimal results. 

 

 

 

Crowley & Hoyer 

(1994); Eisend 

(2006); Golden & 

Alpert (1987) 

Relation between 

positive and negative 

claims (Mo) 

 

In two-sided message advertisements, the logical 

relation between negative and positive product 

attributes facilitates favorable inferences about the 

positive attributes, particularly when recipients 

have sufficient processing time.  

 

Bohner et al. 

(2003) 

Message structure (Mo) 

 

Two-sided appeals are generally less effective in 

enhancing seller credibility and message 

acceptance compared to one-sided appeals. 

However, positioning unfavorable product 

arguments at the end of the appeal instead of the 

beginning partially mitigates this effect.  

 

Hunt & Smith 

(1987) 

Correlation between 

attributes (Mo) 

 

A two-sided advertisement is more effective than 

one-sided ads only when featuring negatively 

correlated attributes. The unfavorable positioning 

of the brand on the negatively correlated secondary 

Pechmann (1992) 
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attribute, along with the perception of advertiser 

honesty, contributed to improved judgments of the 

brand on the primary attribute and overall brand 

evaluations. 

 

Presence of refutation 

(Mo) 

 

Two-sided messages become less effective in 

terms of attitudes and intentions when they evoke 

higher levels of ambivalence. However, 

refutational messages effectively counteract the 

negative impact of high ambivalence on attitudes 

and intentions. 

 

Cornelis et al. 

(2020) 

 

Psychological Factors 

 

Regulatory focus (Mo) 

 

The impact of two-sided ads on product 

evaluations is influenced by regulatory focus, and 

this effect is mediated by the positivity of thoughts 

generated in response to the ad. 

 

Florack et al. 

(2009) 

Discounted attributes 

importance (Mo) 

 

The positive effect of a two-sided message on an 

advertiser's trustworthiness remains significant 

regardless of the level of importance placed on the 

discounting attribute. Moreover, trustworthiness 

can be enhanced through a two-sided message 

without compromising purchase intentions by 

discounting a low-importance attribute within the 

message. However, a two-sided message only 

reduces the consumer's probability of purchase 

when an important attribute is disclaimed, based on 

the consumer's beliefs about the product's 

attributes. 

 

Pizzutti et al. 

(2016) 

Perceived value (Me) 

 

Perceived value plays a significant role in vloggers' 

persuasion with two-sided messages. These 

messages enhance vloggers' credibility and provide 

more detailed information about products, leading 

to a positive perception of product value. As a 

result, the direct persuasion effect of two-sided 

messages is greater. 

 

Sheng et al. (2022) 

Consumer’s skepticism 

level (Mo) 

 Hernandez et al. 

(2023) 
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Two-sided messages are more effective in 

increasing purchase intentions, through enhanced 

credibility, particularly among consumers who are 

more skeptical of advertising. Less skeptical 

consumers trust both messages equally, and their 

purchase intentions are not affected by the type of 

message. Moreover,  highly skeptical consumers 

trust two-sided appeals as much as their less 

skeptical counterparts. 

 

Product involvement 

(Mo) 

 

In high involvement conditions, two-sided 

advertising with a moderate degree of negativity 

positively influences brand attitudes and 

intentions. However, this effect is limited and 

diminishes when the proportion of negative 

information exceeds a certain level. On the other 

hand, low-involved recipients are primarily 

influenced by the amount of information and are 

less affected by the negativity of information in 

two-sided messages. In this case, providing more 

information increases attitudes and intentions 

regardless of the degree of negativity. 

 

Eisend (2013); Qi 

et al. (2010) 

Self-confidence (Mo) 

 

High (low) levels of self-confidence lead to 

increased (reduced) purchase intentions when 

exposed to a two-sided message, compared to 

exposure to a one-sided message. 

 

Huertas & Hanna 

(2020) 

Need for cognition 

(NFC) (Mo) 

 

Two-sided ads generate more favorable 

perceptions of source credibility, attitudes toward 

the ads and brand, and purchase intentions among 

consumers with high NFC compared to those with 

low NFC. However, one-sided ads do not show this 

effect.  

 

Kao (2011); Qi, 

Liang, Zhongpeng, 

et al. (2010) 

 

Tolerance for 

contradiction (Mo) 

 

Two-sided ads are more effective among 

consumers with a higher tolerance for 

contradiction, such as Easterners, compared to 

consumers with a lower tolerance for contradiction, 

such as Westerners. 

 

Ertz et al. (2021) 

Humorous warmth 

(Mo) 

 Campos, 2018; 

Eisend (2022) 
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The combined use of two-sidedness and humorous 

warmth has the greatest impact on message 

attitude, source credibility, and persuasion. 

However, for high-involvement consumers, humor 

can also have a negative distraction effect, reducing 

the effectiveness of two-sided advertising. 

Nonetheless, when there is a high fit between the 

product and the humor, the persuasiveness of two-

sided advertising increases for high-involvement 

consumers. 

 

 

Contextual Factors 

 

Cultural background 

(Mo) 

 

Two-sided advertisements are found to be more 

effective for individualistic cultures such as North 

America, while the opposite trend is observed for 

collectivist cultures like China or Japan. 

 

Toffoli (1997); Yao 

et al. (2011) 

Time (valence and 

balance) (Me) 

 

A two-sided message initially has a negative effect 

on message attitudes due to the mediating variables 

of valence and balance. However, over time, these 

negative effects are neutralized as negative 

information is reevaluated and the valence of the 

message improves. This suggests that a two-sided 

message in advertising is not necessarily inferior to 

a one-sided message, despite its unfavorable short-

term effects. 

 

Küster & Eisend 

(2016) 

Time pressure (Mo) 

 

Moderate time pressure results in more positive ad 

attitudes compared to low and high time pressure. 

It also leads to more favorable brand attitudes and 

purchase intentions compared to high time 

pressure, but not compared to low time pressure.  

 

Kao (2011) 
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2. Message Sidedness Effectiveness in OIM: A Comprehensive Review of Previous 

Findings 

 

OBJECTIVES RESULTS REFERENCES 

Examining the impact of 

message sidedness in 

promotional posts on Instagram 

on consumer responses, with a 

focus on the moderating role of 

need for cognitive closure. 

 

Message sidedness impacts source 

trustworthiness, with two-sided messages 

receiving higher trust ratings. However, this 

increased trust did not translate into higher 

purchase intentions. On the other hand, one-

sided messages resulted in higher purchase 

intentions despite lower trust in the source.  

 

Braatz (2017) 

Examining the effectiveness of 

two-sided messages on 

consumers' purchase intentions.  

 

Vloggers can enhance consumers' purchase 

intention by using two-sided messages when 

promoting products. Additionally, perceived 

value acts as an intermediary variable as it 

enhances consumers' perception of product 

value and directly influences their purchase 

intentions. 

 

Sheng et al. 

(2022) 

Investigating the determinants 

of influencer marketing 

effectiveness, focusing on 

factors related to the influencer 

as the sender, the influencer's 

followers as the receivers, and 

the content of the influencer's 

posts as the message. 

 

Post positivity moderates the effectiveness of 

influencer marketing, exhibiting an inverted 

U-shaped pattern. 
Leung et al. 

(2022b) 

Analyzing the influence of 

message sidedness on 

influencer marketing 

effectiveness. 

 

Instagram product reviews with two-sided 

messages result in higher levels of influencer 

authenticity, credibility, ad attitudes, and 

eWOM intentions compared to one-sided 

messages. However, there is no significant 

effect on brand attitudes and purchase 

intentions. The perceived authenticity and 

credibility of influencers with two-sided 

messages mediate the effects on ad attitude, 

brand attitudes, purchase intention, and 

eWOM intention. 

 

Lee & Johnson 

(2022) 
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Investigating the moderating 

effect of message sidedness on 

disclosed sponsorships. 

 

Message sidedness moderates the negative 

relationship between sponsorship disclosure 

and brand attitude, with one-sided messages 

having a stronger negative impact compared 

to two-sided messages. Furthermore, when a 

two-sided message is used, no significant 

difference is found between disclosed and 

non-disclosed influencer posts. Additionally, 

the credibility ratings of two-sided messages 

do not increase when influencer posts are 

disclosed compared to one-sided messages. 

 

The credibility and brand perception of the 

consumers suffer adverse effects due to 

sponsorship disclosure when the influencer 

presents a one-sided message. However, 

when the message is two-sided, the disclosure 

has no such negative impact. 

 

De Veirman & 

Hudders (2020) 
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APPENDIX B : Survey 

 

Additional comments about the online survey : 

• Conception of the Instagram post 

The stimuli for the Instagram post featured a picture of a woman by a pool in Bali, sourced from the 

internet. Her name was a fictional creation, but it included the word "travels," and a little verified logo 

was added newt to it to give the impression of a famous travel influencer. To make it seem real, the post 

was generated using the website Zeoob.com, a post-generation tool. Regarding the caption text, it was 

created to meet the criteria of an effective two-sided message, based on previous literature as explained 

in the Methodology section. 

• Data collection 

The collection of primary data was completed on July 6, 2023. After verifying the reliability of the 

responses (e.g., partial responses, incorrect answers to the attention check question, etc.), the database 

consisted of 186 valid responses, as mentioned in the thesis. 

 

Survey : 
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(1S + non-SD) 
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(= PI scale) 

(= BA scale) 

(= eWOM scale) 
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(= SMI’s perceived authenticity 

scale) 

(= SD recognition 

check) 

(= SM recognition 

check) 
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(= Product Involement scale) 

(= Instagram 

Familiarity scale) 
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APPENDIX C : Statistical Analyses 

 

 

1. Reliability Analysis 

 

 

Dimension Number.of.items Alpha 

PI 5 0.85 

BA 4 0.88 

eWOM 3 0.83 

SMI authenticity 3 0.92 

MS 2 0.75 

Product Involvement 5 0.74 

 

 

 

2. Manipulation Checks 

 

2.1.Message Sidedness 

 

 MS M SD F_test 

1 1S 5.79 1.00 F(1,184) = 62.4148 

2 2S 4.24 1.59 p-value < 0.0001 

Table 2. Manipulation Check of MS 
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Figure 4. Distribution of Participants’ MS Perceptions in both 1S and 2S Conditions 

 

 

2.2.Sponsorship Disclosure 

 

 Absence Presence Total X-squared 

No 55 (59.78%) 38 (40.43%) 93 X-squared(1) = 6.2158 

Yes 37 (40.22%) 56 (59.57%) 93 p-value = 0.0127 

Table 3. Manipulation Check of SD 
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3. Selection Bais Check 

 

3.1. Gender 

 

 1S_absence 1S_presence 2S_absence 2S_presence Total X-squared 

M 16 (34.78%) 13 (28.26%) 21 (45.65%) 15 (31.25%) 65 X-squared(3) = 

3.5125 

W 30 (65.22%) 33 (71.74%) 25 (54.35%) 33 (68.75%) 121 p-value = 0.3191 

Table 4. Examination of Potential Gender Bias 

 

3.2. Level of Education 

 

 1S_absence 1S_presence 2S_absence 2S_presence Total X-squared 

Bachelor 10 (21.74%) 9 (19.57%) 13 (28.26%) 9 (18.75%) 41 X-

squared(1

8) = 

11.5347 

High 

school 

2 (4.35%) 1 (2.17%) 2 (4.35%) 3 (6.25%) 8 p-value = 

0.8703 

Intermedia

te 

3 (6.52%) 1 (2.17%) 2 (4.35%) 1 (2.08%) 7 - 

Less than 

high school 

0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (2.08%) 1 - 

Master 29 (63.04%) 30 (65.22%) 28 (60.87%) 30 (62.50%) 117 - 

PhD 2 (4.35%) 3 (6.52%) 0 (0.00%) 2 (4.17%) 7 - 

Prefer not 

to say 

0 (0.00%) 2 (4.35%) 1 (2.17%) 2 (4.17%) 5 - 

 

3.3. Age 

 

 Condition M SD F_test 

1 1S_presence 26.98 5.82 F(3,182) = 0.8186 

2 2S_absence 25.43 4.99 p-value = 0.4851 

3 1S_ absence 26.57 6.23 - 

4 2S_ presence 25.65 5.02 - 
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4. Confounding Factors Analysis 

 

Rep Pred Df_num Df_denom F_value P_Val 

PI Product.Involvement 1 184 11.60 0.0008 

PI Insta.familiarity 1 184 3.37 0.0681 

PI Gender 1 184 0.90 0.3427 

PI Age 1 184 0.08 0.7788 

BA Product.Involvement 1 184 4.46 0.0360 

BA Insta.familiarity 1 184 0.83 0.3631 

BA Gender 1 184 1.69 0.1949 

BA Age 1 184 0.31 0.5793 

eWOM Product.Involvement 1 184 5.65 0.0185 

eWOM Insta.familiarity 1 184 0.39 0.5331 

eWOM Gender 1 184 2.77 0.0975 

eWOM Age 1 184 0.78 0.3786 

 

5. Hypotheses Testing 

 

5.1. Homogeneity of Variances Analysis 

 

y Pred df1 df2 statistic p Hyp 

PI MS 1 184 0.00 0.9979 H1 

BA MS 1 184 1.23 0.2679 H1 

eWOM MS 1 184 0.29 0.5892 H1 

SMI.authenticity MS 1 184 0.50 0.4793 H2 

PI SD 1 184 1.26 0.2628 H3 

PI MS*SD 3 182 0.34 0.7974 H3 

BA SD 1 184 0.07 0.7884 H3 

BA MS*SD 3 182 2.07 0.1052 H3 

eWOM SD 1 184 3.23 0.0739 H3 

eWOM MS*SD 3 182 1.69 0.1713 H3 

Table 6. Homogeneity of Variances Analysis 
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5.2. Hypothesis 1 and 3 

 

 

Variable MS Moyenne StdDev 

BA 1S 5.18 1.07 

BA 2S 4.75 1.21 

eWOM 1S 2.92 1.52 

eWOM 2S 2.99 1.49 

PI 1S 4.21 1.22 

PI 2S 4.06 1.22 

Table 9. Mean and Standard Deviation for each DV in Each Condition of MS 

 

 

Rep Pred Mod Effect 

Esti

mate SE Df t_value P_Val 

PI MS SD MS2S 0.00 0.25 182 0.00 0.5000 

BA MS SD MS2S -0.47 0.24 182 -1.98 0.9752 

eWOM MS SD MS2S 0.56 0.31 182 1.82 0.0355 

PI MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.29 0.35 182 -0.81 0.7903 

BA MS SD MS2S:SDpresence  0.09 0.33 182  0.28 0.3890 

eWOM MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.96 0.43 182 -2.23 0.9865 

Table 8 and 12. Two-way ANOVA results for Hypothesis 1 and 3 
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Variable MS SD Moyenne StdDev 

BA 1S absence 5.39 0.91 

BA 1S presence 4.96 1.17 

BA 2S absence 4.92 1.33 

BA 2S presence 4.59 1.08 

eWOM 1S absence 2.93 1.58 

eWOM 1S presence 2.91 1.48 

eWOM 2S absence 3.49 1.60 

eWOM 2S presence 2.51 1.21 

PI 1S absence 4.35 1.16 

PI 1S presence 4.07 1.28 

PI 2S absence 4.35 1.17 

PI 2S presence 3.79 1.21 

Table 13. Mean and Standard Deviation for each DV for Each Condition of MS x SD 

 

 

5.2.1. Mean and Standard Deviation for each DV for Each Condition of SD 

 

Variable SD Moyenne StdDev 

Attitude.brand absence 5.16 1.16 

Attitude.brand presence 4.77 1.14 

eWOM.intentions absence 3.21 1.61 

eWOM.intentions presence 2.71 1.36 

PI absence 4.35 1.16 

PI presence 3.93 1.25 
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5.3. Hypothesis 2 

 

 

 Estimate SE 

90% CI 

Lower 

90% CI 

Upper p-value 

 ACME 0.13 0.10 -0.03 0.30 0.0941 

PI ADE -0.28 0.15 -0.53 -0.04 0.9702 

 Total Effect -0.15 0.18 -0.44 0.15 0.8053 

 ACME 0.10 0.07 -0.03 0.22 0.0941 

BA ADE -0.52 0.15 -0.78 -0.27 0.9991 

 Total Effect -0.42 0.17 -0.71 -0.15 0.9941 

 ACME 0.16 0.12 -0.04 0.36 0.0941 

eWOM ADE -0.10 0.18 -0.40 0.20 0.7093 

 Total Effect 0.07 0.22 -0.30 0.43 0.3909 

Table 10. Mediation Analysis Results in the Relationship between MS and PI/BA/eWOM 

 

 

Variable MS Moyenne StdDev 

SMI.authenticity 1S 3.48 1.36 

SMI.authenticity 2S 3.75 1.44 

Table 11. Means and Standard Deviation for SMI’s Authenticity in Each Condition of MS 
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5.3.1. Normality QQplot of Residuals for the Relationship Between MS and SMI 

Authenticity  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3.2. Normality QQplot of Residuals and Mediation Model for the Relationship 

Between MS, SMI Authenticity and PI 
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Figure 5. Mediation Model for the Relationship Between MS, SMI Authenticity and PI 

 

 

5.3.3. Normality QQplot of Residuals and Mediation Model for the Relationship 

Between MS, SMI Authenticity and BA 
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5.3.4. Normality QQplot of Residuals and Mediation Model for the Relationship 

Between MS, SMI Authenticity and eWOM 
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6. Confounding Factor Analysis 

 

6.1. Hypothesis 1 and 3 

 

Rep Pred Mod Effect Estimate SE Df t_value P_Val 

 MS SD MS2S -0.06 0.25 181 -0.26 0.6030 

 MS SD SDpresence -0.29 0.24 181 -1.20 0.8851 

PI MS SD Product.Involvement  0.30 0.09 181  3.35 0.0005 

 MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.21 0.35 181 -0.61 0.7294 

 MS SD MS2S -0.51 0.23 181 -2.17 0.9842 

 MS SD SDpresence -0.44 0.23 181 -1.88 0.9691 

BA MS SD Product.Involvement  0.19 0.08 181  2.22 0.0137 

 MS SD MS2S:SDpresence  0.14 0.33 181  0.43 0.3340 

 MS SD MS2S  0.51 0.31 181  1.66 0.0494 

 MS SD SDpresence -0.04 0.30 181 -0.12 0.5461 

eWOM MS SD Product.Involvement  0.24 0.11 181  2.18 0.0153 

 MS SD MS2S:SDpresence -0.90 0.43 181 -2.11 0.9817 
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6.2. Hypothesis 2 

 

6.2.1. Impact on PI 

 

 Estimate SE 

90% CI 

Lower 

90% CI 

Upper p-value 

ACME 0.11 0.09 -0.04 0.27 0.1104 

ADE -0.29 0.15 -0.53 -0.05 0.9762 

Total Effect -0.18 0.17 -0.46 0.11 0.8476 

 

 

 

6.2.1.1. Mediation Model and QQplot 
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SMI.authenticity ~ MS + Product.Involvement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PI ~ MS + SMI.authenticity + Product.Involvement 
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6.2.2. Impact on BA 

 

 Estimate SE 

90% CI 

Lower 

90% CI 

Upper p-value 

ACME  0.09 0.07 -0.03  0.20 0.1104 

ADE -0.53 0.15 -0.78 -0.28 0.9995 

Total Effect -0.44 0.17 -0.72 -0.17 0.9962 

 

 

 

6.2.2.1. Mediation Model and QQplot 
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6.2.3. Impact on eWOM 

 

 

 Estimate SE 

90% CI 

Lower 

90% CI 

Upper p-value 

ACME  0.15 0.12 -0.05 0.33 0.1104 

ADE -0.10 0.18 -0.41 0.20 0.7175 

Total Effect  0.04 0.22 -0.32 0.40 0.4299 
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6.2.3.1. Mediation Model and QQplot 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 


