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The dynamic media environment is providing new opportunities for interaction between 

advertisers and consumers. While numerous practitioners have put forth opinions on the 

differential effects of consumer-generated content as a type of an advertisement, few researchers 

have empirically sought to determine how consumers perceive traditional corporate-generated 

advertisements compared to consumer-generated advertisements.  

In this study, emotional attachment to a brand was examined as one of the factors that 

affect how consumers perceive two sources of advertisements in different ways. A consumer’s 

emotional attachment to a brand forms a tie between the consumer and the brand or the company, 

and this tie can result in a biased processing of information because attachment seeks to maintain 

proximity to the attachment object. 

The research found a marginal difference between the source credibility (trustworthiness) 

of a consumer-generated and a corporate-generated advertisement. Overall, the participants of 

perceived a message from a company as more credible than a message from a consumer. The 

effect of the source of the advertisement on credibility was affected by the level of emotional 

attachment to the brand. The highly emotionally attached group found the company information 

more credible than they did the consumer information whereas the less emotionally attached 
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group found the consumer information more credible than they did the company information. 

Likewise, message believability varied according to the level of emotional attachment to the 

brand. Those highly attached to the brand believed more strongly in information from the 

company than in information from the consumer. Thus, the results of this experiment confirmed 

that emotional attachment to a brand can be a moderator of the credibility of the source of an 

advertisement and message believability. However, the interaction effect of emotional 

attachment to the brand and the source of an advertisement was not found to significantly affect 

attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention.  

The results of a series of simple regression analyses showed that source credibility has a 

significant effect on message believability and message believability in turn influences attitude 

toward an advertisement. Therefore, it is suggested that higher perceived source credibility leads 

to higher message believability, and higher message believability results in stronger attitude 

toward the advertisement. The relations among attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward 

the brand, and purchase intention were also confirmed.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

In today’s fragmented media era, marketers are struggling to find ways of conveying their 

messages to target consumers via both traditional and non-traditional sources. Since consumers 

may respond differently to the same action taken to market a brand, it is important for marketers 

to identify the right target of communication before choosing the appropriate sources or media 

outlets relevant to the target to express their messages. Due to the growth of personal media as 

well as non-marketer controlled sources such as word-of-mouth (WOM) and various forms of 

consumer-generated content (CGC), finding and focusing on the significant brand contact points 

remains a challenge. 

Marketer-generated messages refer to information about a brand or a product that 

marketers wish to deliver to their consumers, and thus include any form of advertising. Non-

marketer generated messages are created by individuals not affiliated with a brand, such as 

industry experts or consumers of a brand or a product who communicate with others about their 

experiences. Product reviews, ratings, spoofs of ads, and brand communities are some examples 

of non-marketer generated communications that are currently of interest to marketers. The 

principle difference between marketer-generated and non-marketer generated information is that 

marketers can control the former but not the latter. This raises an important theoretical and 

managerial question: Do consumers perceive consumer-generated sources differently than they 

do marketer-generated sources? 

Recently, scholars have been showing great interest in the effect of consumers’ brand 

commitment and affect-based brand relationships. While traditional attitude models focus on the 

attitude-behavior relationship, Park and MacInnis (2006) asked whether the attitude construct 

could explain consumers’ behaviors that are of interest to marketers. Marketers are concerned 
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with predicting stronger forms of behaviors, and consumers’ commitment and brand investment 

characterize higher levels of behavioral hierarchy (Park & MacInnis, 2006). 

Committed consumers are biased toward the brand they are committed to and biased 

against competing brands (Desai & Raju, 2007). Commitment is expected to cause an individual 

to resist persuasive attempts to undermine the object (Raju & Unnava, 2006). For example, 

Ahluwalia, Unnava, and Burnkrant (2001) showed that compared to less committed consumers, 

highly committed consumers rate information consistent with their attitude toward the committed 

brand as more diagnostic. Also, committed consumers are less likely to change their attitude 

when negative information about the committed brand is presented. Raju and Unnava (2006) 

found that this attitudinal difference is mediated by differences in counterargumentation. Prior 

studies suggested that highly committed and less committed people act differently and their ways 

of processing the same information or the same messages are different. Based on these findings, 

it is expected that commitment or attachment to a brand will influence how consumers perceive 

marketer-generated information compared to non-marketer generated information. 

The brand attachment concept was recently refined by Thomson and colleagues (2005) by 

focusing on its emotional dimensions. Emotional attachment is a measure that allows marketers 

to estimate the strength of the relationship between consumers and their brands (Thomson, 

MacInnis, & Park, 2005). Consumers’ emotional attachments to a brand may predict their 

commitment to the brand and their willingness to make financial sacrifices in order to obtain it 

(Thomson et al., 2005). Therefore, gaining understanding of consumers who have different levels 

of emotional attachment to a brand will allow marketers to concentrate their resources on the 

most effective sources of information with which to reach their target audience. 
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The aim of this study is to determine whether the level of emotional attachment to a brand 

has a moderating effect on the credibility of different sources of advertisement, specifically 

company-generated and consumer-generated source of advertisement. While experts in the 

marketing industry tout consumer-generated advertisements, no research to date has compared 

consumer-created advertising to traditional corporate-created advertising. The results of this 

study will contribute to the literature on emotional attachment to a brand, a relationship-based 

construct that reflects the emotional bond between an individual and a brand (Park & MacInnis, 

2006). In addition, the results will provide practical implications for advertisers and marketers 

that help them understand how consumers with high or low emotional attachment to their brands 

respond to different sources of an advertisement. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Source of Information 

Given the overwhelming number of marketing communications with which today’s 

consumers are confronted, effectively disseminating brand and product-related information to 

them is a challenge for every marketer (Geissler & Edison, 2005). Nevertheless, all marketers 

recognize that the pre-purchase information search is a critical step in consumers’ buying 

processes (Mourali, Laroche, & Pons, 2005). Thus, it is critical that marketers seek more 

understanding on how consumers search information and how influential different information 

sources are. In a study on credibility of human-computer interaction, Burgoon et al. (2000) found 

that “understanding a message and assigning credibility to it or its information source are a 

prerequisite to message or information acceptance” (p. 554). Therefore, how different sources of 

information affect the credibility of a message is well worth exploring. 

Research has suggested that non-marketer-generated information is more credible than is 

marketer-generated information. Unlike producers of commercial advertising, non-marketer 

communicators are perceived as interpersonal sources independent of sellers, and thus their 

recommendations are not considered biased or exaggerated (Mourali et al., 2005). Hence, 

interpersonal sources are regarded as more credible and more influential on consumer decisions 

than are commercial sources. One of the strengths of public relations efforts in marketing is their 

ability to generate positive publicity for a brand. Since publicity is deemed a form of 

communication from a non-corporate source, consumers find it more credible than advertising, 

which represents a corporate-generated source (Stammerjohan, Wood, Chang, & Thorson, 2005). 

Most studies on source credibility are focused on examining under what conditions 

endorsers such as celebrities, experts, and consumers are appropriate for certain products (Till & 
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Busler, 2000). The effects of third-party endorsement have been much studied in the literature on 

advertising. When Dean and Biswas (2001) compared advertisements containing endorsements 

by a third-party organization and a celebrity, they found that third-party organizational 

endorsement resulted in greater perceived product quality and information value of the 

advertisement than did celebrity endorsement. 

However, advertising in which consumers endorse a product or a brand is still considered a 

corporate-generated source on the grounds that the advertiser or marketer is the author of the 

message. Considering that consumers are increasingly skeptical of sources of information 

controlled by companies, what if endorsers, such as consumers, are the basis of information; 

would they be a valid source of information for a brand?  

Customer feedback on Web sites is a type of endorsement that can perform a variety of 

marketing functions, including advertising, public relations, and market research (Wang, 2005). 

Past research has confirmed that the main motivating factor for accessing a product review on a 

Web site, a form of consumer-generated content, is to use it as an additional source of 

information prior to product purchase (Bailey, 2005). 

Consumer-generated content (CGC) refers to online content about a specific product or a 

brand produced by consumers rather than advertisers or marketers. For example, print or video 

advertisements created by consumers, spoofs of real ads, and reviews of a product or a brand are 

considered CGC. CGC are often called homemade ads or homebrew ads (Kahney, 2004), open 

source branding (Garfield, 2005), or vigilante marketing (Ives, 2004). Defining a vigilante as “a 

self-appointed doer of justice” (p. 35) Muñiz and Schau (2007) argued that the term vigilante 

marketing accurately describes the phenomenon of CGC because consumers creating CGC 

assume the role of “self-appointed promoters” of the brand. Thus, vigilante marketing can be 
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defined as “unpaid advertising and marketing efforts, including one-to-one, one-to-many, and 

many-to-many commercially oriented communications, undertaken by brand loyalists on behalf 

of the brand” (p. 35). Much CGC that does not provide information on its author or offer much 

information is still diffused rapidly via e-mail (Muñiz & Schau, 2007), blogs, video-sharing Web 

sites, and Web-based communities.  

When consumers create blogs about advertising, create their own advertisements, or remix 

brands, they influence others in their communities and naturally create a word-of-mouth culture 

(Eastman, 2007). According to Nutley (2007a), “Agencies are latching on to the idea that they 

can get consumers who love a particular brand to create advertising for it. Again, this is cheap, 

but audiences also see it as authentic (or ideally should) in a way that they don’t always with 

traditional advertising” (p. 18). Mourali et al. (2005) found that non-commercial sources are 

important in consumers’ search for information. In comparison to advertising, publicity is 

regarded as an effective tool of marketing communication because the message does not come 

from the company or advertiser. The credibility of publicity arises from the fact that the message 

is sent by an independent trusted source. Source credibility is one of the reasons why marketers 

are increasingly putting their efforts into public relations.  However, no research has yet 

compared the credibility of consumer-generated content and commercial-generated content. 

Source Credibility 

Prior studies generally support the main effect of source credibility. A highly credible 

source is more effective than a less credible source in causing positive attitude change and 

behavioral intentions (Yoon, Kim, & Kim, 1998). Lafferty and Goldsmith (1999) suggested that 

endorser credibility has a greater impact on attitude toward the advertisement while corporate 

credibility has a greater effect on attitude toward the brand and purchase intentions. Some 
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researchers suggest that this positive relationship is strengthened or attenuated under certain 

situations. 

Recognizing differences between the traditional and new media environments, recent 

research on Web site credibility has developed new dimensions for gauging credibility. Warnick 

(2004) attributed this new focus to Web environments where authorship, credentials, and 

information sources are frequently not readily available for examination. Often, the source or 

author of online content is unknown, as is the case of much CGC. Therefore, revision of the 

theoretical models on perceptions of Web site credibility is needed. Schweiger (2000) suggested 

that because the creator is often unknown or difficult to identify, credibility becomes an 

important “heuristic” for content selection. 

Schweiger (2000) proposed six levels of reference objects for credibility attributions – 

presenter, source/actor, editorial units, media product, subsystem of media type, and media type. 

CGC, by definition, can be shown in any platform of the Web. In most cases, users are only 

aware that it is from others with whom they do not have any relationship. Therefore, the first 

level, the presenter or author of a message, is unknown. In the present study, the researcher refers 

to the presenter of an advertisement as a consumer or corporation. 

Flanagin and Metzger (2007) found that differences in perceived credibility across 

different types of Web sites (media organization, electronic commerce, special interest group, 

and personal) result from a combination of site design elements and differences in the genre of 

the sites. In their study, they measured the three separate dimensions of message, site, and 

sponsor credibility. Their results confirmed that Web site users distinguish between the three 

types of credibility. Especially, the sponsor and message of the media organization Web site 

were rated more credible than were those of other types of sites, and the sponsor of the personal 
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Web site was rated as the least credible. This implies that consumers do indeed make a 

distinction between different (media versus personal) Web sources. 

According to Yoon et al. (1998), previous credibility research considered expertise and 

trustworthiness as core dimensions of credibility. Expertise refers to the knowledge of the 

subject and trustworthiness to the honesty and believability of the source (Goldsmith, Lafferty, & 

Newell, 2000). In the context of advertising, attractiveness is often included as a component of 

source credibility. Ohanian (1990) included attractiveness as a dimension of source credibility, 

which is appropriate in the context where the communicator (endorser) is shown in the 

advertisement.  

However, this study did not include attractiveness and expertise dimensions because the 

endorser was not explicitly shown in the advertisement shown to the subjects and the sources of 

information clearly differed in their level of expertise. Because prior research has found that trust 

is a significant factor in building a lasting relationship between a brand and consumers (Dwyer, 

Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Elliott & Yannopoulou, 2007), source credibility is conceptualized as 

consisting of a trustworthiness dimension only for the purpose of this study. On this basis, this 

study attempts to examine the source credibility and effect of an advertising message created by 

controllable and uncontrollable sources, specifically a company and a consumer.  

Positivity Effect 

 Research into consumer behavior has suggested that negative information is more 

valuable to the receiver than is positive information (Sen & Lerman, 2007). The phenomenon of 

placing more weight on negative than positive information in evaluation is termed the negativity 

effect. Although the negativity effect is a widely observed phenomenon (Herr, Kardes, & Kim, 

1991), its reverse effect, wherein more weight is placed on positive than negative information, 

has also been observed.  
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Ahluwalia and colleagues (2000) suggested that consumers’ commitment toward a brand is 

a moderator of negative information effects. Their study found that low-commitment consumers 

exhibited attitude change when given negative rather than positive information. However, the 

high-commitment group did not show a negativity effect; rather, this group counterargued 

negative information more extensively than they did positive information and exhibited more 

attitude change with the presentation of positive information than they did with negative 

information. Other studies have found that high-commitment consumers perceive positive 

information as more diagnostic than they do negative information (Ahluwalia et al., 2000). 

Defense motivation, “the desire to hold attitudes and beliefs that are congruent with one’s 

perceived material interest or existing self-definitional attitudes and beliefs” (Chen & Chaiken, 

1999, p. 77), can be one explanation for this positivity effect. Chen and Chaiken (1999) proposed 

that defense-motivated systematic processing is characterized by biased scrutiny and evaluation 

of judgment-relevant information, and therefore the degree of commitment toward a brand has a 

positive relationship with the level of defense motivation. Consumers who are highly committed 

to a brand counterargue negative information about the brand more than do less committed 

consumers because defense-motivated systematic processing allows them to maintain their prior 

attitudes and behaviors (Ahluwalia et al., 2000). Furthermore, highly committed consumers place 

more weight on the positive information that is consistent with their notion of the brand. 

Commitment and Emotional Attachment to a Brand 

Commitment is the degree to which an individual views a relationship from a long-term 

perspective and is willingness to sacrifice to maintain the relationship (Garbarino & Johnson, 

1999; Van Lange, Rusbult, Drigotas, Arriaga, Witcher, & Cox, 1997). Prior research on 

commitment mainly focused on the protective role of commitment against negative messages. 

Raju and Unnava (2006) showed that commitment to an object may cause an individual to resist 
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persuasive attempts to undermine the object. High-commitment subjects resist attitude change 

even when they do not have the opportunity to process the message due to source derogation 

(Raju & Unnava, 2006). Likewise, motivated reasoning enhances the use of information and 

strategies considered most likely to yield the desired conclusion (Desai & Raju, 2007). 

The general definition of attachment is “the extent to which an object which is owned, 

expected to be owned, or previously owned by an individual, is used by that individual to 

maintain his or her self-concept” (Ball & Tasaki, 1992, p. 158). Although people can form 

attachments to many different objects, they especially do so to “objects that are socially visible; 

expensive; reflective of the individual’s roles, relationships, accomplishments, and experiences; 

and usually “personalized” by the efforts of their owners” (p. 159).  

Because people can also become emotionally attached to brands (Schouten & 

McAlexander, 2005), it is important for marketers to understand how consumers do so; 

emotional attachment to a brand and its consequences are believed to be a predictor of 

consumers’ commitment to the brand and their willingness to pay a price premium (Thomson et 

al., 2005). A consumer’s emotional attachment to an entity induces “a state of emotion-laden 

mental readiness that influences his or her allocation of emotional, cognitive, and behavioral 

resources toward a particular target” (Park & MacInnis, 2006, p. 17). With this in mind, this 

study will examine how emotionally attached consumers respond emotionally and cognitively to 

different sources of information. 

The most recent literature on attachment to a brand and consumer behavior defined brand 

attachment as “strength of the cognitive and emotional bond connecting the brand with the self” 

(Park, MacInnis, & Priester, 2006, p. 9). However, there is no scale known to date that measures 
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both cognitive and emotional aspects of brand attachment. Thus, this study is limited to the affect 

component of the relationship between a consumer and a brand. 

Based on the literature review, this study asks the following research questions: 1) Do 

consumers respond differently to corporate-generated advertisements than they do to consumer-

generated advertisements? and 2) Do consumers perceive corporate-generated and consumer-

generated information sources differently according to their prior emotional attachment to the 

brand? The conceptual relationship between information source and emotional attachment is 

depicted in Figure 2-1. 

Hypotheses 

Generally, consumers are skeptical about advertisements because they are aware that 

advertisers pay for their advertisements. Publicity is likely to have a stronger effect than 

advertising due to source credibility. Past studies have shown that audiences are predisposed to 

more positively process messages provided by product publicity than to messages provided by 

advertising (Wang, 2006).  

Among the different spokespersons used in advertisements, satisfied typical users who 

provide positive product testimonials are mostly likely to lead potential customers to read and 

believe the advertisements and purchase products (Appiah, 2007). However, when a consumer is 

the author of an advertisement, the source is “not physically present to deliver the message” 

(Stern, 1994, p. 7). Thus, this study is conceptually different from source credibility studies that 

evaluated the effects of a spokesperson or endorser in an advertisement. 

Sundar and Nass (2001) found that different source attribution levels (in this case, the 

author) affect receivers’ reactions to online news stories. Flanagin and Metzger (2007) suggested 

that information receivers distinguish sources, and perceived credibility varies accordingly. They 

found that information from a media organization is considered relatively more credible than is 
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information from an individual. The reason is that messages from an organization or a company 

are regarded “official” and the receiver is aware that the company is accountable for messages 

sent to consumers, while information from individuals with whom the receiver has no 

relationship highly reflect the authors’ opinions. Based on Flanagin and Metzger’s (2007) 

findings, it is hypothesized that 

H1: Corporate-generated advertisement is more credible than is consumer-generated. 

The source of a message is a complex institutional structure that conveys past experience 

and information (Flanagin & Metzger, 2007). One study suggested that an individual’s 

evaluation of information credibility is affected by the perceived source of the information 

(Newhagen & Nass, 1989). In general, studies on source credibility have concluded that there is 

a positive relationship between perceived source credibility and message persuasiveness 

(Hovland & Weiss, 1951). Both perceived source expertise and trustworthiness are known to 

have a positive impact on persuasion. More recent researches has suggested that this positive 

relationship can be strengthened or weakened under certain conditions such as high or low 

commitment (Ahluwalia et al., 2000), high or low need to evaluate, and the timing of source 

identification (before or after message exposure; Nan, 2007). 

Emotional attachment to a brand rather than commitment was chosen as the focus of this 

study for several reasons. First, strong attachment is a result of trust developed from personal 

experiences (Park et al., 2006). Second, emotional attachment predicts commitment (Thomson et 

al., 2005). While attachment describes the relationship between an individual and a brand, 

commitment is an outcome of the relationship. Lastly, individuals with strong attachments are 

generally committed to preserving their relationship with it; therefore, emotional attachment 
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should predict individual’s investment in a brand (Thomson et al., 2005). Accordingly, emotional 

attachment is expected to predict an individual’s behavior better than is commitment.  

People who are committed to a brand may engage in biased processing (Ahluwalia et al., 

2000). Similarly, emotional attachment to a brand is expected to influence processing of 

information from an attached source and an unfamiliar source. Therefore, it is predicted that the 

level of emotional attachment to a brand will accentuate the perceived differences between 

corporate-generated and consumer-generated advertisement. MacKenzie and Lutz (1989) found 

that advertiser credibility affects advertisement credibility, and advertisement credibility in turn 

influences attitude toward the advertisement and brand. Consequently, the following hypothesis 

is proposed:  

H2: There is an interaction between the source of an advertisement and emotional 

attachment to a brand. Individuals with high (low) emotional attachment to a brand will (a) find 

corporate-generated (consumer-generated) source more credible than they do consumer-

generated (corporate-generated) source, demonstrate stronger (b) message believability, (c) 

attitude toward the advertisement, (d) attitude toward the brand, and (e) purchase intention in 

response to corporate-generated (consumer-generated) advertisement than they do to consumer-

generated (corporate-generated) advertisement. 

A considerable number of studies have found a relationship between credibility and 

attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention (Goldsmith, 

Lafferty, & Newell, 2000). Many researchers have suggested that perceived source credibility 

could have an impact on persuasion by biasing cognitive thoughts generated during message 

processing (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994). As higher perceived source credibility can lead to 

higher perceived message believability, it is hypothesized that:  
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H3: Source credibility positively relates to message believability. 

H4: Message believability positively relates to attitude toward the advertisement. 

Attitude toward the message and attitude toward the advertisement are often necessary 

conditions for persuasion (Laczniak, Kempf, & Muehling, 1999). In addition, MacKenzie and 

Lutz (1986) pointed out that attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and 

purchase intentions are the principle outcomes in studies of advertising effectiveness. Thus, it is 

hypothesized that: 

H5: Attitude toward the advertisement positively relates to attitude toward the brand.  

H6: Attitude toward the brand positively relates to purchase intention.  

 

 
 

Figure 2-1. Overview of the study 

Source of advertisement 
- Consumer-generated ad 
- Corporate-generated ad 
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Attitude toward brand 
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Purchase intention 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

Based on the theoretical concepts reviewed, a 2x2 one within-subject (emotional 

attachment to a brand; high and low) and one between-subject (corporate-generated and 

consumer-generated advertisement) factorial design was employed to test the hypotheses. Prior 

to the main experiment, a pretest was conducted in a search for the brand most appropriate for 

the main study. 

Pretest 

The purpose of the pretest was to identify a brand that elicited different levels of emotional 

attachment among the participants. An individual can have an attitude toward a brand without 

any experiences with it, but attachment develops over time (Thomson et al., 2005). Thus, a real 

brand was used instead of a fictitious stimulus because interaction between an individual and the 

brand is a prerequisite to develop strong or weak attachment. 

Brands used in the pretest were selected considering their perceived popularity among 

college students. The brand that will be used as a stimulus required a well known brand among 

students since experience with the brand is necessary to form emotional attachments. Thus, 

brand trial was used as a screening question. In addition, the researcher focused on selecting 

hedonic brands because emotional attachment scores for symbolic or hedonic brands tend to be 

higher than for low involvement or functional brands. This is due to the fact that the concept of 

attachment is connected to the self, and “symbolic products are valued for what they say about 

the self” (Thomson et al., 2005, p. 89). In addition, Sen and Lerman (2007) suggested that 

product type moderates the effect of review valence (positive versus negative) on usefulness; 

consumers are likely to place more weight on negative information and therefore, show a 
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negativity bias for utilitarian product because the goal of utilitarian consumption is to maximize 

utility. 

Eight brands that are most liked among college students were selected. According to 

“GenX2Z College Brand Study” released by Anderson Analytics in October 2007, the most 

popular brand among 1,000 college students was Apple iPod (65%). In soft drink category, their 

favorite brand was Coca-Cola (17%), and Old Navy was the most liked clothing brand (6.9%) 

(Bulik, 2007). In addition to iPod, Coca-Cola, Old Navy, and other brands that may have both 

brand enthusiasts and brand-haters such as Abercrombie & Fitch, Red Bull, Starbucks, Crocs, 

and Nike were tested. 

Procedure 

In the pretest, 42 subjects rated a set of brands on brand awareness, brand experience, 

brand attitude, and emotional attachment to a brand. Emotional attachment to a brand was 

measured using a 10-item scale adopted from Thomson et al. (2005). The respondents were 

asked to describe their feelings about the brand on a scale from 1 (describes poorly) to 7 

(describes well). Then the emotional attachment score was calculated by averaging the ten items: 

affectionate, friendly, loved, peaceful, passionate, delighted, captivated, connected, bonded, and 

attached. To avoid fatigue, two questionnaires with four different brands were developed, and the 

participants were randomly assigned to one of the questionnaires. 

Pretest Results 

Nike (M=4.24) was selected because it exhibited the highest standard deviation (1.41) and 

range (5.10) in emotional attachment among the sample (Table 3-1, Figure 3-1). 
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Main Study 

Experimental Design 

A 2x2 one within-subject (emotional attachment; high and low) and one between-subject 

(corporate-generated and consumer-generated advertisement) factorial design was designed. The 

experiment involved two versions of the questionnaire for respondents; one with an 

advertisement made by the corporate company of a brand (corporate-generated) and the other 

containing the same advertisement attributed to a consumer (consumer-generated). The 

questionnaire was randomly distributed among the participating subjects.  

Participants 

On the basis of convenience sampling, undergraduate students attending a large 

southeastern university were recruited, and an extra credit was given for their participations in 

data collection. College students were appropriate sample for this study because they have the 

purchasing power to keep the brands that they love, which makes them among the most sought-

after segment by marketers. A total of 209 students in communications courses voluntarily 

participated in the study. The participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions 

to review either a corporate-generated or consumer-generated advertisement.  

Research Stimuli 

In a form of a print advertisement, the stimulus featured a picture of Nike athletic shoes 

with a logo of Nike brand. The body copy had a description of the product with a positive tone. 

Since the purpose of the study was to test whether strong attachment to a brand result in a biased 

processing of an advertisement created by the company of the attached brand, only positive 

information were used. Defense motivation refers to “the desire to hold attitudes and beliefs that 

are congruent with one’s perceived material interest or existing self-definitional attitudes and 

beliefs” (Chen & Chaiken, 1999, p. 77). When this defense motivation is high and cognitive 
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resources are available, “defense motivated systematic processing is likely to emerge, 

characterized by effortful but biased scrutiny and evaluation of judgment-relevant information” 

(p. 77). A detailed product description was provided in the advertisement for the purpose of 

examining biased processing. 

To make the advertisement look similar to a typical Nike ad, the layout and parts of the 

body copy were adopted from a previous Nike campaign. To differentiate between a corporate-

generated advertisement and a consumer-generated advertisement, the corporate-generated 

advertisement contained an extra line: “For more information on Nike’s new products, visit 

www.Nike.com”. 

Manipulation of the source of information was straightforward. Before examining the ad, 

participants were required to read an instruction describing what the advertisement is about and 

who created it. For the advertisement created by a company, subjects were instructed that as a 

part of a new campaign, the advertisement was recently created by Nike. They were also told that 

Nike, Inc. is planning to launch the advertisement next month. 

For the advertisement created by a consumer, respondents were told, using a free service 

that allows people to design professional-quality ads of their favorite brands, the advertisement 

was created and published by a consumer who is an enthusiast of the brand Nike. 

To make certain that the advertisement was created as intended, the researcher added 

manipulation check items in the questionnaire. First, they were specifically asked to choose the 

source of the advertisement that they reviewed: Nike or a consumer. Second, the respondents 

were asked to rate the valence of the advertisement towards the brand Nike using a 10-point 

semantic differential scale ranging from 1 (unfavorable) to 10 (favorable). 
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Independent Variables 

For the purpose of a manipulation check and as one of the independent variables, 

participants chose the source of advertisement (company and consumer) that they reviewed. 

Emotional attachment to a brand was measured using a 10-item scale adopted from Thomson et 

al. (2005). The respondents were asked to describe their feelings about the brand Nike on a scale 

from 1 (describes poorly) to 7 (describes well). The emotional attachment score was calculated 

by averaging the ten items: affectionate, friendly, loved, peaceful, passionate, delighted, 

captivated, connected, bonded, and attached. Subjects were later categorized as high and low 

emotional attachment groups via a median split.  

Dependent Variables 

Five dependent variables were measured in this study: source credibility, message 

believability, attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention. 

The set of items for each construct was averaged into a single measure for analyses. 

Using a scale from a past study (Trifts & Häubl, 2003), source credibility was measured 

using a five-item scale composed of undependable/dependable, dishonest/honest, 

unreliable/reliable, insincere/sincere, not trustworthy/trustworthy. On a 7-point bipolar scale, 

respondents were asked to rate their perceptions on the source of the advertisement. 

Message believability was measured using a three 7-point semantic differential scales 

composed of not at all believable/highly believable, not at all true/absolutely true, not at all 

acceptable/acceptable (Hallahan, 1999). 

To measure attitude toward the advertisement, the respondents were asked to rate their 

impressions of the information on a three 7-point semantic differential scale (bad/good, 

unfavorable/favorable, unpleasant/pleasant) adopted from MacKenzie and Lutz (1989). 
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Attitude toward the brand was measured by using a four 7-point semantic differential scale. 

The scale ranged from 1 to 7 with items bad/good, unfavorable/favorable, dislikeable/likeable, 

and disagreeable/agreeable. 

Purchase intention was measured using a three 7-point semantic differential scale: very 

unlikely/very likely, improbable/probable, and impossible/possible (Lafferty & Goldsmith, 1999). 

Covarites 

Prior brand attitude, product involvement, and brand knowledge were measured as 

covariates. These are constructs that have modest correlations with emotional attachment 

(Thomson et al., 2005) and thus may influence the dependent variables. In addition, Xue and 

Phelps (2004) found that the persuasive effects of consumer-generated comments online are 

moderated by receivers’ product involvement and offline WOM experience, and product 

knowledge is an important factor in information processing (Park, Lee, & Han, 2007). 

Brand attitude was measured using a scale that Thomson and colleagues (2005) employed 

in their study. A four 7-point semantic differential scale ranging from 1 to 7 with items bad/good, 

unfavorable/favorable, dislikeable/likeable, and disagreeable/agreeable were averaged to 

measure prior brand attitude. 

Product involvement was measured using Zaichkowsky’s (1994) reduced personal 

involvement inventory. Using a 7-point semantic differential scale, ten items were measured and 

averaged for a single measure: unimportant/important, boring/interesting, irrelevant/relevant, 

unexciting/exciting, means nothing/means a lot, unappealing/appealing, mundane/fascinating, 

worthless/valuable, uninvolving/involving, not needed/needed. 

For brand knowledge, subjects were asked to rate their opinions on “I know very little 

about Nike” and “I consider myself informed about Nike” using a scale from 1 (strongly 
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disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (Lee, 2000). The first item was reverse-coded, and a mean score 

was computed.  

 

Table 3-1. Descriptive statistics for brands included in the pre-test 

Brand N M S.D. Range 
iPod 19 4.89 1.07 4.10 
Coca-Cola 19 4.84 1.33 4.60 
Old Navy 22 4.48 .91 3.40 
Abercrombie & Fitch 23 3.61 .97 4.20 
Red Bull 23 3.07 1.40 4.80 
Starbucks 23 4.67 1.29 5.00 
Crocs 18 3.15 1.10 3.70 
Nike 19 4.24 1.41 5.10 

 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3-1. Histogram of emotional attachment to Nike with normal curve 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Initial Sample Analysis 

A total of 209 subjects participated in the study. In the data analysis, 2 subjects were 

eliminated for incomplete responses on a number of questions. All of the participants had an 

experience with the brand Nike. Participants’ perception toward the favorability of the message 

in the stimuli was checked, and 17 subjects who did not find the information favorable toward 

the brand (scores from 1 to 5 in a 10-point semantic differential scale) were eliminated. A prior 

research (Ahluwalia et al., 2000) showed that consumers with different levels of commitment 

toward a brand respond differently to positive and negative information. Thus, this study focused 

on only positive information chiefly because it was not appropriate to create a negative 

advertisement generated by an advertiser. Lastly, participants who misidentified the source of an 

advertisement were removed for subsequent analyses. These participants were either given a 

consumer-generated advertisement but chose Nike as the source of the advertisement (n=11) or 

were given a corporate-generated advertisement but chose a consumer as the source of the 

advertisement (n=10). The total valid sample was 169.  

The mean score for emotional attachment to Nike was 4.39 with a standard deviation of 

1.05 and a range of 6. The scores for emotional attachment to the brand were categorized into 

high and low emotional attachment groups via median split. Those who scored 4.50 and lower 

(48.5%) were classified as “low emotional attachment” group (M=3.60, SD=.88) and participants 

with 4.60 and higher scores (51.5%) were labeled “high emotional attachment” group (M=5.16, 

SD=.45). The mean difference of the two groups was statistically significant [F(1,167)=213.26, 

p<.01] (Table 4-1). Table 4-2 shows the number of participants in each of the four conditions. 
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Data Analysis 

Sample Profile 

Among 169 valid samples, 35.7% (n=60) were male and 64.3% (n=108) were female with 

1 “no response” on gender. The subjects’ age ranged from 18 to 29 years old (M=20.17, 

SD=1.73), but the majority of the participants were between 18 to 22 (92.3%) years old.  

Reliability Check 

The results showed that the scales used in the study were reliable according to Cronbach’s 

alpha levels. Cronbach’s alpha for emotional attachment to the brand was .89. Reliability 

measures suggested high internal consistency for dependent variables: source credibility 

(Cronbach’s alpha=.88), message believability (Cronbach’s alpha=.81), attitude toward the 

advertisement (Cronbach’s alpha=.90), attitude toward the brand (Cronbach’s alpha=.95), and 

purchase intention (Cronbach’s alpha=.94). The covariate measures, prior attitude toward a brand 

(Cronbach’s alpha=.93), product involvement (Cronbach’s alpha=.91), and brand knowledge 

(Cronbach’s alpha=.76), also had high internal consistency (Table 4-3). 

Correlation Check 

To conduct MANCOVA testing, the dependent variables, source credibility, message 

believability, attitude toward an advertisement, attitude toward a brand, and purchase intention, 

should be conceptually correlated. Pearson’s correlation coefficients suggested that there are 

some degree of significant correlations among the dependent variables, thus it is appropriate to 

use MANCOVA (Table 4-4). 

Covariates 

While participants’ brand knowledge was not statistically significant [F(5,158)=.82, p<.05], 

prior brand attitude [F(5,158)=10.08, p<.05] and product involvement [F(5,158)=4.09, p<.05] 
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had statistically significant effects on the dependent variables combined. However, these were 

controlled since they were included in the data as covariates in the following analyses. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis 1 predicted the effect of the source of an advertisement, and hypothesis 2 tested 

the interaction effect between the source of an advertisement and the emotional attachment to a 

brand. To test the main effect and an interaction effect, this study used MANCOVA with source 

of information (company-generated and consumer-generated) and emotional attachment (high 

and low) as the two fixed variables. The advantage of performing MANCOVA is that it 

considers the correlations among the set of dependent variables, and thus consider them 

simultaneously. Respondents’ source credibility, message believability, attitude toward the 

advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention were used as dependent 

variables. Prior attitude toward the brand, product involvement, and brand knowledge were used 

as covariates. 

Prior to analysis, the assumption of the equivalence of covariance matrices across the 

groups was checked. Box’s M test was significant (p=.00), which means that there are 

differences in the amount of variance of the groups for the dependent variables. However, “the 

violation of equal variance assumption has minimal impact if the groups are of approximately 

equal size” (Hair et al., 2006, p. 409). Since the largest group had 45 samples and the smallest 

group had 38 samples, the groups are considered relatively equal in sample sizes. Thus, it is 

appropriate to further interpret the results. 

The multivariate test result and between-subjects effects based on the individual univariate 

tests are reported in Tables 4-5 and 4-6. 
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Source of Information Effect 

MANCOVA results showed that the effect of source of information on all five dependent 

variables combined was not statistically significant [Wilk’s Lambda=.972, F(5,158), p>.05]. H1 

predicted that a corporate-generated advertisement is more credible than a consumer-generated 

advertisement. Further univariate analysis indicated that there was only a marginal difference 

between two different sources of advertisement [F(1, 162)=3.57, p<.10]. As in the predicted 

direction of H1, corporate-generated advertisement was considered more credible than 

consumer-generated advertisement. Participants exposed to corporate-generated advertisement 

(M=5.28, SD=1.01) exhibited higher source credibility than the participants exposed to 

consumer-generated advertisement (M=5.10, SD=1.03). 

Interaction Effect 

Emotional attachment to a brand was expected to influence the perceived credibility of the 

source of an advertisement. There was a significant interaction effect [Wilk’s Lambda=.931, 

F(5,158)=2.35, p<.05]. Further univariate analyses showed that there was a significant 

interaction effect between the source of an advertisement and the emotional attachment to a 

brand on source credibility [F(1, 162)=9.56, p<.05] and message believability [F(1,162)=6.05, 

p<.05]. As predicted in H2(a), individuals with high emotional attachment to the brand found 

corporate-generated source more credible (M=5.80, SD=.57) than they did consumer-generated 

source (M=5.21, SD=.96), and individuals with low emotional attachment to the brand rated 

consumer-generated source more credible (M=4.97, SD=1.10) than they did corporate-generated 

source (M=4.80, SD=1.09). Also as expected in H2(b), individuals with high emotional 

attachment to brand found information in corporate-generated advertisement more believable 

(M=5.27, SD=.87) than they did consumer-generated advertisement (M=4.89, SD=.93), and 

individuals with low emotional attachment to brand rated information in consumer-generated 
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advertisement more believable (M=4.92, SD=.86) than they did corporate-generated 

advertisement (M=4.63, SD=.99). The results of interaction effects are shown in Figures 4-1 and 

4-2. 

The results indicated no significant interaction effect between the source of an 

advertisement and the emotional attachment to a brand on attitude toward the advertisement 

[F(1,162)=1.64, p>.05], attitude toward the brand [F(1,162)=1.60, p>.05], and purchase intention 

[F(1,162)=.15, p>.05]. Thus, hypotheses H2(c), H2(d), and H2(e) were not supported. 

Effect of Source Credibility on Message Believability 

H3 expected that source credibility positively influences message believability. A simple 

regression was performed to see how well source credibility explains message believability 

(Table 4-8). The relationship was statistically significant [F(1, 167)=57.87, p<.01], and indicated 

that 25.7% of variance in message believability was explained by source credibility.  

Effect of Message Believability on Attitude toward the Advertisement 

To inspect the relationship between message believability and attitude toward the 

advertisement, a bivariate regression was conducted. As the result shows in Table 4-9, there was 

a positive relationship between the two variables. The higher message believability resulted in 

more positive attitude toward the advertisement. Message believability explained 22% of 

variance in attitude toward advertisement, and the result was statistically significant 

[F(1,167)=47.16, p<.01]. 

Effect of Attitude toward Advertisement on Attitude toward the Brand 

Following the previous procedure, 50.6% of variance in attitude toward the brand was 

explained by attitude toward the advertisement (Table 4-10). The result was statistically 

significant [F(1,167)=170.92, p<.01]. Thus, attitude toward the advertisement positively 

enhances to attitude toward the brand. 
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Effect of Attitude toward Brand on Purchase Intention 

As shown in Table 4-11, attitude toward the brand positively affected purchase intention. 

Attitude toward the brand explained 41.1% of variance in purchase intention, which was 

statistically significant [F(1,167)=116.65, p<.01]. 
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Table 4-1. Between-groups comparison of emotional attachment to a brand 

 M SD N F Sig. 
Low emotional attachment 3.59 .88 83 
High emotional attachment 5.16 .45 86 

213.26  
(1,167) .00* 

Total 4.39 1.05 169   
N=169, *p<.01 
 
 
Table 4-2. Measured conditions 

Source   
Nike Consumer Total 

Low N=45 N=38 N=83 Emotional attachment High N=41 N=45 N=86 
 Total N=86 N=83 N=169 

 
 
Table 4-3. Reliability check 

 Variables Cronbach’s alpha 
Independent variable 1.Emotional attachment .89 

1. Source credibility .88 
2. Message believability .81 
3. Attitude toward advertisement .90 
4. Attitude toward brand .95 

Dependent variables 

5. Purchase intention .94 
1. Prior attitude toward brand .93 
2. Product involvement .91 Covariates 
3. Brand knowledge .76 

N=169 
 
 
Table 4-4. Correlation of dependent variables 

 Source 
credibility 

Message 
believability 

Attitude 
toward ad 

Attitude toward 
brand 

Purchase 
intention 

Source credibility 1.00     
Message believability .51* 1.00    
Attitude toward ad .47* .47* 1.00   
Attitude toward brand .64* .55* .71* 1.00  
Purchase intention .46* .30* .38* .64* 1.00 

N=169, *p<.01 
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Table 4-5. MANCOVA results  

Effect Wilks’ 
Lambda F Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 

Prior attitude toward brand .76 10.08 5 158 .00* 
Product involvement .89 4.09 5 158 .00* 
Brand knowledge .98 .82 5 158 .54 
Emotional attachment .96 1.25 5 158 .29 
Source .97 .93 5 158 .47 
Emotional attachment x source .93 2.35 5 158 .04* 

N=169, *p<.05 
 
 
Table 4-6. Between-subjects effects 

Source Dependent variable SS df MS F Sig. 
Source credibility 3.01 1 3.01 3.97 .05* 
Message believability 1.05 1 1.05 1.31 .26 
Attitude toward ad 6.64 1 6.64 5.83 .02** 
Attitude toward brand 21.25 1 21.25 31.44 .00** 

Prior attitude toward 
brand 

Purchase intention 28.12 1 28.12 32.38 .00** 
Source credibility 9.35 1 9.35 12.33 .00** 
Message believability 2.58 1 2.58 3.22 .08* 
Attitude toward ad 1.38 1 1.38 1.21 .27 
Attitude toward brand 3.74 1 3.74 5.53 .02** 

Product involvement 

Purchase intention 11.08 1 11.08 12.76 .00** 
Source credibility .76 1 .755 1.00 .32 
Message believability 2.75 1 2.747 3.43 .07* 
Attitude toward ad .10 1 .101 .09 .77 
Attitude toward brand .38 1 .375 .56 .46 

Brand knowledge 

Purchase intention .64 1 .642 .74 .39 
Source credibility 1.31 1 1.31 1.73 .19 
Message believability .41 1 .41 .52 .47 
Attitude toward ad 5.16 1 5.16 4.53 .04** 
Attitude toward brand 3.06 1 3.06 4.53 .04** 

Emotional 
attachment 

Purchase intention 1.56 1 1.56 1.79 .18 
Source credibility 2.71 1 2.71 3.57 .06* 
Message believability .23 1 .23 .29 .59 
Attitude toward ad 1.64 1 1.64 1.44 .23 
Attitude toward brand 1.02 1 1.02 1.51 .22 

Source 

Purchase intention .04 1 .04 .04 .84 
Source credibility 7.25 1 7.25 9.56 .00** 
Message believability 4.85 1 4.85 6.05 .02** 
Attitude toward ad 1.87 1 1.87 1.64 .20 
Attitude toward brand 1.08 1 1.08 1.60 .21 

Emotional 
attachment x source 

Purchase intention .13 1 .13 .15 .70 
N=169, *p<.10, **p<.05 
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Table 4-7. Descriptive statistics for measures 

Dependent variable Source Emotional 
attachment Mean SD N 

High 5.80 .57 41 
Low 4.80 1.09 45 Nike 
Total 5.28 1.00 86 
High 5.21 .96 45 
Low 4.97 1.11 38 

Credibility 

Consumer 
Total 5.10 1.02 83 
High 5.27 .86 41 
Low 4.63 .99 45 Nike 
Total 4.94 .98 86 
High 4.89 .93 45 
Low 4.92 .86 38 

Message believability 

Consumer 
Total 4.90 .90 83 
High 5.70 .87 41 
Low 4.84 1.17 45 Nike 
Total 5.25 1.12 86 
High 5.36 1.02 45 
Low 4.86 1.33 38 

Attitude toward ad 

Consumer 
Total 5.13 1.19 83 
High 6.16 .70 41 
Low 5.26 1.03 45 Nike 
Total 5.69 .99 86 
High 5.96 .83 45 
Low 5.29 1.33 38 

Attitude toward brand 

Consumer 
Total 5.65 1.13 83 
High 6.23 .88 41 
Low 5.35 1.41 45 Nike 
Total 5.77 1.26 86 
High 6.35 .74 45 
Low 5.45 1.53 38 

Purchase intention 

Consumer 
Total 5.85 1.25 83 
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Table 4-8. Source credibility-message believability, result of bivariate linear regression,  
Effect B Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 2.49  7.67 .00 
Source credibility .47 .51 7.61 .00 

Dependent variable: Message believability 
N=169, R=.51, R²=.26, F(1, 167)=57.87*, *p<.01 
 
 
Table 4-9. Message believability-Aad, result of bivariate linear regression 

Effect B Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 2.35  5.59 .00 
Message believability .58 .47 6.87 .00 

Dependent variable: Attitude toward advertisement 
N=169, R=.47, R²=.22, F(1, 167)=47.16*, *p<.01 
 
 
Table 4-10. Aad-Ab, result of bivariate linear regression 

Effect B Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 2.28  8.56 .00 
Attitude toward advertisement .65 .71 13.07 .00 

Dependent variable: Attitude toward brand 
N=169, R=.71, R²=.51, F(1, 167)=170.92*, *p<.01 
 
 
Table 4-11. Ab-PI, result of bivariate linear regression 

Effect B Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 1.55  3.82 .00 
Attitude toward brand .76 .64 10.80 .00 

Dependent variable: Purchase intention 
N=169, R=.64, R²=.41, F(1, 167)=116.65*, *p<.01 
 
 



 

42 

 
 
Figure 4-1. Significant interaction effect (Source × Emotional attachment) on source credibility 

 
 

 
 
Figure 4-2. Significant interaction effect (Source × Emotional attachment) on message 

believability 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

This study had two primary objectives. First, this study sought to understand how 

consumers respond to two different sources (authors) of message, a company and a consumer. 

Attachment refers to how loyal an individual is toward an object. In this respect, a consumer’s 

attachment to a brand can form a tie between the consumer and the company (brand). This tie 

can result in the biased processing of information because an attached individual seeks to 

maintain proximity to the attachment figure (Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). Attachment to 

a brand is expected to influence the credibility of the source of an advertisement so that 

consumers attached to a brand find it or the company that produced it credible.  

Brand attachment is believed to be reflected in consumer message believability, attitude 

toward an advertisement, attitude toward a brand, and purchase intention. Hence, the second goal 

of this study was to identify the relationship between the credibility of the source of an 

advertisement and the level of emotional attachment to a brand. Specifically, consumers who are 

emotionally attached to a brand were anticipated to find information from a company more 

credible compared than information from a consumer and consumers not emotionally attached to 

a brand were anticipated to find information from a consumer more credible than information 

from a company. From a practical perspective, emotionally attached consumers are important to 

marketers because they exhibit loyalty to the brand and are willing to pay a price premium to 

obtain it (Thomson et al., 2005). 

The study participants were exposed to an advertisement created by either a consumer or a 

company. To make certain that any perceptional differences were solely due to the source 

(author) of the advertisement, both advertisements had an identical layout and display an 
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identical brand logo, visual illustration of the product, and text. However, the description of the 

authorship of the advertisement given before its review varied for each condition.  

The research found a marginal difference between the source credibility (trustworthiness) 

of a consumer-generated and a corporate-generated advertisement. Overall, the participants of 

perceived a message from a company as more credible than a message from a consumer. 

Interestingly, the effect of the source of the advertisement on credibility was affected by the level 

of emotional attachment to the brand. The highly emotionally attached group found the company 

information more credible than they did the consumer information whereas the less emotionally 

attached group found the consumer information more credible than they did the company 

information. Likewise, message believability varied according to the level of emotional 

attachment to the brand. Those highly attached to the brand believed more strongly in 

information from the company than in information from the consumer. Thus, the results of this 

experiment confirmed that emotional attachment to a brand can be a moderator of the credibility 

of the source of an advertisement and message believability. However, the interaction effect of 

emotional attachment to the brand and the source of an advertisement was not found to 

significantly affect attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase 

intention.  

The results of a series of simple regression analyses showed that source credibility has a 

significant effect on message believability and message believability in turn influences attitude 

toward an advertisement. Therefore, it is suggested that higher perceived source credibility leads 

to higher message believability, and higher message believability results in stronger attitude 

toward the advertisement. In accordance with the dual-mediation hypothesis (MacKenzie, Lutz, 
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and Belch, 1986), attitude toward the advertisement influenced attitude toward the brand, and 

attitude toward the brand influenced purchase intention. 

General Discussion 

The dynamic media environment is providing new opportunities for interaction between 

advertisers and consumers. While numerous practitioners have put forth opinions on the 

differential effects of consumer-generated content as a type of an advertisement (Garfield, 2005; 

Nutley, 2007a; Nutley, 2007b), few researchers have empirically sought to determine how 

consumers perceive traditional corporate-generated advertisements compared to consumer-

generated advertisements.  

In this study, emotional attachment to a brand was examined as one of the factors that 

affect how consumers perceive two sources of advertisements in different ways. Bowlby (1980) 

suggested that the desire to make strong emotional attachments to particular others is a basic 

human need (as cited in Thomson et al., 2005). The bond formed through such an attachment is 

“beyond one’s volitional control” (Thomson et al., 2005, p. 79). The most important finding of 

this study is that stronger attachment to a brand can bias individual perception of the message 

created by the company of the brand in a positive direction. Thus, this study contributes to the 

literature of advertising processing chiefly by investigating how the concept of emotional 

attachment can be applied to advertising perception. Advertisers seeking to reach their audiences 

more effectively and efficiently must understand how consumers process their advertisements 

and information.  

Regarding the study hypotheses, Hypothesis 1 was supported. The data showed that there 

is a marginal main effect of source of information on source credibility, with company-generated 

advertisement perceived as more credible than consumer-generated advertisement. This finding 

supports Flanagin and Metzger’s (2007) study that found that information originating from a 
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media organization is considered relatively more credible than is information from an individual 

on a personal Web site. The reason is that information from an organization is usually the result 

of rigorous fact-checking whereas information from an individual is not quite representative of 

other’s views. 

Hypothesis 2 was only partially supported. The interaction effect of the source of 

information and emotional attachment to a brand on source credibility and message believability 

were supported. Above of all, this result supports prior studies that demonstrated that the strength 

of credibility is susceptible to different individual factors. On the other hand, the interaction 

effect on attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention 

were not supported. The results imply that the source of information and emotional attachment to 

a brand do not have a direct effect on attitude toward the advertisement, attitude toward the 

brand, and purchase intention. Although the information presented in the advertisement provided 

a strong positive message about the product, the source and emotional attachment did not affect 

the overall perception of the advertisement. This may be explained by the fact many other factors 

may influence consumers’ perception toward an advertisement or the brand. In particular, while 

a real brand was used in this study for various reasons, the stimulus ad might have not fulfilled 

what is expected of the Nike brand. 

Despite its potential impact on the general public, an advertisement is not perceived as 

credible as is publicity when the two are compared side by side. Thus, another possible reason 

that source credibility and emotional attachment to a brand were not found to have an effect on 

some of the dependent measures is because consumers in general do not believe that their 

attitudes could change simply by exposure to one advertisement. 
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As did the current study, Lafferty and Goldsmith (2004) found that corporate credibility is 

not related to purchase intention; corporate credibility influences attitude toward the brand but 

does not positively influence purchase intention. They argued that “when making a purchase 

decision, the strength of the information about the product and its features play a critical role, to 

a great extent than the credibility of the company” (Lafferty & Goldsmith, 2004, p. 33). 

Hypothesis 3, source credibility predicts message believability and Hypothesis 4, message 

believability predicts attitude toward an advertisement, were supported. When attitude toward 

the advertisement was regressed on message believability, the results showed that message 

believability positively increases attitude toward the advertisement. This is in accordance with 

the theoretical framework suggested by Fishbein and Ajzen that proposes individuals are more 

likely to accept message claims presented by a highly credible source (Goldberg & Hartwick, 

1990).  

Hypothesis 5, attitude toward an advertisement predicts attitude toward a brand and 

Hypothesis 6, attitude toward a brand predicts purchase intention, were also supported. The study 

results demonstrated the strong and highly predictable relationships between attitude toward an 

advertisement, attitude toward a brand, and purchase intention. An important implication of these 

findings is that if considered credible among consumers, explicitly revealing the source of an 

advertisement or information may be a means to increase message believability in an 

“authorless” environment. 

Managerial Implications 

The Web 2.0 platform permits much interaction between companies and consumers and 

among consumers themselves. With this consideration, it is anticipated that collaboration 

between consumers and companies in content creation will be one of the key trends that will 

have a substantial impact on the future business and the economy (Manyika, Roberts, & Sprague, 
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2007). In comparison with publicity, advertising is considered a marketing communication 

activity controlled by an advertiser. However, CGC, especially content that resembles typical 

forms of advertising, is blurring the boundaries of traditional concept of advertising. 

The immediate implication of this study is that advertisers should understand the impact of 

CGC compared to that of their advertisements. In particular, a company can be to some extent 

free of concerns about dispersion of uncontrollable information. When presented with the same 

advertisement (information) about a brand, study participants attached to the brand (brand 

loyalists) found company information more trustworthy than they did consumer information. 

This is because the stronger one’s attachment to an object, the more likely one is to maintain 

proximity to the object (Thomson et al., 2005). 

Alternatively, individuals with weak emotional attachment to the brand regarded the 

consumer-generated advertisement as more credible and its message more believable than that of 

the corporate-generated advertisement. This finding suggests that emotional attachment to a 

brand can be used as a criterion when segmenting consumers. Highly emotionally attached 

consumers are brand loyalists while less emotionally attached consumers are individuals who 

have experienced the brand but not yet formed a strong bond with it, and thus brand loyalists. 

Thus, this finding may have a substantial impact on how advertisers target their advertisements 

to different segments of consumers.  

In the realm of this study, when developing a strategic plan for a relatively new product of 

a brand to which few consumers have a strong emotional attachment, it is recommended that 

marketers include the development and use of CGC. Creating brand communities and 

encouraging consumers to create advertisements for brands can draw consumers who do not 

have a strong interaction with the brand. However, the findings of this study suggest that CGC 
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may not be appropriate for consumers already strongly attached to a brand (brand loyalists). 

Instead, company-generated advertising messages should be directed at brand loyalists because 

the company’s words are important to them. 

Limitations and Future Research 

A number of study limitations need to be noted. First, this study focused only on 

trustworthiness as an indicator of perceived source credibility. Nan (2007) argued that when an 

advertisement is used as a stimulus, perceived trustworthiness have a significant effect on 

persuasion. This study confirmed that source credibility (trustworthiness) has a significant effect 

on message believability, and message believability influences attitude toward an advertisement. 

Nevertheless, when interpreting the results of this study, caution must be taken because expertise 

was not considered as a dimension of source credibility.  

Secondly, 18% of the collected responses had to be eliminated from the data analysis 

because they were received from subjects who had either misidentified the sources of the 

advertisement or found the advertising message unfavorable toward the brand. To avoid this 

setback, a more pronounced way of manipulating sources of information should be identified. In 

this particular study, the participants were not informed directly about the source of the 

advertisement that they were to review in order to create as natural a setting as possible. Instead, 

the source was only reported in the questionnaire in the description of the advertisement. If the 

participants had been specifically told by a proctor that they were to review an advertisement 

created by a specific source, fewer participants may have incorrectly identified a consumer-

generated advertisement as a corporate-generated advertisement and a corporate-generated 

advertisement as a consumer-generated advertisement. In turn, the results might have shown a 

more significant difference between the two sources. In addition, while an item asking the 

favorability of the advertisement toward the brand was added because the purpose of this study 
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was to only examine positive valence of information, a different scale could have reduced the 

portion of subjects who were taken out from the study for rating the advertisement unfavorable 

toward the brand. For example, a scale measuring positivity and negativity of the advertisement 

could be used. While the researcher’s intention was to examine positive information toward the 

brand, favorability of information was more of an attitudinal construct. Thus, subjects who are 

skeptical about advertising in general is likely to rate any advertisement unfavorable toward a 

brand. 

Third, emotional attachment was measured with a real brand with which all of the 

participants were familiar. Based on a pretest, the Nike brand was chosen because it showed a 

wide range and relatively not too high or low mean average among the sample. The advantage of 

this is that the brand can be constant across both high and low emotional attachment conditions 

(Thomson et al., 2005) and thus enhance the external validity of this research. However, it is 

possible that some confounding variables were overlooked. 

Fourth, according to Box’s M test, the homoscedasticity assumption among the groups was 

violated. In spite of this result, the researcher determined that the impact of this breach of the 

assumption was minimal because the four groups contained a similar number of samples and 

because many dependent variables were involved in the analyses. Nonetheless, it is necessary to 

check for univariate normality of all dependent measures and further investigate which group 

had unequal variance. 

Fifth, emotional attachment to the brand was measured using the brand Nike yet the 

researcher did not specify whether the brand referred to the company Nike or a specific product 

of Nike. In the advertisement, a specific product of Nike (athletic shoes) was used. Thomson et 

al. (2005) suggested that an empirical study examining whether the level of the brand (corporate 
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brand versus individual product brand) is relevant to the level of emotional attachment is 

necessary. Thus, there is a possibility that the level of the brand influenced how the participants 

processed the advertisements. 

Lastly, only college students participated in the study. Although this was an exploratory 

study seeking to explain the relationship between emotional attachment to a brand and credibility 

regarding different sources of information, the use of a non-representative sample limits the 

interpretation of the findings to the general population. 

Based on the findings and limitations of the current study, several initiatives for future 

research in the current area are suggested. First, since this study was limited to only one brand, 

future studies should employ different brands in different product categories to examine whether 

the findings of this study can be generalized to other brands. Second, future studies should 

investigate whether product category and product attributes have an impact on the relationships 

examined in this study. In a study proposing interactions between source characteristics and 

product category, Lynch and Schuler (1994) found that the source (spokesperson) is effective 

when its characteristics are matched with product attributes. Similarly, emotional attachment to 

the brand of a hedonic product may have a stronger effect on the source when an affective rather 

than cognitive message is given. 

Third, the effect of the valence of the message in the advertisement was not explored due 

to the limitations imposed by the simple research design of the study. The next stage in research 

on how emotional attachment to a brand affects consumers’ information processing could be 

exploration of the valence effect. Information may be positive, negative, or neutral. In particular, 

advertising, publicity, and all other information available online has a valence and the receiver of 

the messages may respond differently. As prior research on commitment has demonstrated that 
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high-commitment consumers counterargue negative information more than they do positive 

information (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, & Unnava, 2000), the level of emotional attachment should 

influence how consumers respond to the valence of the message. Therefore, research comparing 

negative and positive consumer-generated advertisements and two-sided messages of corporate 

advertisements is suggested. 

Lastly, future study should examine cross-cultural differences on the emotional attachment 

to a brand and its potential effect on processing advertisements. For example, sensory brand 

images are more emphasized in countries with high power distance orientation while functional 

brand images are more effective in low power distance countries (Roth, 1995). Thus, the 

emotional attachment to a brand, which reflects affect-based relationship between a consumer 

and a brand, may be more apparent in high than in low cultural power distance environments. 
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APPENDIX A 
EXPERIMENT STIMULI 

Consumer-Generated Advertisement 

 
AdDesigner.com is a free service that allows you to design professional-quality ads for your 
favorite brands. Using this service, the following advertisement was created and published by a 
consumer who is an enthusiast of the brand. 

 
 

>>>Please read the ad CAREFULLY and answer the following questions.<<< 
 

 
www.AdDesigner.com 
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Corporate-Generated Advertisement 

 
As a part of their new campaign, the following advertisement was recently created by Nike. Nike, 

Inc. is planning to launch the ad next month.

 
 

>>>Please read the ad CAREFULLY and answer the following questions.<<< 

 

 
Nike, Inc. 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please read the following questions carefully, and check one choice from the scale that most 

closely reflects your opinion or feeling. 

 

1. Have you ever used a product from Nike? 

(1) Yes 

(2) No  (If ‘(2) No,’ STOP. Ask for assistance.) 
 

2. How do you feel about the brand Nike? 

Bad (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Good 

Unfavorable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Favorable 

Dislikeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Likeable 

Disagreeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Agreeable 
 

3. To me, the brand Nike is:  

Unimportant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Important 

Boring (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Interesting 

Irrelevant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Relevant 

Unexciting (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Exciting 

Means nothing (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Means a lot 

Unappealing (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Appealing 

Mundane (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Fascinating 

Worthless (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Valuable 

Uninvolving (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Involving 

Not needed (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Needed 
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4.  

 

 

 

 

5. How do the following adjectives describe the brand Nike? 

 describes 
poorly      describes 

very well 
Affectionate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Friendly (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Loved (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Peaceful (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Passionate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Delighted (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Captivated (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Connected (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Bonded (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Attached (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

 Strongly 
disagree      Strongly

 agree 
I know very little about Nike (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I consider myself informed about Nike (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
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Please read the following questions carefully, and check one choice from the scale that most 

closely reflects your opinion or feeling. 

 

6. Have you ever used Google? 

(1) Yes 

(2) No  (If ‘(2) No,’ STOP. Go to next page.) 
 

7. How do you feel about the brand Google? 

Bad (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Good 

Unfavorable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Favorable 

Dislikeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Likeable 

Disagreeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Agreeable 
 

8. How do the following adjectives describe the brand Google? 

 describes 
poorly      describes 

very well 
Affectionate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Friendly (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Loved (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Peaceful (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Passionate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Delighted (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Captivated (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Connected (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Bonded (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Attached (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
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(One of the experiment stimuli goes here) 
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Instructions: The following questionnaire asks you to indicate your opinion about the ad that 

you just saw. If necessary, please go back to previous page to see the ad again. 

 

9. Please check one. The ad was created by:  

(1) Nike, Inc. 

(2) A consumer of Nike 

 

10. How favorable or unfavorable was the advertisement towards Nike?  

Unfavorable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) Favorable 
 

11. How would you rate the source (i.e., a consumer of Nike/the company Nike) of the 

information? 

Undependable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Dependable 

Dishonest (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Honest 

Unreliable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Reliable 

Insincere (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Sincere 

Not trustworthy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Trustworthy 

Not an expert (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Expert 

Inexperienced (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Experienced 

Unknowledgeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Knowledgeable 

Unqualified (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Qualified 

Unskilled (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Skilled 

 

12. How did you find the advertisement? 

Bad (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Good 

Unfavorable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Favorable 

Unpleasant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Pleasant 
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13. The information in the advertisement is: 

Not at all believable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Highly believable

Not at all true (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Absolutely true 

Not at all acceptable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Acceptable 
 

14. After reviewing the ad, how do you feel about the brand Nike? 

Bad (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Good 

Unfavorable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Favorable 

Dislikeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Likeable 

Disagreeable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Agreeable 
 

15. Would you consider buying Nike the next time you purchase sports-related product? 

Very unlikely (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Very likely 

Improbable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Probable 

Impossible (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Possible 

 

16. What is your gender? 

(1) Male 

(2) Female 

 

17. What is your age? (                            ) years old 

 

 

Thank you for your participation. 

 

 

Debriefing Statement 

The ad in this study was fictional. Although it was created only for the purpose of this 

study, the message in the ad was based on facts. 
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