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ABSTRACT 

 

 
This study examined the influence of User Generated Branding (UGB) on consumers’ 

attitudes and purchase intentions by comparing it to brand generated advertising on the world’s 

largest social media website: Facebook (eMarketer, 2016). The research was theoretically 

grounded by the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), which helped in understanding how 

consumers’ attitudes toward a behavior would form their behavioral intentions. The advent of 

User Generated Branding on Facebook has radically changed the communication patterns 

between brands and consumers. Facebook, at its core, is a place for interpersonal 

communications. Therefore, it offers its members emotional benefits through networking and 

conversations. But, as it is slowly evolving into a marketing platform (Scale, 2008), users have 

found many practical commercial implications in terms of information searching on the platform 

before deciding to purchase an item. UGB refers to “the strategic and operative management of 

brand-related user generated content (UGC) by the brand and its consumers to achieve brand 

goals” (Burmann & Arnhold, 2009, p. 3). Brand-related user generated content is any type of 

data, information or media, voluntarily created and contributed by regular people who are 

consumers of a specific brand, which are seen as useful or entertaining to other consumers 

(Krumm et al., 2008). On the other hand, brand generated advertising is any form of media-

related strategies and tactics, usually paid, deployed by a business in order to establish as well as 

maintain effective and ongoing communications with its customers (Stuhfaut & Davis, 2010). 

The current research tried to explore this collaboration between consumers and brands as well as 

other consumers on Facebook (Saxena & Khanna, 2013).  

The present research posited that UGB, as an added consumer interaction touch point 

about brands on Facebook, could play a more decisive role than brand generated ads in shaping 

users’ perceptions, attitudes, and purchase intentions. The sample consisted of 669 undergraduate 

students from a major university in Southeastern USA who voluntarily agreed to participate in 

this research. In an online survey, the subjects were randomly assigned to one of the two 

experimental conditions, framed as either a UGB Facebook post or a brand generated ad post. 

Inattentive and inconsistent responses were eliminated using dummy test questions. So, the final 

sample size consisted of 539 participants. The findings suggested that there was not a statistically 

significant difference in how these two sources of content impacted users’ attitudes and purchase 



xi 

intentions. Both UGB posts and brand generated ads on Facebook were seen to play 

complementary roles in influencing consumers’ intentions to purchase. Although some of the 

findings in this study were not consistent with the stated hypotheses, results are very informative 

as to how consumer view each format and how the two could be used in reaching consumers.   

This research offered useful insights to marketers and advertisers in finding the right kind 

of content combination on Facebook that would induce favorable perceptions, attitudes and 

purchase intention. Practical implications indicated that, on Facebook, brands should flexibly 

adapt their promotional strategies to users’ brand-related interactions. From an academic 

perspective, the present study was seen to contribute toward filling the prevailing gap in the 

literature in investigating consumer behavior patterns related to UGB on Facebook, considering 

the ever increasing popularity of the website (de Vries et al., 2012).  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 
1.1 Background 

 
With roughly 80% of the adult population reporting that they go online regularly, the 

Internet penetration has become pervasive in the USA (eMarketer, 2016). Furthermore, the same 

report suggested that over 31 million web users in the country access the Internet from their 

mobile devices. Close to two-third of Americans actively use different social media websites 

(Perrin, 2015). Facebook, the number one social network worldwide, has over 1.18 billion daily 

active users; roughly 92% of whom log on to it from their smartphones (Facebook, n.d.). Thus, 

together the Internet, mobile technologies, and social media have brought about a radical change 

in the communication styles and content consumption habits of consumers. They are no longer 

just the passive receivers of highly-generic and self-obsessed brand advertising messages.  

Facebook has allowed consumers great power in terms of content generation. A massive 

amount of User Generated Branding (UGB) gets published on the web every day, every hour, 

every minute. For example, nearly 400 hours of video content is uploaded to YouTube every 

minute and over half of it is generated by non-brand users (YouTube, n.d.). According to an 

article in The New York Times, an average online American spends nearly one hour a day on 

Facebook (Stewart, 2016) and a great number of Facebook users are believed to view brand-

related posts which are created, liked or shared by their friends on the platform. According to 

Business Wire, the cumulative customer reviews on Yelp grow approximately 30% year a year 

(Yelp Investor Relations, 2016). Google receives over 3 million search queries every minute 

(Sullivan, 2016). In addition, Google identifies content generated by users as one of its ranking 

factors for listing websites in its search results (Dean, 2016). Similarly, Facebook gives more 

weight to user posts than brand generated ads as part of their newsfeed algorithm. As UGB 

becomes more ubiquitous on the search and social media platforms, an increasing number of 

consumers rely on it for making a purchase decision (Ghose, Iperotis, & Li, 2012).  

Facebook, which started as a place to network with families, friends and peers online, has 

now become a direct bridge between brands and their consumers, thus offering numerous 

opportunities to marketers for enhancing brand awareness (Androile, 2010). Facebook offers 
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brands with a more economical way to reach out to their target audiences and initiate interactions 

with them on a one-on-one basis, as compared to the traditional media outlets like TV and Radio 

(Holzner, 2008). At the same time, Facebook makes it easier for consumers to share their brand-

related stories, experiences, opinions and feedbacks with one another (Cha, 2009). A wide 

variety of UGB content is published on Facebook every day in form of textual posts, images, 

videos, animated GIFs, etc. Users share such content on the brands’ official Facebook pages as 

well as other brand-related community and group pages, which then becomes visible to their 

friends through their timeline (Smock et al., 2011). Thus, the present study posited, borrowing 

from the existing literature, that UGB posts on Facebook could have a significant impact on 

consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions (Zhao, Grasmuck, & Martin, 2008).    

In a side by side comparison, the present study examined a UGB post on Facebook versus 

a brand generated ad as important factors influencing consumers’ intentions to purchase. Using 

the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Two Step Flow Theory, this research investigated the 

impact of users’ perceptions and attitudes toward the ad and the brand on their intentions to make 

a purchase decision (Ajzen, 1991; Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955). Different factors were examined to 

determine consumers’ overall perception of either the UGB Facebook post or the brand 

generated ad post. In the present research, consumers’ perceived credibility was measured in 

terms of their confidence in the brand-related post. Their perceived usefulness of the post was 

determined from the extent to which they found the content to be contributing toward 

strengthening their purchase intentions. The perceived homophily variable was included in this 

study to check if the similarity between the post creator and other Facebook users influenced the 

users’ assessments of the content. Perceived expertise, as the name suggests, helped in 

examining if users found the post creator to be an expert and how it affected their attitudes and 

intentions. To see if users expressed trust in the brand-related post, this study included perceived 

trustworthiness as a variable. The perceived objectivity of the brand-related Facebook post 

examined if users were emotionally attached or indifferent to the post. Whether the users found 

the post to be offering them a sufficient amount of information about the brand or not was 

measured with the perceived informativeness variable. The perceived quality construct indicated 

how valuable the brand-related post was according to the participants. And finally, their 

uncertainty about the relevance and effectiveness of the post was evaluated using the perceived 

risk variable. All these different variables were then combined to determine consumers’ overall 
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perceptions of the UGB versus brand generated Facebook ads. The present study posited that 

consumers’ attitude toward the Facebook ad post would elicit a mediating effect of the source of 

the post on brand attitude and intention to purchase. And finally, attitude toward the brand and 

purchase intention, the two widely explored psychometric constructs by the advertising and 

communication researchers and professionals, were included in this research to predict whether 

consumers would prefer UGB over brand generated ads during their pre-purchase information 

search on Facebook. While it was understood that consumers’ purchase intentions might not 

necessarily mean that they would perform a purchase behavior, as was found by Jamieson and 

Bass (1989) in their paper, behavioral intentions were seen to demonstrate significant predictive 

power. In this direction, marketers could potentially use this research to identify and utilize 

optimal brand-related advertising content strategy on Facebook (Duggan & Smith, 2013). It is 

important for academic researchers as well as marketing practitioners to identify the specific 

criteria that consumers use in evaluating the brand-related user generated information as well as 

brand sponsored ads on Facebook to form their purchase intentions. Since the average age of the 

present research’s subjects was found to be around 21 years old, identifying their purchase 

intentions as an outcome of their exposure to UGB as well as brand-generated content would 

help marketers to capture the potential value of their future target audience set as this Facebook 

generation would grow older and gain purchasing abilities as they start earning full-time. 

 

1.2 Research Objective 
 

There were many potential purposes that led to the present research. First, it was 

important to understand the adoption of UGB on Facebook as a useful purchase decision making 

tool. Second, through this study, the researcher wanted to explore the brand-related participatory 

activities among Facebook users and how they would influence their purchase intentions. Third, 

this research attempted to verify, in the present-day social media context, the claims made in the 

existing literature that consumers would seek advice from their families and friends before 

committing to making a purchase (Mitchell & Greatorex, 1993). Finally, with the increasing 

complexity in the advertising and media world due to the constant penetration of Web 2.0 and 

new media technologies, the present study set out to track UGB’s influence over consumers 

when considering various purchase alternatives. 
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Deriving from these preliminary purposes, the primary objective of the present study was 

to empirically examine the impact of Facebook UGB posts versus brand-generated ads, on 

consumers’ perceptions of the content, attitude toward the ad (post), attitude toward the brand 

and purchase intention. This research was poised to investigate in detail how these two different 

brand-related content sources compared on Facebook. The stimuli consisted of two unique 

Facebook posts representing the two sources of brand-related content on the platform. Based on 

the previous literature as well as the two pretests preceding the main study, a video game console 

was included as a product category shown in the stimuli Facebook posts (Kim, Baek, & Choi, 

2012; Ratchford, 1987; Vaughn, 1980). The present study used the FCB grid to ensure that the 

chosen product category for the stimuli elicited high involvement in the item so that users would 

put in a sufficient amount of thinking when analyzing the Facebook post (Vaughn, 1980). It also 

helped in ensuring that the product category was neutral to avoid any bias in evaluation. Multiple 

determinants of consumer perceptions about brand-related Facebook posts were studied related 

to attitude toward the ad and the brand, as well as behavioral intentions to purchase. Considering 

the evolving media consumption trends of the web-savvy consumers, their reliance on traditional 

media sources was seen to take a shift to the more unorthodox individual media outlets, meaning 

other users of the brand (Ball-Rokeach, 1985; Ball-Rokeach, Kim, & Matei, 2001). So, in line 

with the existing literature, the current study aimed to investigate impact of consumers’ tendency 

to depend upon other consumers for brand-related information on Facebook, over their content- 

and brand-related attitudes and intentions to purchase (Daugherty, Eastin, & Bright, 2008; Mir & 

Rehman, 2013; Tai & Sun, 2007; Tapscott, 2008). UGB as an emerging trend in the consumer 

behavior literature is growing in popularity gradually, however researchers, so far, have not 

focused on comparing it with brand-generated advertising on Facebook unfortunately. As a 

result, the current study aimed at contributing to the existing understanding of the brand-related 

information seeking and processing behavior of consumers on Facebook, the effective merger of 

producer-generated and user-generated branding and the future of brand-related messaging on 

this largest social network (Haugtvedt, Petty, & Cacioppo, 1992; Hung & Li, 2007; Sicilia, Ruiz, 

& Munuera, 2005; Zhang, 2006). 
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1.3 Significance 
 

The findings of the present study were important from both academic and practical 

perspectives. Academically, this research helped in identifying and fulfilling the existing gap in 

literature related to UGB and its impact on consumers’ purchase intentions, on Facebook. Thus, 

the increasing importance of UGB on social media platforms and a lack of significant existing 

literature about it prompted the present research. It was poised to contribute toward the emerging 

interest amongst researchers in advertising and marketing communications arenas in studying 

how consumers would form perceptions about brand-related posts as well as the brand, as an 

outcome of their exposure to either UGB posts or branded ads on today’s most popular social 

networking website, Facebook. From the managerial perspective, this research offers advertisers 

a clear understanding of the role of consumers as content co-creators and co-managers of their 

brands on Facebook in influencing overall responses to brand-related messages. It helps the 

industry practitioners in shaping efficient Facebook advertising and engagement strategies that 

would potentially enhance consumers’ experiences with and around the brand. Knowing whether 

and how exactly UGB would lead to favorable purchase intentions, the marketers could explore 

the possibilities of embedding it into their overarching Facebook marketing calendar. By 

comparing the two different sources of brand-related content on Facebook, the present research 

aimed at identifying which approach was more impactful as a brand messaging tool for the 

advertisers. They could accordingly shift the Facebook advertising budget to include more 

activities that focused on UGB or a combination of UGB and brand-generated ads for optimal 

impact on users’ purchase intentions. 

 

1.4 Literature Review 

 

‘Affordability’ and ‘Accessibility’ are the most important benefits that the Internet has to 

offer to both marketers and consumers (Cooper & Sportolari, 1997). For marketers, reaching out 

to the consumers today, is more affordable than ever in the history of marketing because of the 

social networking websites and the smartphones (Kiang, Raghu, & Shang, 2000). On the other 

hand, for consumers, the Web has brought a plethora of information right to their fingertips, 

especially on a website like Facebook, where over 350 Million photos are uploaded and 100 

Million hours’ worth of videos are viewed every day (Constine, 2016; Peterson, 

Balasubramanian, & Bronnenberg, 1997; Smith, 2013). Today, consumers have become ‘digital 
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natives’ (Jones, 2010; Palfrey & Gasser, 2008; Prensky, 2001; Wang, Myers, & Sundaram, 

2013). Prensky (2001) defined ‘digital natives’ as consumers who are really faster at information 

searching, consumption and dissemination than earlier generations through parallel processing 

and multi-tasking capabilities as a result of the repeated and incessant exposure to new media 

technologies, including but not limited to the Internet. These digital native consumers lead 

hyper-connected online social networking lives (Bonebrake, 2004; Bull et al., 2008; Rettie, 

2003b; Yum & Hara, 2005). They may not be so active or even socially connected in their real 

lives, but they are avid socializers on the Web, particularly on social media platforms like 

Facebook (Cole, Smith, & Lucas, 2002; Morton, 2002; Rettie, 2003a).  

Today’s smart digital consumers want to make smarter purchase decisions with minimum 

amount of risk involved (Rogers, 2003). The consumers are endlessly searching for insightful 

information about brands and products across various sources on the web. Search engines are the 

most popular online websites where consumers would look for brand-related information before 

making any purchase decision (Ghose, Iperotis, & Li, 2014; Goel, Hofman, Lahaie, Pennock, & 

Watts, 2010; Gupta, Walter, & Su, 2004; Peterson & Merino, 2003; Rowley, 2000). Google is 

the most preferred search engine amongst consumers when looking up brand-related information 

on the Internet (Lella, 2014). However, YouTube is catching up with Google as a video search 

engine since consumers prefer watching quick videos about brands rather than reading longer 

blog posts (McGoogan, 2016). But, neither of these two websites are anywhere close to 

Facebook in terms of popularity amongst Internet users (McGoogan, 2016). Facebook has 

combined the two worlds of search engines and social media with its ‘Graph Search’ search 

engine (Facebook, 2013). While Google provides much broader search results as it indexes 

almost every type of website on the Web, which is crawlable by its search engine robots, 

Facebook, through its Graph Search tool, offers to consumers what matters the most to them: 

word of mouth about the brands and products from people who they directly or indirectly are 

connected to (Google, n.d.; Kovach, 2013). When searching on Facebook, consumers no longer 

want to be the passive receivers of the brand-related marketer generated information (Bambauer-

Sachse & Mangold, 2011; Fransen, 2011). Rather, they want brands to connect and communicate 

with them in a meaningful manner, more like humans (Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2011; 

Fransen, 2011). As a result, consumers now have an upper hand in the overall brand 

communications environment. On Facebook, they are seen to have assumed the role of a 



7 

‘prosumer’ by blurring the boundaries between producer, marketer and user (Deuze, 2007; Mari 

& Linna, 2011; Toffler, 1971). The term ‘prosumer’ signifies the growing importance of the 

online consumer’s role as a voice of the brand, rather than just the buyer of the product/service 

(Genelius, 2011). The consumers, through their various roles, such as bloggers, reviewers, online 

searchers, forum posters, social media networkers, and many more, influence how brands and 

marketers interact with people. They are now in the driver’s seat in spreading the brand-related 

messages through the power of word-of-mouth and creative content sharing on social media.   

Today’s consumers prefer a participatory brand communications culture, especially on 

social media sites like Facebook (Martin & Deuze, 2009). In this co-creation and sharing 

ecosystem, the development, publication and distribution of brand-related content is no longer 

controlled by the marketers alone (Xie, Bagozzi, & Troye, 2008). Hesmondalgh (2007) found 

that what was once a tightly controlled creative output has now been shifted to a looser 

managerial practice. The consumers have re-shaped the online brand communications space 

enormously by taking over the control of content creation and dissemination (Cha, Kwak, 

Rodriguez, Ahn, & Moon, 2007). Nowadays, hundreds of millions of consumers have become 

self-proclaimed ‘content publishers’. They no longer just comment on a brand’s posts on 

Facebook, they create original brand-related content and publish it through their personal 

Facebook profile (Adjei, Noble, & Noble, 2010; Malmivaara, 2011). Miller (2007) referred to an 

article in Wired Magazine which described today’s digital marketing communications age as a 

‘content pop culture’ enabling the consumers for ‘high-speed [content] munching’ of ‘bit-size’ 

information pieces. When consumers come across brand-generated messages on Facebook, they 

do not just react in the form of like, share or comment. Instead, they craft a unique and original 

content about brands and later publish it on their personal Facebook profiles or the official brand 

page or brand-related Facebook group pages (Pitt, Berthon, & Campbell, 2008). Thus, creation 

of brand-related content on Facebook is no longer the prerogative of marketers or their 

designated branding agencies. This humongous shift brought into the online social media 

landscape is a direct outcome of the active contribution of modern digital-native and hyper-

active users (Daugherty et al., 2008, p. 16). And because this newest breed of technology-savvy 

and information-rich consumers has become so accustomed to the culture of co-creation of 

branded content by the fellow Facebook users, the existing literature posited that they typically 

rely on UGB in purchase-related information research (Cheshire & Antin, 2008; Riegner, 2007). 
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Cheshire & Antin (2008), Compton & Comor (2007), Horwitz (2005), and Mabillot (2007), in 

their respective studies, indicated that online consumers would weigh the content created by their 

peers higher than the mainstream branded content, citing the reason of dissatisfaction with the 

traditionally disseminated messages. Walther & Jang (2012) also found that brand-related 

content created by consumers had a well-established influence on the fellow consumers’ actions. 

The independent surveys conducted by Nielsen (2012) and eMarketer (2009) indicated an almost 

identical pattern in the online content consumption such that the consumers would trust 

recommendations from other users more than they would believe a brand’s messages directly 

targeted at them. Whereas Nielsen reported that 78% participants from a pool of 26,000 total 

surveyed users indicated that they would trust recommendations from other consumers more; 

eMarketer’s report claimed that in a span of one year, 131.4 Million online users would consume 

and 95.3 Million users would create brand related content. Before making any purchase-related 

decision, both online and offline, consumers were seen to depend heavily on content created by 

other users on the web as per the previous literature (Mir & Rehman, 2013). Trusov et al. (2009) 

and Surowiecki (2005) claimed in their respective studies, that brand-related content created by 

consumers proved to be more impactful and genuine than producer generated content as it would 

reflect personal experiences and genuine first-hand recommendations of the users. Surowiecki 

(2005) also added to the literature with his findings that brand-related content generated by users 

online tended to evolve with time and could be tapped continuously over time. This proposition 

was in line with Latané’s Social Impact Theory (SIT) (1981). Latané suggested in his research 

that brand-generated content by a marketer would become more credible and be seen as more 

useful by consumers, if a greater number of users had created and shared the UGB around the 

original branded content. Consumers tend to have reciprocal as well as recursive influence on 

each other in a dynamic repeated process (Latané, 1996). The degree of influence would be 

determined by three factors: a) strength – the stable characteristics of the UGB provider b) 

immediacy – consumer’s relationship with the UGB provider and c) number – the number of 

UGB creators (Latané, 1981). Mir and Zaheer (2012) postulated in their research that as the 

number of consumers who share brand-related information through their personal experiences on 

social media grows, it positively influences their attitude toward the brand. The present study 

borrowed from Mir and Zaheer’s work while evaluating the influence of the UGB versus the 
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branded Facebook ads on consumers’ ad- and brand-related attitudes as well as purchase 

intentions.  

The current research focused on and extended further the prevailing understanding of the 

concept of UGB and its impact on consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and behavioral intentions on 

Facebook by comparing it to brand-generated advertising. Based on previous literature by Bell 

(2009), Mir & Rehman (2013), and Shao et al. (2015), this study aimed to shed light on how 

consumers would use UGB as an effective tool to enhance their purchase intentions about 

brands. As Kaplan and Haenlein (2011) explained in their paper, when consumers shared brand-

related information with one another, it had a significant influence on their behavior towards the 

brand. Similarly, Bell (2009) explored the influence of positive and negative UGC compared to 

producer-generated content (PGC) on consumers’ intention to trust the online product related 

information as well as willingness to follow the information. However, the limitation with Bell’s 

study was that it examined the consumer’s willingness to depend on UGC and PGC strictly 

within the e-commerce space. Whereas, the present study’s purpose was to identify the overall 

influence of UGB on users’ attitudes and intentions on the Internet’s most popular social 

networking website, Facebook. The focus in this present research was how consumers’ 

willingness to purchase the brand would be affected by what they heard about the brand from 

their friends on Facebook. Mir & Rehman’s (2013) research was more relevant to the present 

research than Bell’s study as they assessed the effects of quantity of posts, views and reviews 

(QPVR) on perceived credibility (PC) and usefulness (PU). However, it also had certain 

limitations, since it did not cover other determinants of consumer perceptions about UGC as well 

as about the brand itself. The present study, therefore, was poised to give a better understanding 

of the users’ consumption patterns with reference to UGB and brand-generated ads on Facebook. 

Shao et al. (2015) offered the most specific insights to the current research among these three 

studies. In their paper, Shao et al. evaluated the effectiveness of brand meaning across traditional 

marketing mix, business website and Facebook. Hence, the present research was seen to further 

extend Shao et al.’s findings by focusing on the influence of UGB Facebook posts versus 

branded ads on consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and purchase intentions. Consumers are 

increasingly using Facebook as a search engine to gather brand-related information before 

making any purchase decision. And this applies to both retailing brands as well as industrial 

brands (Hilberts, 2015). There has been a gradual power shift in creation and dissemination of 
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brand-related content from marketers, in favor of consumers (Burmann & Arnhold, 2009). And 

that is why, the present study was set out to contribute toward the existing knowledge on 

evaluation of whether and how brand’s authority over its consumers would decrease with the 

empowerment of users on Facebook, in a co-creation and co-branding environment (Burmann, 

2010).    

In this social media age, consumers don’t just simply consume marketer-originated 

branded content, but, more importantly, play an active role in generating and publishing their 

own versions of the brand-related content (Hendler, Shadbolt, Hall, Berners-Lee, & Weitzner, 

2008; Lai & Turban, 2008; Papathanassis & Knolle, 2011). They are becoming increasingly 

dynamic participants on Facebook by generating and sharing relevant brand-related insights and 

experiences with their friends and peers, as a result of the voluntary framework which the 

platform has to offer, allowing openness of involvement (Karahasanović et al., 2009; Valcke & 

Lenaerts, 2010). And consumers do it mostly by choice, without any expectation of monetary or 

non-monetary reward from the brands or marketers (Chen, Xu, & Whinston, 2011; Eisenberger, 

Rhoades, & Cameron, 1999). The Web, and especially social networking platform like 

Facebook, have helped in developing a feeling of a closely-connected online community 

amongst consumers of brands who care for one another and wish to be treated fairly in order to 

support their brand-related decisions (Kang, Lee, Lee, & Choi, 2007; Li, Yang, & Huang, 2014; 

McWilliam, 2000). Stoeckl, Rohrmeier, & Hess (2007) summarized the key components of UGC 

by saying “First, consumers are now the producers, second, production takes place without 

immediate profit motivation, and third, UGC is mass oriented content” (p. 399). Previous 

literature as well as casual observations in the advertising industry related publications suggested 

that there is great variety in UGB being created and shared across different online search and 

social portals (Dhar & Chang, 2009; Schau, 2011). Smith et al. (2012) provided an empirical 

analysis of how consumers’ brand-related communications would differ across three popular 

websites of the present day: YouTube, Facebook and Twitter. However, their research was 

limited in nature as they did not measure consumers’ behavioral intentions as an outcome of their 

exposure to UGC on any of these three platforms (A. N. Smith et al., 2012, p. 103). While 

consumers would primarily use Google or other search engines for obtaining brand-related 

information, they would actively seek UGB such as brand-related reviews and feedbacks from 

their friends on Facebook (Bughin et al., 2011; Morrison, 2014). Hence, the preliminary focus of 
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this study was to find out how consumers engaged with UGB on Facebook and whether it 

influenced their purchase intentions more than direct sponsored ad posts from the brand. There 

existed a gap in the current literature which could provide theoretical basis for comparing how 

UGB influenced consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and behavioral intentions to buy on Facebook 

versus branded ads. Thus, the present study offered practical implications for marketers on 

Facebook by helping them to identify if they should include UGB in their advertising strategy on 

the platform. But, before performing this comparison between UGB and brand’s advertising on 

Facebook and their respective effects on purchase intention, it was important to understand how 

UGC is not the same concept as UGB using previous literature. 

 

1.4.1 User Generated Content (UGC) versus User Generated Branding (UGB) 

 

Several studies were published in the past that focused on the concept of User Generated 

Content (UGC). But, most of these studies, had a common shortcoming: They took into 

consideration any type of content generated by users, not necessarily just brand-related content. 

This, according to the present study, was not an accurate way of measuring the impact of UGB 

on consumers’ intentions to purchase. As defined earlier, UGC would refer to any information, 

data or media that is produced voluntarily by consumers and seen by other consumers as useful 

or entertaining (Krumm et al., 2008). UGB, on the other hand, is a more specific concept and 

includes an all-encompassing and comprehensive management of brand-related content 

generated by consumers, in order to achieve specific brand goals, such as purchasing a product 

(Burmann & Arnhold, 2009). Therefore, UGB, as a concept, only accommodates brand-related 

UGC instead of focusing on generalized topics that would range beyond brand meaning 

(Burmann & Arnhold, 2008). For example, posting holiday pictures or a family get-together 

video on Facebook could be considered as UGC, but not UGB. Another important point to 

understand from the previous studies was that having relevant brand experience or exposure 

would not necessarily be a pre-requisite for consumers in order to generate and share UGB  

(Berthon, Pitt, McCarthy, & Kates, 2007; Burmann, 2010). Hence, the focus in the present 

research was specifically on UGB, also known as brand-related UGC. Burmann & Arnhold 

(2008) explained the concept of UGB as the non-paid and non-controlled creation and public 

distribution of brand-related knowledge by the non-marketer consumers, outside the traditional 

branding practices. The current study, therefore, viewed UGC as the consumer’s personal 
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interpretation of the brand meaning, thus shaping UGB. This research delved into how 

consumers would respond to brand-related content versus brand generated Facebook ads while 

assessing information in order to form a certain purchase intention. What also needed to be 

understood was that consumers would not merely repeat what the brand had said in its original 

advertising message.  

At this stage, it would be important to understand what branding really refers to, in the 

term User Generated Branding, which was the focal point of the present study. Borrowing from 

the previous literature, branding would consist of three different elements: Brand Identity, Brand 

Personality and Brand Equity (Bonhomme & Jevons, 2010; Schivinski & Dabrowski, 2015). 

Based on these two studies, by generating brand-related content, consumers can impact the brand 

in either of these three ways or a combination thereof. The existing literature defined these three 

terms as follows: Brand Identity referred to the personification of a business’ existence and its 

overall goal (Ghodeswar, 2008; Kotler, Keller, Brady, Goodman, & Hansen, 2009). The 

company’s name, logo, tone, jingle, tagline, etc. are some of the examples of brand identity. For 

example, if a user, through his/her Facebook post, created a unique jingle for the brand, which 

goes with the brand’s overall image, then the user would be seen as affecting the brand identity. 

Brand Personality, as defined by Kotler et al. (2009), would represents combination of a 

business’ characteristics that are identical to the human traits. The common brand personality 

types include excitement, ruggedness, competence, sincerity and sophistication. For example, 

one can consider Dove’s brand personality as sincere. So, if a customer creates a Facebook post 

image, which is identical with the colors or themes generally used by Dove in their brand-

generated advertising, then it could be said that it matched the brand’s overall personality, and 

therefore, other users would be easily able to identify the user-generated post with the brand 

upon exposure. And finally, Brand Equity would refer to the commercial value of the consumer’s 

perception of the brand name of a product/service rather than the actual value of the 

product/service (Aaker, 1991). As posited by Bonhomme & Jevons (2010) in their study, brand-

related UGC, in the form of co-creation or user community concept or user’s self-concept of the 

brand, could have a significant impact on the brand equity. Although, the present research did 

not delve in detail for exploring these different forms of UGB, understanding these concepts 

were believed to contribute toward understanding the findings of the study in a better manner.  
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Having differentiated these three UGB related terminologies, it was also important to 

understand how UGB was different from brand communities and electronic Word of Mouth 

(eWoM). Burmann (2010) helped in identifying the meaning of each term respectively in his 

research: Brand Communities signified the networks (formal and/or informal) of the brand 

followers and fans that. For example, when the consumers of Coca Cola create an independent 

fan page on Facebook, it is considered to be a brand community. And therefore, the brand-related 

posts they publish and share on such a user-driven community page, would be called UGB. 

Similarly, a Facebook group consisting of Apple’s iOS application developers wherein they 

share the coding and programing information with one another, would be seen as Apple’s brand 

community on Facebook and the coding related information exchanged between users on that 

page would be counted as UGB. eWoM, on the other hand, would refer to the statements and 

sentiments that consumers share through their person-to-person contact network on Facebook 

(Burmann, 2010). However, the prevailing literature posited eWoM as being limited to 

consumers’ opinions, feedbacks or advice to other users of the brand, from their previous 

experience with the brand (Fong & Burton, 2006; Gremler, Gwinner, Henning-Thurau, & Walsh, 

2004; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004; Wu, 2013). For example, when a 

consumer shares review about the movie he or she has recently watched or feedback on the food 

at a local restaurant he or she visited, it would considered to be eWoM. User Generated 

Branding, as the name suggests, would refer to the brand-related content generated by the 

consumer, not necessarily just the consumer feedbacks or opinions about the brand (Burmann, 

2010; Burmann & Arnhold, 2008). When a consumer creates an original post wherein he 

displays a brand as if it is placed in an advertisement by its agency and shares it on his or her 

newsfeed on Facebook, it is an example of UGB on Facebook. So, in a way, any kind of brand-

related storytelling initiated by consumers and communicated with other consumers would be 

considered UGB.  

At the core of UGB remains the brand’s true identity (Burmann & Arnhold, 2008; Geurin 

& Burch, 2016). UGB would be represented as brand’s perception from the external 

stakeholders’ perspective – referred to as brand image – as well as the internal team’s ‘self-

assessment’ of the brand, which is called brand identity (Burmann, 2010, p. 3). Thus, according 

to the literature, UGB broadens the traditional one-sided brand image orientation model by 

bringing together inside-out and outside-in perspectives (de Chernatony & Vallaster, 2006). 
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Keeping this approach in mind, the present study positioned UGB as different kinds of freely 

generated and shared brand-related content by the consumers on Facebook, including but not 

limited to reviews, ratings, testimonials, videos, images, animated GIFs, remixes or parodies of 

the original brand message, memes,  etc. through individual profile updates, group posts and 

posts on brand’s official page. Such brand-related content is generated by users in a meaningful 

manner. It is a unique and original artwork focused around the brand on Facebook (Burmann & 

Arnhold, 2008). UGB as a marketing communications concept is really an outcome of the 

provider’s vulnerability (Bowman & Willis, 2003). In their paper, Bowman & Willis suggested 

that today’s marketer finds him-/herself in a unique online social space where his/her authority as 

the gatekeeper of the brand’s message is challenged by not just the other marketers and brands, 

but more importantly by the new technology-enabled consumers, both present and prospective. 

The existing literature saw consumers to be more active participants in the brand’s online 

ecosystem than ever before in the history of brand messaging and content creation as well as 

dissemination (Kucuk & Krishnamurthy, 2007).  

In this participatory environment offered on Facebook, consumers generate brand-related 

content to provide independent, reliable, accurate, wide-ranging and relevant information that 

other consumers at large require, in order to elicit an informed purchase intention. So, in a way, 

consumers are really co-creating the brand story from their experiences in innovative and unique 

ways (Kaasinen et al., 2010). The present research looked at UGB’s effectiveness and its 

influence on consumers’ engagement with the brand on Facebook in terms of their perceptions, 

attitudes and purchase intentions (Calder, Malthouse, & Schaedel, 2009). For evaluating the 

impact of UGB versus brand generated ads on consumers on Facebook, the current study 

provided description of different types of consumer generated branding content, namely: 

Concordant content, Subversive content, Incongruous content and Contrarian content (Arnhold, 

2008; Pitt et al., 2008). When a consumer would generate brand-related content that would 

reflect positive attitude toward the brand and also would be in general accordance with brand’s 

message at both explicit and implicit levels, it would be considered as concordant content. For 

example, a user created a video that showed Apple’s iPods that were placed next to one another. 

When the background music in the video would start playing, the screens of iPods would blink in 

synchronization with the music. The creativity used by the maker of this video was similar to 

how Apple would be generally seen to create its original branded advertisements (Video link: 
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www.goo.gl/Dg2C81). When the consumer generated content would ridicule the original brand 

generated message at an implicit level, but would be in general agreement with it at the surface 

level, it would be seen as subversive content. Pitt et al. gave an example of a user-generated 

video called ‘Vote Different’ (2008). It was a parody of Apple’s famous “think different” 

commercial. The video used the same backdrop from the original commercial, but showed 

Hillary Clinton on the big screen delivering her speech ‘Intention of running for president’ 

(Video link: www.goo.gl/4cqTRB). When the user generated content would not be in a general 

agreement with the brand generated message, but at the same time would not show the brand in a 

negative light at an implicit level, such content would be referred to as incongruous content. The 

example used in Pitt et al.’s study was Volkswagen’s ‘Polo. Small but tough,’ commercial 

(Video link: https://goo.gl/E7EG5p) (2008, p. 15). In this user generated video, a terrorist was 

shown detonating a bomb inside of polo in a busy street, but the car contained the blast internally 

causing no damage outside. Though the video demonstrated strength in the construction of Polo, 

overall message was negative. And finally, at the contrarian level, the consumer generated 

content would be seen as completely off-sync with the brand generated message and would also 

portray negativity toward the brand at an explicit level. Pitt et al. used a case study of Starbucks’ 

video ad created by a user named David Title (Video link: https://goo.gl/YyN7mN) (2008, p. 

11). In this spoof video, a female character was shown holding Starbucks’ Frappuccino cup 

delivering a humorous message at a surface level, and also negating the brand’s publicized 

actions of helping the emerging nations. Having established the true understanding of different 

types of UGB, the present study also briefly described the various types of brand-generated 

advertising on Facebook in order to carry out a comparative analysis of their influence on 

consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions. 

 

1.4.2 Brand Generated Advertising on Facebook 

 

According to Facebook’s official advertising guide for marketers, there are different 

types of ad products available depending upon the results expected to be achieved (Facebook 

Ads Guide, n.d.). Weintraub (2011) explored different Facebook advertising products in detail in 

his book titled ‘Killer Facebook Ads: Cutting-Edge Facebook Advertising Techniques’. Also, 

Paravastu Pattarabhiran covered different advertising options on Facebook in her paper (2012). 

A brand-generated advertising on Facebook has multiple placement options, such as: A user’s 
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Facebook newsfeed, the right column of a user’s profile page, his or her Instagram profile since 

Instagram is a Facebook product, or on different audience networks that are essentially the 

advertising affiliate websites of Facebook. The brand can even select whether it wants to display 

its advertising on a user’s desktop newsfeed or the mobile newsfeed or both, depending upon 

how he or she would most frequently access the website. Facebook offers advertising options 

based on marketer’s campaign objectives on the platform, such as: increasing brand awareness, 

getting more likes for a brand’s official fan page, inviting more people on Facebook for a brand-

specific event, increasing the awareness of a locally owned and run business, attracting higher 

brand engagement, increasing the traffic to a brand’s website, achieving higher in-store footfalls, 

generating higher leads for the brand, promoting a brand-generated video content, increasing the 

downloads of a branded mobile application, etc. (Facebook Ads Guide, n.d.). The brand’s ad on 

Facebook could be of different sizes using a variety of elements like plain-text posts, images, 

animated gifs, videos, and photo carousels. However, Facebook doesn’t restrict the right of 

creating and running advertising campaigns only to the brands. Anyone who has an active 

Facebook profile would be able to create a goal-driven advertising campaign using the Facebook 

Business Manager advertising dashboard (Hines, 2015). Thus, Facebook provides a 

comprehensive ecosystem to both brands and consumers for co-creating brand-related 

information and sharing it amongst the social network’s users at large based on their geographic 

details, demographics as well as interests, in order to facilitate their pre-purchase decision 

making process. The present research was designed to measure how UGB on Facebook would 

help shape brand attitudes and purchase intentions by comparing it to brand-generated 

advertising on the platform. 

 

1.4.3 UGB on Facebook 
 

Facebook has completely changed the traditional interaction style between consumers 

and brands. While it has enabled individuals to connect with their families and friends, and more 

importantly, express their thoughts and opinions freely, Facebook gave brands a unique 

opportunity to subtly enter consumers’ personal spaces and connect the brand-generated 

messages to their deeper emotions (Waters et al., 2011). As Kotler (1999) suggested, social 

media websites like Facebook not only help marketers in making brand-related information 

available to their target audience quickly, but also at much cheaper costs than the traditional 



17 

marketing approaches. On the other hand, as consumers would spend more time Facebook, their 

brand-related interactions would likely take drastic shifts too (Hutter et al., 2013). Merz et al. 

(2009) mentioned in their study that consumers on Facebook have grown from passive audiences 

to active brand-influencers by co-creating brand-related messages for other consumers. As a 

result, the power over brands has gradually shifted from firms to consumers (Constantinides & 

Fountain, 2008; Kozinets, Hemetsberger, & Schau, 2008). Consumers on Facebook create, 

initiate, share as well as consume UGB content that would contribute toward increasing other 

users’ overall brand awareness (Daugherty et al., 2008; A. N. Smith et al., 2012). In their 

respective works, Connors (2013) and Chu & Kim (2011) provided insights on how the influence 

of brand-related user generated content differs from other sources. However, they did not cover 

how UGB on social media would impact consumers’ attitudes and behavioral intentions. 

Facebook is seen to provide a unique ability to the consumers in terms of ‘liking’ the brand-

related UGB, which is a way for them to express their emotions and feelings about the brands 

(Papacharissi, 2009). Previous literature also shed light on understanding consumer behavior on 

Facebook through opinion mining and sentiment analysis, but it primarily focused on perceptions 

about brand-related UGC and not necessarily on purchase intentions (Dave, Lawrence, & 

Pennock, 2003; Nasukawa & Yi, 2003; Richter, Riemer, & Brocke, 2011; Simm, Ferrario, Piao, 

& Rayson, 2010). Thus, the present study was poised to examine the influence of UGB on 

Facebook on consumers’ perceptions, their attitudes toward UGB and brand as well as their 

purchase intentions as against brand-generated ads. Unlike YouTube or Google, the advantage 

for the marketers on Facebook is that they can identify their target consumers at their 

demographic levels. Also, Facebook provides them with insights related to consumers’ interests, 

likings, endorsements and much more. Therefore, by identifying the influence of UGB on 

consumers, brands could personalize their engagement strategies and effectively micro-manage 

each consumer on an individual basis, which would be almost impossible with traditional 

advertising methods and channels (Stankov, Lazić, & Dragićević, 2010). The managerial 

implication of the present study was that it would help firms and marketers in evaluating the 

opportunity to build and nurture involved brand communities and a culture where consumers 

could express and share their experiences and opinions about brands and promote them among 

their connections on Facebook (Burgess & Green, 2009; Marwick & Danah, 2011; Papacharissi, 

2009; Zywica & James, 2008). 
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1.4.4 Comparison of UGB and Brand Generated Advertising on Facebook 
 

The present study used an empirical comparative approach to measure the effects of UGB 

Facebook post and brand-generated advertising on consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and 

purchase intention. The rise in Facebook’s popularity among the social media users also means a 

likely upsurge in the production of UGB on the platform. Consumers and brands alike, are 

increasingly using Facebook for creating and exchanging brand-related information in various 

forms. On the other hand, Facebook as a social search engine is also witnessing an expansion in 

terms of its usage, with over 1.5 Billion searches being conducted per day (Hutchinson, 2016). 

Despite the fact that users and brands would tend to rely on Facebook, there was a lack of 

literature that compared these two entities as separate sources of brand-related information and 

their relative impact on attitudes and behavioral intentions. And this prevalent gap acted as the 

primary motivation behind the present study. Prior literature that shed light on the impact of 

brand-related messages on Facebook in inducing consumers’ purchase decisions largely focused 

only on brand-to-consumer communications promoted in a typical one-way broadcast manner 

(Dehghani & Tumer, 2015; Duffett, 2015; Saxena & Khanna, 2013). This provided a very 

limited view of the overall brand-related information flow that would take place on Facebook. 

The brand-related content exchange on Facebook not only happens between brand and 

consumers, but more importantly it takes shape in the form of consumer-to-consumer 

interactions around the brand. This brand-specific information exchange could be both directed 

as well as undirected (Burke, Kraut, & Marlow, 2011). For instance, consumers could post 

brand-related content on the brand’s official fan page on Facebook, or in the comments section 

of its sponsored advertising post, on the wall of a group page consisting of other brand followers 

or even on their personal timelines. Trusov et al. (2009) attempted a side-by-side comparison of 

consumer generated content and traditional brand marketing in terms of eWoM in the context of 

social media. However, as established earlier in this study, eWoM would be just one part of the 

broader concept of UGB, which was the basis of this present research. While there were other 

studies that compared user generated content and brand-generated advertising (Albuquerque et 

al., 2012; Y. Chen & Xie, 2005; Godes & Mayzlin, 2009), they were limited either by the fact 

that they did not primarily focus on Facebook as a source of brand-related information or they 

lacked the empirical evaluation of the effect of source of information on consumers’ purchase 

decisions. The present study was, therefore, designed to quantify how consumer’s various types 
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of perceptions, attitudes and purchase intentions were affected by UGB and brand-generated 

advertising on Facebook. Thus, this research would serve as primary literature for the potential 

future studies aimed at measuring the relative effectiveness of UGB and brand-generated 

advertising across different social and search platforms on the Web. 

 

1.4.5 Theoretical Framework 

 

1.4.5.1 The Theory of Planned Behavior. The present study used the Theory of Planned 

Behavior (TPB) as its theoretical construct (Ajzen, 1991). The TPB has been widely used by 

advertising and communications researchers for measuring factors influencing consumers’ 

attitudes and behavioral intentions. With the help of the TPB model, this research used attitude 

toward the Facebook ad (post) and attitude toward the brand as independent determinants of 

consumers’ purchase related behavioral intentions, based on whether the post was created by the 

consumer or the brand. Although the TPB, as a general social psychology theory, had been used 

in the prior advertising research studies across a wide array of settings (Armitage & Conner, 

2001), to the researcher’s best knowledge, it had not been deployed to study how user generated 

posts on Facebook influenced attitudes and purchase intentions of consumers, when compared to 

brand-generated ads. As a well-established model of behavior developed by social psychologists, 

the TPB also includes two additional independent determinants of behavioral intention – 

subjective norms and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991; J. M. Olson & Zanna, 1993). 

But, the present research only focused on how consumers’ attitudes predicted their purchase 

intentions. The TPB suggests that people’s attitudes, which are their positive or negative 

evaluations of a certain behavior of interest, may cause significant variance in their behavioral 

intentions and, as a result, behaviors (Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). And behavioral intentions, on the 

other hand, may contribute toward assessing consumers’ readiness to elicit a behavioral effort, as 

an outcome of favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the behavior (Lee, 2008). The present 

study borrowed from the existing literature in that attitude toward the ad would play a significant 

role in influencing the users’ behavioral intentions to click on the ad being viewed on the mobile 

devices (Okazaki, 2004). Mir & Rehman (2013), which served as one of the main background 

studies for the present research, used the TPB in assessing factors affecting consumers’ attitudes 

and behavioral intentions toward UGC. In their research findings, the TPB was found to support 

their proposition that consumers’ attitudes toward UGC influenced their intentions of exerting a 
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behavior. But, their research was focused only on YouTube, and hence the findings of their study 

could not be generalized to consumers’ attitudes and intentions arising from other social 

networking sites such as Facebook. Other than that, the TBP had previously been used by 

researchers in tourism niche for identifying the impact of UGC (Casaló, Flavián, & Guinalíu, 

2011; Dellarocas, Zhang, & Awad, 2007; D. H. Park, Lee, & Han, 2007; Vermeulen & Seegers, 

2009). The current study postulated that consumers on Facebook would rely more on brand-

related posts generated by other users in their purchase decision making than brand generated 

ads. The study’s premise was that consumers, before deciding to buy a product, would search for 

brand-related information on Facebook. In this process, not only would they look at the brand’s 

official Facebook page and sponsored posts, they would also consider what their Facebook 

friends would have to say about their experiences with the brand. And, in the present research, it 

was posited that how consumers would form their attitude toward brand and purchase intention 

would significantly differ based on whether they were exposed to a user generated brand-related 

post or a brand-sponsored ad (MacKinnon, 2012; Riegner, 2007). 

 

1.4.5.2 The Two Step Flow Theory. The present study also used the Two Step Flow 

Theory (TSFT) as a secondary theoretical construct, in order to explore and explain the influence 

of UGB on consumers’ attitude toward the brand, and ultimately, their purchase intentions on 

Facebook (Katz, 1957; Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955; Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1944). First 

coined by Lazarsfeld, Berelson & Gaudet (1944) in their seminal study, the concept of opinion 

leadership has been used by many researchers in the past when measuring the impact of people’s 

opinions and views on consumers. Traditionally, opinion leaders would be defined as individuals 

who are considered as well-informed and trusted sources of information by others within their 

groups and whose opinions influence the brand-related purchasing intentions of their families, 

friends and other acquaintances (Foxall, 2006; Glock & Nicosia, 1968). Katz & Lazarsfeld 

(1955) suggested that some consumers were seen as opinion leaders about specific brands by 

their peers. The opinion leaders act as mediators between brands and consumers. On Facebook, 

the opinion leaders are popularly referred to as brand influencers, meaning those who have the 

ability to influence other people’s decisions about brands (Bikramjit, 2010; Cakim, 2015; Nanji, 

2015; Txàber, 2013). Using the two-step flow of communication,  previous literature proposed 

that information about the brand passes through two-stages before it would reach consumers 
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(Flynn, Goldsmith, & Eastman, 1996; Katz, 1957; Norris & Curtice, 2008). In the first step, 

those consumers who closely follow the brands and have a superior understanding of their 

offerings as compared to other consumers thoroughly process the messages generated by brands 

on Facebook. And in the second step of the flow, these Facebook opinion leaders create their 

own versions of brand-related content and share that content among their friends, peers, families 

and other connections. Opinion leaders exist for almost all brands and in virtually every type of 

niche on Facebook, such as travel, financial services, food and entertainment, consumer 

electronics, etc. (Berelson & Steiner, 1964; Celarent, 2010; Corey, 1971). With the rise in 

Facebook’s popularity as a social media website, users are showing an increasing interest in 

brand-related user generated content on the platform (Schiffman & Gaccione, 1974). And with 

increasing use of Facebook as a social media platform and also its increasing penetration on their 

mobile devices, the ways in which they express their opinion leadership has also changed 

(Schafer & Taddicken, 2015). Today’s online consumers post their vlogs on YouTube to express 

their opinions and feedbacks about brands, which they later share on their Facebook page or in 

the brand-specific Facebook group pages (Borghol, Ardon, Carlsson, Eager, & Mahanti, 2012; 

Pilkington, 2009). On Facebook, consumers consider opinions of members within their 

community when making a brand-related decision (Stankov et al., 2010). And, whenever 

consumers publish brand-related content on their Facebook profiles and pages, it becomes visible 

to their friends and other connections too through their newsfeed (Gretzel, 2006). Thus, the 

visibility of UGB automatically increases on Facebook. When consumers look up brand-related 

UGB on Facebook, they seek opinions of the brand influencers whom they trust and also find 

similar to themselves (Ristig, 2009). The previous literature focused on measuring consumers’ 

trust on the content generated by opinion leaders (Burt, 2004; Flynn et al., 1996; Levin & Cross, 

2004; Samutachak & Li, 2012). But, these studies did not examine the influence of online 

opinion leadership on consumer’s purchasing behavior. The present study was seen to contribute 

toward the prevailing knowledge of how consumers would seek as well as consume brand-

related UGB from opinion leaders on Facebook. This study borrowed from Lyons & Henderson's 

(2005) research who posited that on social media networks, consumers see their friends as 

opinion leaders about brands, if they share brand-related information with them. On social 

networking sites like Facebook, users may prefer the information that they actively seek to be 

filtered through their network of friends (Emmett, 2008; Oeldorf-Hirsch & Shyam Sunder, 
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2015). Thus, Facebook users who share brand-related information through their status updates 

would likely be seen as opinion leaders that pass along content that is already available 

somewhere else, but make it more personable and relevant to their friends (Sunder, 2008). The 

present study borrowed from previous research, which established, also using the theory, that 

brand-related ads posted by opinion leaders on social media websites elicit increased intentions 

to purchase and also increased purchase behavior (Raghupathi & Fogel, 2015). However, this 

research aimed at further building on the existing literature by performing a side-by-side 

comparison of the Facebook posts from users who were considered as opinion leaders in general 

and the brand generated advertising in terms of their respective influence on users perceptions, 

attitudes and purchase intentions (J.-Y. M. Kang & Johnson, 2012, 2015; Lyons & Henderson, 

2005; Raghupathi & Fogel, 2015; Sunder, 2008). For this, it was important in this research to 

ensure that participants could easily differentiate between a UGB Facebook post and a brand-

generated Facebook post. To achieve this, the UGB post stimulus was designed keeping in mind 

certain platform specific traits of Facebook. For instance, it was ensured that the instructions 

asked the subjects in the UGB condition to imagine that the post was created and published 

recently by one of their friends on Facebook. This was in line with the findings of previous 

studies which suggested that users on social media sites see their friends who post brand-related 

information, as opinion leaders about the brand (Lyons & Henderson, 2005; Raghupathi & 

Fogel, 2015; Sunder 2008). The language of the post text was generated to be personable and 

relatable. The researcher also manipulated the number of likes, shares and comments shown 

under the UGB post, in order to exert a feeling among participants that the post was real and it 

was already popular among other Facebook users. It was indicated in the previous literature that 

higher number of likes or shares on a post would likely increase users’ confidence in the post 

(Lawson, 2015). Thus, the present study should provide useful insights on application of the 

theories that grounded this research in measuring the impact of UGB on consumers’ attitudes and 

intentions to purchase. 

 

1.4.6 Hypotheses: The Impact of UGB on Consumers’ Purchase Related Intentions 
 

The present study was influenced by Mir & Rehman’s (2013) research wherein they 

measured the impact of UGC on YouTube on the perceived credibility and perceived usefulness. 

The literature defined these two terms as follows: Perceived credibility was described as the 
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extent to which the consumer felt the confidence, conviction and satisfaction in using the brand’s 

electronic application services (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972). Perceived usefulness, according to 

Davis (1989, p. 320), referred to “the extent to which the consumer expects that consuming the 

brand’s online application services would increase her/his task performance.” 

However, the present research suggested that only using these two dimensions gives a 

limited view of users’ overall perceptions when measuring the impact of UGB Facebook post 

versus brand-generated advertising. This study posited that as consumers would process brand-

related information during the pre-purchase evaluation on Facebook, they would build different 

types of perceptions about the content, the brand as well as the source of information. Hence, to 

get a broader perspective on the impact of UGB and branded advertising on consumers’ 

perceptions, in this study, some more constructs were added, namely: perceived homophily, 

perceived expertise, perceived objectivity, perceived trustworthiness, perceived informativeness, 

perceived quality and perceived risk. When combined their individual results from this study, 

they would provide a better and more detailed understanding of the impact of UGB and branded 

ads on overall perceptions of Facebook users. 

Perceived homophily was defined as the degree to which the consumer would find him-

/herself to be similar to the other consumers, and more importantly the UGB provider (Brown & 

Reingen, 1987). In particular, the previous studies showed that the higher the similarity between 

the consumers and the UGB provider, the stronger their interpersonal bond, trust and 

understanding than would be expected among those consumers who were not so similar to one 

another (Aldrihc, Carter, & Ruef, 2003; J. J. Brown & Reingen, 1987). Perceived Expertise was 

defined as the level of expertness (Korfiatis et al., 2012) and the qualification of the UGB 

provider as perceived by other consumers (Berlo et al., 1969). Perceived trustworthiness would 

refer to the extent to which the consumer believed that the UGB provider was truthful and shared 

personal experience with the brand to help others make better decisions about the brand (Xie et 

al., 2011). Perceived Objectivity was described as how objective the consumer would find the 

UGB provider’s expression in the post (Wu, 2013). The subjectivity involved into UGB as 

perceived by the consumers might cause differences in judgment toward the brand. Perceived 

informativeness was described as the degree to which consumers would find the information 

provided in the UGB to be strengthening their brand-related intentions (Gao & Koufaris, 2005). 

Perceived quality would refer to the consumers’ judgment about the overall worth of UGB’s 
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value (Zeithaml, 1988). When evaluating UGB, the consumers would look for how superior it 

was as compared to brand generated advertising in being a value-addition to their brand-related 

decisions. Perceived Risk was described as the extent to which the consumer would see the UGB 

as uncertain and potentially causing unpleasant consequence based on their intentions related to 

the brand (Cunningham, 1967). This study would then look at each of these dimensions and its 

relationship with UGB and brand generated ad in detail. 

 

1.4.6.1 H1: Perceived Credibility and UGB. As suggested in the Social Impact Theory, 

an individual’s perceived credibility would contribute toward determining the strength of his or 

her influence on others (Latané, 1981; Latané, 1996a). Erdogan (1999) explained that credibility 

of UGC would depend upon how the consumer perceived the source of that content. It would 

signify how much the consumer trusted the information provided by the other consumers with 

reference to the brand exposure or product experience. The consumers were more likely to 

believe in the user generated brand-related content, if they found the non-marketer originator of 

the content to be reliable and credible (Erdogan, 1999; Fogg & Tseng, 1999; Friedman & 

Friedman, 1979; Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972; Ohanian, 1990; Parise & Guinan, 2008). Cheong & 

Morrison (2008) and Zernigah & Sohail (2012) also suggested that consumers typically would 

have a positive perception about UGB as it is derived from the other consumers’ personal 

experiences with the brand. Whereas, brand-related advertising is an outcome of the commercial 

and corporate-centered objective of the marketer. Wathen and Burkell (2002) presented in their 

research that consumers looked for peer-provided brand-related information more online than in 

traditional media. The present research posited that consumers were likely to have a positive 

attitude toward the credibility of the UGB on Facebook than brand generated advertising if they 

believed that it was typically unbiased in nature (Cheong & Morrison, 2008). 

H1: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived credibility of the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.2 H2: Perceived Usefulness and UGB. McKnight & Kacmar (2007) brought about 

an important argument to the dimension of perceived credibility and its impact on consumer 

decision making. They posited in their research that the fact that the consumer may perceive the 

UGB to be credible did not automatically mean that s/he would find it to be useful in her/his 

personal life. The consumer would perceive the brand-related UGC to be useful only if it offered 
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value to them and helped in reducing the risk involved in taking an action as a result of the 

influence it exerted on her/his decision (Goldsmith & Horowitz, 2006). For example, if the 

consumer generated brand-related content on Facebook out of the personal experience with the 

brand/product, positive or negative, it would be perceived by other users as useful since it would 

act as a reassurance of their decision about the brand. The current study was designed to examine 

the impact of the source of the brand-related content on Facebook on consumers’ perceived 

usefulness of the content. This research was set out to explore whether the brand-related UGC on 

Facebook would be seen as more beneficial and useful by consumers on Facebook as against 

brand-generated purpose-driven advertising, designed to artificially influence the consumers’ 

opinions, decisions and actions (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  

H2: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived usefulness of the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.3 H3: Perceived Homophily and UGB. As a widely used social networking 

platform by users worldwide, Facebook has become an integral part of the consumer’s brand-

related decision making process as per the existing literature (Constine, 2015; “Facebook unveils 

‘Graph Search’ engine,” 2013; Fairley, 2013; Scale, 2008). The consumer would constantly 

search for, evaluate and compare information available about the brand, especially so, in terms of 

the content generated by fellow consumers of the same brand. With the increasing penetration of 

Facebook as a preferred medium of social networking and communication, the interactions 

among consumers and their peer groups have become easier and more frequent. In their study, 

Brown & Reingen (1987) explained perceived homophily as a group composition, in terms of the 

similarity of consumers’ characteristics such as demographics, psychographics, and other 

individual attributes that could potentially have a direct impact on their interpersonal trust, 

attraction, and understanding of the UGB as well of the provider of content. Homophily would 

play an important role in interpersonal communication according to sociology literature. So, if 

consumer would find other consumers in his/her group to be in a similar situation and having 

similar processing traits of the messages related to the brand, then he/she would be more willing 

to accept the brand-related content generated by them (Aldrihc, Carter, & Ruef, 2003; 

McPherson, Smith, & Cook, 2001; Rogers, 1983; Schachter, 1959). And on the other hand, the 

higher degree of heterogeneity amongst the peer consumers’ group would result in lower 
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perceived similarity and hence relatively lesser or no acceptance of the UGB as an important 

factor of forming intentions to purchase an item as posited in the current study. In particular, this 

research postulated that the higher the similarity between consumers and the UGB provider, the 

stronger their interpersonal understanding than would be expected among those who are not so 

similar to one another. 

H3: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived homophily toward post creator than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.4 H4: Perceived Expertise and UGB. Perceived expertise was described in this 

research as the authoritativeness of the UGB provider as adjudged by consumers on Facebook 

(Applbaum & Anatol, 1972; Hovland, et al., 1953; McCroskey, 1966). In deciding whether to 

believe in the brand-related content provided by another user, the consumer would evaluate the 

competence (Whitehead, 1968) and qualification (Berlo et al., 1969) of the UGB provider. 

Similarly to ascertain the persuasiveness of the UGB, she or he would consider the provider’s 

past experiences with the brand as conveyed in content and also the effectiveness of brand-

related storytelling (Willemsen, et al., 2011). The UGB provider’s level of expertise was seen in 

the previous literature to influence the strength of the information shared (Crisci & Kassinove, 

1973). Therefore, the present study posited that when encountered with brand-related content as 

provided by other users on Facebook, the consumer would make a higher cognitive inference 

about the perceived expertise of the UGB provider when compared to brand-generated Facebook 

ad post.  

H4: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived expertise of the post creator than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.5 H5: Perceived Trustworthiness and UGB. In the present research, another 

factor that would likely play a significant role in helping consumer determine the importance of 

the UGB was its perceived trustworthiness. The correlation between trustworthiness and UGC 

was evident in Gretzel and Yoo’s study (2007). Gaining consumers’ trust was established to be 

very important for the provider of UGC in the previous literature (Menon, Sivakumar, & Smith, 

2005). When evaluating the significance and integrity of brand-related content as generated by 

other users, consumers would likely check how accurately and unbiasedly the providers of UGB 

respond to their information requirements pertaining to forming attitudes and purchase intention. 
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Users would expect the UGB providers to be truthful and not deceptive (Blair et al., 2003; Sung 

& Zhou, 2008). The common understanding was that consumers preferred UGB that was truthful 

and trustworthy (Gretzel & Yoo, 2007). UGB should represent the factuality of information 

about the brand, which would be a very important element in brand-related purchase decision 

making.  

H5: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived trustworthiness of the post creator than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.6 H6: Perceived Objectivity and UGB. Wu (2013) posited in her research that 

emotions involved into brand-related information could influence consumer’s perceptions of the 

objectivity of the content. The same study also suggested that there was a positive correlation 

between an objectiveness of brand-related information originating from the fellow users and the 

perceived risk associated with intentions to purchase an item. The consumer would expect UGB 

to be accurate and impartial in order to make an informed decision about the brand. On the other 

hand, the provider of the UGB should not have any commercial purpose as the primary 

motivation for creating and disseminating the information as it could create doubt in consumer’s 

mind about its objectivity. The present paper evaluated the objectivity of UGB in order to 

establish its importance in the overall brand related perceptions.  

H6: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived objectivity of the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.7 H7: Perceived Informativeness and UGB. An average consumer is constantly 

exposed to a tremendous amount of brand-related content on the web, both from marketers and 

other consumers. But, he or she would only focus on those messages that would be seen as 

informative in nature and would help in making a decision about associating with the brand. One 

of the most important functions in determining the effectiveness of the UGB would be its 

perceived informativeness as established in the previous literature (Rotzoll et al., 1976). The 

more accurately and honestly the provider would present UGB, the more acceptable it would 

become by consumers (Bauer et al., 1968). The reason for this was simple: consumers get brand 

related information from the producers as well, but what they essentially would seek from their 

peers would be the first-hand experiences with the brand, which is neutral and more informative 

than the original brand generated message in advertising. The risk associated with the brand-
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related decision would likely be lower, if the UGB is more informative and expresses a great 

deal of thought into the content (Kottman, 1977). The focus of the present study, therefore, was 

to evaluate the perceived informativeness of UGB creator as against branded ad post on 

Facebook, to establish its significance in brand-related attitudes and purchase intentions.  

H7: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived informativeness of the post creator than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.8 H8: Perceived Quality and UGB. When evaluating the significance of UGC in 

the brand-related decisions, consumers would pay great attention to the quality of the 

information being provided by their peers (Brucks et al., 2000). The perceived quality of the 

UGB, according to the prevailing literature, would refer to its relative superiority or excellence in 

the mind of a consumer when compared with the brand’s own direct messaging through 

advertising (Zeithaml, 1988). Based on the type of the content being shared about the brand by 

other users, consumers would check for certain cues in the UGB to form their perceptions about 

the quality of the information (J. C. Olson & Jacoby, 1973; Zeithaml, 1988). The customer 

would perceive the quality of UGB depending upon his or her overall expectation of it (Rust et 

al., 1999). According to a prior research, the higher the perceived quality of the UGB, the more 

significant role it would be likely to play in reducing the risk involved in brand-related purchase 

decision (Boulding et al., 1993). Therefore, the current research aimed at establishing the 

relationship between perceived quality of the UGB and the source of the Facebook post.   

H8: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

perceived quality of the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.9 H9: Perceived Risk and UGB. When consumers encounter UGB by other 

consumers, they would usually hope that it would help in reducing the potential unpleasant 

consequences pertaining to the brand-related purchase decision making (Cunningham, 1967). As 

Dawling and Staelin (1994) established in their research, consumer would seek brand-related 

information from fellow consumers in order to reduce any potential risk and strengthen their 

intentions of purchasing an item. The more confident the consumers about the brand information 

provided by other users, the lesser would be the inherent risk associated with brand-related 

decisions (Bettman, 1973). The current study examined the importance of perceived risk 

associated with UGB as against brand-generated advertising on Facebook. 
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H9: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly lower 

perceived risk associated with the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.10 H10: Overall Perceptions and UGB. Borrowing from existing literature, the 

present study also posited that all the above mentioned individual determinants would constitute 

an overall perception of the UGB, the provider of UGB and the brand (MacKenzie, Lutz, & 

Belch, 1986). Together, these individual components would be likely have a significant effect on 

consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions. This was done by averaging the individual 

perception components. Overall perception of UGB was, thus, a multidimensional array of 

individual perception constructs of the brand-related stimuli, based on the source of the stimuli 

(Lutz, MacKenzie, & Belch, 1983). 

H10: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly more 

positive overall perceptions of the post than a brand generated ad. 

 

1.4.6.11 H11: Attitude toward the Ad (Post) and UGB. Attitude toward the ad is a 

customer’s propensity to react to a specific brand-related message during a specific exposure 

occasion in either favorable or unfavorable way (Lutz, 1985). Borrowing from previous studies, 

the present research posited attitude toward the Facebook post, whether UGB or brand generated 

ad, would be a significant factor when determining the influence of the content on attitude 

toward the brand and purchase intention (Aaker et al., 1988; Alpert & Alpert, 1990; Brown et al., 

1998; Burke & Edell, 1989; Edell & Burke, 1987; Holbrook & Batra, 1987; Macinnis & Park, 

1991; MacKenzie et al., 1986; MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989; Mir & Rehman, 2013; Spears & Singh, 

2004). The consumer, when exposed to a brand-related message, would be likely to form an 

affective attitude toward the commercial message, as evident in the previous literature (Silk & 

Vavra, 1974). This proposition was also supported by Mitchell & Olson (1981) and Shimp 

(1981) in their respective papers. The present study, therefore, aimed at establishing that 

consumer’s overall attitude toward UGB could significantly impact how they processed the 

brand-related information provided in the UGB. And this exact same scenario was assessed in 

the brand-related advertising condition too. In order to examine the impact of UGB versus 

branded advertising on attitude toward the brand and purchase intention, it was important to first 

establish the causal relationship between the consumers’ perceptions and attitude toward the 

brand-related message on Facebook. This research, therefore, assigned the role of mediating 
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factor to attitude toward UGB by hypothesizing its direct impact on attitude toward the brand 

(Edell & Burke, 1987), whereas an indirect impact on brand-related purchase intention (Batra & 

Ray, 1986; MacKenzie et al., 1986).  

From a managerial perspective, by examining the impact of attitude toward UGB on 

attitude toward the brand, marketers could better determine their executional advertising strategy 

in terms of whether or not to incorporate users as co-creators of brand-related advertising on 

Facebook. For example, for the brand-related perception factors involved in UGB where the 

relative strength between attitude toward UGB and brand attitude is weaker, the advertiser 

should focus on eliminating or reducing them from the brand-related consumer-generated 

message by placing comparatively higher emphasis on the perception factors that evoke 

favorable brand attitude. 

H11: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

attitude toward the ad (post) than a brand generated ad when controlling for overall ad 

perception. 

 

1.4.6.12 H12: Attitude toward the Brand and UGB. In order to effectively measure the 

impact of UGB on consumers’ purchase intentions, it was important to understand their attitude 

toward the brand as a result of exposure to UGB or brand generated ad (Kraft, Rise, Sutton, & 

Røysamb, 2005). For the purpose of the present study, consumer’s attitude toward the brand was 

defined as his or her internal assessment of the brand, as an outcome of exposure to brand-related 

content on Facebook depending upon the source of the content (Mitchell & Olson, 1981). The 

present study borrowed from Giner-Sorolla’s (2001) paper wherein they posited that attitude was 

centered around the brand. It was also proposed that attitude toward the brand was attributable to 

consumer’s attitude toward UGB (Eagly, Chaiken, Chen, & Shaw-Barnes, 1999). At the same 

time, this research paper proposed that consumer’s attitude toward the brand had a direct and 

enduring effect on their purchase intentions. The consumers’ perceptions about UGB as well as 

attitude toward UGB were likely to have an indirect and mediating effect on their attitude toward 

the brand (Lutz & Swasy, 1977). Lutz and Swasy (1977) established in their paper that 

perceptions about brand-related message would lead to an attitude toward the message, which in 

turn would contribute toward forming favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the brand. While 

the impact of UGB perceptions on attitude toward UGB could be in parts such as some 
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perception determinants would elicit favorable responses whereas others not so favorable, the 

brand attitude was an outcome of a collective evaluation of attitude toward the content 

(MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989). The present study posited that given a positive attitude toward the 

brand as an outcome of exposure to UGB or brand generated ad, consumers’ reactions about the 

brand would be directly connected with their experience with the content, in terms of overall 

perceptions and attitudes toward the content (Puto & Wells, 1984). The practical implications of 

the findings of attitude toward the brand would be that advertisers could tactfully integrate UGB 

into the brand-related advertising in such a manner that it would evoke favorable reactions upon 

the exposure to the content, thus adding to the overall brand recall. 

H12: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

attitude toward the brand than a brand generated ad when controlling for overall ad perception 

and attitude toward the ad (post). 

 

1.4.6.13 H13: Purchase Intention and UGB. Consumer’s favorable or unfavorable 

attitude toward the brand as an outcome of the exposure to UGB would evoke a specific 

behavioral intention about the brand (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Ajzen (1991) defined purchase 

intention as a motivational factor which would impact a behavior, also indicating the extent to 

which a consumer would be willing to exert an action related to purchase of the brand. Using the 

findings from the previous literature (Bahtar & Muda, 2015; Daugherty et al., 2008; Lim & 

Steffel, 2015; Mosavi & Ghaedi, 2012; Yu et al., 2014), the present study posited that there was 

a direct and positive correlation between consumers’ attitude toward the brand upon exposure to 

UGB verus brand generated ad and their intentions to purchase. Consumer’s attitude toward 

UGB as an outcome of their overall perceptions and attitudes toward the content as hypothesized 

in this study would likely play a significant role in forming the brand-related purchase intention. 

A similar scenario was measured for the brand generated condition too. Once the consumer 

would perform satisfactory amount of information search related to the brand and evaluate UGB 

as an information source, purchase intention about the brand would be developed as a result 

(Floyd, Freling, Alhoqail, Cho, & Freling, 2014). Belch & Belch (2007) suggested in their book 

that based on their attitude toward the ad, consumers would decide whether or not to purchase 

the brand. Several studies in the past had focused on how consumers would depend upon the 

Internet, and in particular brand-related messaging by other users before making a purchase 
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related decision (Harris, 2012; Brown et al., 2003; Racherla & Friske, 2012). As three of the 

major online information sources, they would either use Google, YouTube or Facebook. Based 

on the nature of their search about brand-related content, consumers would be exposed to a huge 

number of UGB in various forms such as blogs, images, videos, etc. The present study posited 

that if consumers developed positive overall perception and a favorable attitude toward UGB on 

Facebook and as a result a favorable brand attitude, then they would be likely to have a positive 

intention to purchase the item. The brand related information coming from other users that would 

add to consumer’s favorable experience with it was postulated to be an important factor 

influencing his or her purchase intention (Horst et al., 2007 and Ye et al., 2011). The present 

study aimed to contribute to both academic and industrial fields in terms of the influence of UGB 

on consumers’ purchase intentions. Purchasing behavior, according to prior literature was a part 

of the overall consumer behavior (Belch & Belch, 2007). Hence, this study was poised to help in 

further expanding the understanding of consumer behavior in the social media space. From the 

managerial perspective, an insight into how consumers formed their purchase intentions as an 

outcome of exposure to UGB or brand generated ad on Facebook could help in identifying the 

key influential factors for an effective and enduring brand messaging strategy on the platform.  

H13: Exposure to a user generated Facebook post will result in significantly higher 

purchase intention than a brand generated ad when controlling for overall ad perception, attitude 

toward the ad (post) and attitude toward the brand. 

The overall research model for the current study consisting of the above mentioned 

hypotheses could be summarized as shown in Figure 1. As depicted in the conceptual research 

model, this study posited a direct effect of the two sources of brand-related content on Facebook 

on different perception variables as well as the overall perception. Similarly, the model displayed 

a direct impact of overall perceptions on consumers’ attitude toward the ad (post). This was in 

line with the existing literature (Aaker et al., 1988; Alpert & Alpert, 1990). On the other hand, 

consumers’ overall perceptions were assumed to have an indirect effect on attitude toward the 

brand (Holbrook & Batra, 1987, 1987; Macinnis & Park, 1991). The model hypothesized that 

attitude toward the ad (post) would have a direct and significant impact on attitude toward the 

brand. No direct influence of overall perceptions and attitude toward the ad (post) on purchase 

intention was envisaged. Attitude toward the brand was postulated to have a direct effect on 

purchase intentions (MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989; Spears & Singh, 2004). To test these hypotheses, 
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the present research used an empirical analysis through an online experimental survey by 

deploying a randomizer tool that consisted of two different conditions for the two sources of 

brand-related content. Through this analysis, the current study aimed at addressing the gap in the 

literature when comparing UGB and brand generated ads on Facebook, in terms of their impact 

on consumers perceptions, attitudes and purchase intention. And to the advertisers on Facebook, 

this research would present unique recommendations on whether and how to merge UGB and 

brand generated content to influence consumers’ buying intentions on the platform. 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 1 

 

Proposed Research Design 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

METHOD 

 

 
2.1 Introduction 

 
The present research used a quantitative approach to test the stated hypotheses to explore 

whether consumers prefer UGB or brand generated advertising when conducting a pre-purchase 

information search on Facebook. As this study was poised to measure consumers’ perceptions, 

attitudes and purchase intentions using appropriate analytical tools, a quantitative approach was 

deployed. 

 

2.2 Research Design 

 

An online survey research design was used for the present study. This research included a 

randomized control one-subject experimental approach. Subjects were randomly assigned to one 

of the two different treatment conditions (Holbrook & Batra, 1987). These different between-

subjects conditions were deployed to accurately examine how consumers would respond to UGB 

Facebook post as compared to brand generated advertising. Participants viewed a brand-related 

Facebook post depending upon which condition they were assigned to and then were asked to 

respond to a series of questions about the post they saw. The Qualtrics online survey used for this 

study was divided into two separate branches, each representing a unique treatment condition 

showing only one stimulus to the participants at a given time. This helped in ensuring that the 

only thing that varied consistently among different variants was the change between the 

treatments (Weiss, 1998). This way internal validity was achieved as the observed change in the 

dependent variable was an outcome of the independent variable for each of the proposed 

hypotheses. Thus, it was important to have a methodically reliable and valid research design to 

successfully examine the established research objectives. 

 

2.3 Sample 
 

The unit of analysis for the present study consisted of undergraduate students from a 

major Southeastern USA university. The students were recruited through a voluntary 

participation method during the Spring 2017 term. For successfully completing this research, the 
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students were offered extra credits in their classes, based on the consent provided by the lead 

instructors of the respective courses. University students were selected as subjects for this 

research because they represented an ideal segment of the Internet and social media users as well 

as the largest consumers of user generated content, based on previously conducted studies 

(Duggan, et al., 2015; Gallagher et al., 2001;  Lella, 2014; Rettie, 2003; Schor, 2005). To further 

support the selection of subjects, the present research borrowed from the secondary data 

collected by a major Northwestern USA university in their tool called ‘University Reporter 

Database’ (formerly known as MRI+). This database provided detailed statistics on the American 

consumers’ purchasing and media consumption habits as well as lifestyle along with their 

demographic and psychographic characteristics (Western Washington University, n.d.). The data 

was collected by the team of researchers at Western Washington University, using in-person as 

well as mail-in surveys of the U.S. households. The appropriateness of a certain demographic 

segment was determined in this database using a standard index value of 100. This meant that 

anything above 100 was considered to be a favorable data. The report showed statistics for the 

‘Internet and Catalog Shopping – Amount Spent In Total based on the 2015’ as per the GFK 

MRI study. It was found in this report that the most active consumer groups using the Internet for 

shopping would fall within the age groups 18 to 34 years, as evident from their respective index 

scores of 180 and 126. Thus, this sample effectively represented an opportunity to measure the 

consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and purchase intentions on Facebook, based on the source of 

the post they were exposed to. 

 

2.4 Stimuli 

 

The present study used multiple pretests to determine the most appropriate stimuli for 

both experimental conditions. Two different pretests were conducted. The first pretest helped in 

determining the relevant product category to be used in the stimuli. To effectively measure the 

impact of the UGB Facebook post versus the brand generated ad on consumers’ perceptions, 

attitudes and purchase intentions, it was important to use a product category in the stimuli that 

was relevant to the context of this research. Borrowing from the existing literature, several 

criteria were kept in mind while deciding the final product category (Bronner & de Hoog, 2008). 

First, it was important that consumers should be able to easily find a sufficient amount of brand-

related information, both UGB and brand generated, in their routine lives, when they would 
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conduct an actual search for such a product. Second, other than ease in obtaining substantial 

information about the product category, there should be a substantial level of consumer 

involvement among consumers into the chosen product category in their routine lives. This also 

meant that they should think that if they made a wrong purchase-related decision, they would 

likely face some negative consequences. And finally, the product category to be finalized should 

be such that UGB should matter in consumers’ purchase intentions about it. In other words, not 

all information should be available directly from the brand for the product category to be used, 

and therefore the consumers should feel that they would need information from their peers to 

make a right purchase decision. With these criteria at hand, the first pretest was conducted with 

102 randomly recruited undergraduate students from a major Southeastern USA university (n = 

102). In this pretest, the subjects were asked to select the most popular product category from the 

given list of product categories, in the manner demonstrated in the previous literature (Putrevu & 

Lord, 2013). The present study used Mittal’s four-item seven-point Purchase-Decision 

Involvement (PDI) scale in order to identify the most popular product category (1995) 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .79). The scale was anchored by ‘I would not care at all’ (1)/‘I would care a 

great deal’ (7), ‘Not at all important’ (1)/‘Extremely important’ (7), ‘Not at all concerned’ 

(1)/‘Very much concerned’ (7), and ‘All very similar’ (1)/‘All very different’ (7). The list of 

product categories for this pretest was borrowed from a previous literature which also used 

products listed in the FCB grid as part of the stimulus selection (J. Kim et al., 2012; Ratchford, 

1987). The FCB grid helps in classifying product categories based on the level of involvement 

during the purchasing process, in terms of level of thinking (high/low) and level of feeling 

(high/low) (Ratchford, 1987; Vaughn, 1980). The level of thinking in the FCB grid helped 

measure consumers’ utilitarian product involvement, whereas the level of feeling contributed 

toward understanding their hedonic product involvement when making purchase-related 

decisions. The FCB grid, therefore, has been used by many researchers in the past and has found 

many practical applications in the field of advertising and communications. In the present study, 

for the first pretest the products were included that represented each type of product involvement 

as shown in the FCB grid (Kim et al., 2012). The product categories shown to the subjects in the 

first pretest included: Candy bar, sunblock lotion, perfume, video-game console, dishwasher and 

auto insurance. These product categories represented both utilitarian and hedonic consumption 

purposes. Utilitarian consumption behavior would refer to purpose-driven and rational 
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consumption of a product with effectiveness and instrumental value, whereas hedonic 

consumption behavior representation fun, experience, and entertainment-driven products (Babin, 

Darden, & Griffin, 1994; Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Voss, Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003). These 

two dimensions of product consumption behavior were used successfully in the previous 

literature to assess consumers’ purchasing intentions and behaviors (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; 

Childers, Carr, & Carson, 2001). Therefore, when investigating consumers’ shopping habits and 

purchase intentions for different categories of products, it was important to include both 

utilitarian and hedonic consumption driven items. Based on the responses of the participants, 

video game console was selected as the final product category for the present research. This was 

an appropriate selection as it not only matched the above laid out criteria for product category 

selection, the participants were expected to have some knowledge and experience with this 

product category, in terms of both buying and using it. Additionally, the previous literature also 

suggested that consumers were more likely to contribute UGB on social networking websites for 

hedonic product category than those products that were driven by utilitarian consumption 

motivations (Malmivaara, 2011). The chosen product category also represented frequent usage 

patterns among the survey participants. It would be considered somewhat important by them due 

to its relatively higher value as compared to other product categories included in pretest 1.  

Once the product category was finalized, another pretest was conducted to choose 

appropriate product attributes to be included in the stimuli for both experimental conditions. A 

list of product attributes related to video game consoles were obtained by examining the real-life 

advertisements. A different pool of 114 randomly selected undergraduate students from a major 

Southeaster USA university was used for this second pretest (n = 114). The participants were 

asked to rate the given product attributes on a seven-point semantic differential scale, anchored 

by not important to me (1)/important to me (7) (Cronbach’s alpha = .88). The most popular 

product attributes were kept in the stimuli Facebook posts for each experimental condition as 

consumers were expected to have a sufficient amount of knowledge for these chosen attributes. 

The final ad copies to be used in both experimental conditions were designed in a way so that 

they would be identical to real life advertisements for video game consoles on Facebook, to 

increase external validity. To ensure that when participants were exposed to UGB or the brand-

generated advertising conditions in the survey, their evaluative process was not affected by their 

prior knowledge of the brand of the video game console shown in the stimuli. This was based on 
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the previous literature that indicated that consumers with varying levels of prior brand-

knowledge would process advertisements in different manners (Huang, 2016). Therefore, the 

present study used a fictitious brand name to avoid any possible associative memories of the 

brand’s usage or consumption experience. The brand name was selected in a way that would 

ensure that it did not predispose the research subjects toward favorable assessment of the brand-

related content in the absence of UGB or brand-generated advertising information. Borrowing 

from Ter Hofstede et al.’s research (1999), Facebook advertising posts were created to show 

comparative informational content about the brand. The brand-generated advertising post and 

UGB post were designed in such a way that ensured that the perceptions about the brand-related 

content were based on the stimuli the participants were randomly exposed to and not on prior 

knowledge of or experience with the brand. The posts’ design were kept identical to the real life 

Facebook posts as they would appear on a user’s newsfeed. The brand-generated advertisement 

post condition, as shown in Figure 2, depicted that it was created and published by the brand on 

its official Facebook page. 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 2 

 

Brand Generated Content Condition Stimulus Facebook Post 
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Whereas, the UGB condition asked the participants to imagine that the post was created 

and published by a friend on his Facebook profile page, by tagging the brand. 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 3 

 

UGB Condition Stimulus Facebook Post 

 

 

Although the basic message was the same in the post text of both UGB and brand-

generated ad conditions, necessary modifications in the language were made so that the subjects 

could easily identify whether it was created by the brand or another user on Facebook. The 

stimuli post screenshots used dummy numbers for likes, shares and comments in each 

experimental condition. But, these numbers were kept so that the subjects would feel that the 

post was already popular among other users on Facebook as it had a significant number of likes, 

shares and comments around it. The final screenshots used in both experimental conditions were 

almost an exact representation of actual posts published on Facebook, either by a user or by a 

brand. This helped in ensuring that consumers felt that the posts were real and the information 

provided therein was genuine, thus eliciting honest responses related to their overall perceptions, 

attitudes and purchase intentions. 
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2.5 Procedure 
 

The online experimental survey for the present study was constructed using Qualtrics. 

Undergraduate students at a major Southern USA university were approached to voluntarily 

participate in this study. The subjects for this study were recruited through undergraduate classes 

that offered extra credits for successful participation. The survey was divided into four sections. 

In the first part, participants were given a summary explaining the purpose of the survey. They 

were informed that the survey was designed to find out their opinions about the Facebook post 

they would be exposed to. However, the actual purpose of the study was not disclosed to them in 

order to ensure that their responses did not get influenced. This helped in eliminating the 

participant bias in the overall outcome of the present study. In the second section of the survey, 

the participants were provided with a detailed consent form. They were informed that their 

participation in the study was voluntary, preventing them from taking the survey if they did not 

agree with the policies and procedures outlined in the consent form. The participants were 

required to select ‘I agree to participate’ at the end of the consent form, if they wished to 

proceed with the survey. After they showed their consent to participate, in the third part of the 

survey, they were randomly assigned to view either UGB Facebook post or brand generated ad, 

using Qualtrics’ randomizer function. This page contained a brief description of the stimuli and 

the actual stimuli, for each experimental condition. The subjects were asked to carefully examine 

the post content. Once they had seen the post, they were asked to provide their responses to a 

series of questions in a questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of close-ended questions 

requiring subjects to select one of the predetermined responses to each question. Specific sets of 

questions were included in the questionnaire to measure subjects’ responses for each of the 

dependent variables included in the research hypotheses. The primary measurements for which 

subjects’ responses were collected included: Perceived credibility, perceived usefulness, 

perceived homophily, perceived expertise, perceived objectivity, perceived trustworthiness, 

perceived informativeness, perceived quality, perceived risk, attitude toward the ad (post), 

attitude toward the brand and purchase intention. Upon the completion of the questionnaire, in 

the final part of the survey the participants were asked demographics related questions in order to 

gain basic understanding about their age, gender, ethnicity, etc. They were also asked questions 

about their frequency of the Internet usage in a typical day. Similarly, they were asked about how 

frequently they would access Facebook in a typical day. The subjects were then asked to indicate 
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in a ‘Yes/No’ answer format, whether or not they used Facebook for conduction purchase related 

information search. And those who said yes, were asked to select their primary source of brand-

related information on Facebook, namely: brand’s official Facebook page, brand’s sponsored ad 

in their timeline or a post published by a friend about the brand on his newsfeed.  

The present study involved a pilot test with 69 undergraduate students from a major 

Southeaster USA university to gauge the appropriateness of the stimuli, the manipulation, and 

the questionnaire in terms of wording of each question, order of questions and the overall layout. 

The pilot test was identical to the main research survey. It was performed to ensure that 

participants were able to easily understand the stimuli and the questions in the survey. The 

results of the pilot test were satisfactory and no modifications were required in the survey before 

the main data collection was conducted. Thus, the pilot test helped in validating the instrument. 

 

2.6 Measurement 

 

To represent better analysis of the influence of independent variables on dependent 

variables as provided in the previous literature, the present research adopted the items and scales 

of measurement from a number of sources. The questions might have been modified as per the 

objective of the present study but the scales of measurement remained intact for each construct. 

Source of brand-related content was an independent variable for this study. There were two 

sources of brand-related content for the present study: UGB Facebook post and brand generated 

ad (post). The participants who were randomly assigned to the UGB condition were asked to 

imagine that the brand-related Facebook post they were exposed to was created by a friend who 

had recently had an experience with the brand. On the other hand, the subjects who were 

randomly exposed to the brand-generated advertising post were informed that it was created by 

the brand directly and published on its official Facebook page. 

 

2.6.1 Perceived Credibility 

 
Borrowing from Mir and Rehman’s research (2013), perceived credibility (PC) of the 

Facebook post was measured using the items from Chi’s study (2011). The Cronbach’s alpha for 

the measure in the current study is 0.75. Using a 7-point scale (anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ 

as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7), the five items to measure PC were: unbiased (“The advertising 

content is unbiased”), dependable (“The advertising content is dependable”), honest (“The 
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advertising content is honest”), reliable (“The advertising content is reliable”), and truthful (“The 

advertising content is truthful”). 

 

2.6.2 Perceived Usefulness 
 

The items for perceived usefulness (PU) of the Facebook post were also adapted from 

Chi’s research (2011) as shown in Mir and Rehman’s paper (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

measure in the current study is 0.81. Using a 7-point scale (anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 

and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7), there were six items to measure PU in this study, namely: good 

(“The advertising content is good”), valuable (“The advertising content is valuable”), convenient 

(“The advertising content is a convenient source of information about brand”), useful (“The 

advertising content is useful”), relevant (“The advertising content is relevant”) and accessible 

(“The advertising content makes information about brand immediately accessible”). 

 

2.6.3 Perceived Homophily 

 

The items for perceived homophily (PH) of the Facebook post were adapted from Wu’s 

research (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in the current study is 0.79. Wu used a 5-

point scale in her original study. However, the present study used a 7-point scale (anchored by 

‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7) to bring standardization in the overall 

statistical analysis of the results. The items included in this study to measure PH were: same 

interest (“I tend to agree more with an advertising created by people who have the same interest 

as I have.”), same consumption style (“I tend to agree more with an advertising created by people 

who use the same brands as I do.”), same age group (“I tend to agree more with an advertising 

created by people who are in my age group.”) and same gender (“I tend to agree more with an 

advertising created by people who are in my age group.”). 

 

2.6.4 Perceived Expertise 

 

The perceived expertise (PE) variable items of the Facebook post for the present study 

were also taken from Wu’s research (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in the current 

study is 0.72. Wu used a 5-point scale in her original study. However, the present study used a 7-

point scale (anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7) to bring 

standardization in the overall statistical analysis of the results. The items to measure PE 
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included: helpfulness of Facebook post where brand-related content was accessed (“I believe that 

the advertisement provides helpful information about the brand.”), knowledge involved in the 

Facebook post (“I believe that the advertising content represents the creator’s knowledge in 

evaluating the brand.”), length of registration of the Facebook post provider (“I believe the 

longer the ad creator has been Facebook, the more experience he has in publishing brand-related 

ad.”), usefulness by others about the Facebook post (“I rely on advertising content which other 

consumers like me believe to be useful.”). 

 

2.6.5 Perceived Trustworthiness 

 

Perceived trustworthiness (PT) of the Facebook post was measured in this study 

borrowing items from Wu’s study (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha in the current study is 0.75. Wu 

used a 5-point scale in her original study. However, the present study used a 7-point scale 

(anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7) to bring standardization in the 

overall statistical analysis of the results. The present study involved four items to study PT, 

which were: actual verification of brand in the Facebook post (“I believe the advertising content 

verifies the actual values that the brand claims to offer.”), first person pronouns used in the 

Facebook post content (“I believe the use of first person pronouns in the ad content represents 

the creator’s actual experience.”), honesty in information about brand in the Facebook post (“I 

believe the creator of the advertisement provides honest information about experience with 

brand.”), and length of content in the Facebook post (“I believe the length of advertisement 

demonstrates the degree of the creator’s effort.”). 

 

2.6.6 Perceived Objectivity 
 

The items to measure perceived objectivity (PO) of UGB were also borrowed from Wu’s 

research (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in the current study is 0.71. Wu used a 5-

point scale in her original study. However, the present study used a 7-point scale (anchored by 

‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7) to bring standardization in the overall 

statistical analysis of the results. The two items included in this study for studying PO were: 

emotions of the Facebook post creator (“I believe the emotions of the creator as shown in the 

advertisement affects how I perceive it.”) and effect of unusual event (“I believe unusual events 

(e.g., natural disaster) can affect how I perceive the advertisement.”). 
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2.6.7 Perceived Informativeness 

 

For measuring perceived informativeness (PInfo) of the Facebook post, borrowing from 

Taylor et al.’s study (2011), the items were adapted from Ducoffe (1996) and Cheng et al. 

(2015). The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in the current study is 0.87. Using a 7-point scale 

(anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7), the items included to measure 

PInfo were: valuable (“I believe the advertisement is a valuable source of information about the 

brand.”), convenient (“I believe the advertisement is a convenience source of information about 

the brand.”) and up-to-date (“I believe the advertisement keeps me up to date about the brand.”). 

 

2.6.8 Perceived Quality 
 

Borrowing from Noone & McGuire’s paper (2014), this study used four items to measure 

perceived quality (PQ) of the Facebook post (Erevelles, Roy, & Yip, 2001). The Cronbach’s 

alpha for the measure in the current study is 0.95. The 7-point scale (anchored by ‘Very 

Unfavorable’ as 1 and ‘Very favorable’ as 7) was used to measure the first two items of PQ, 

which included: overall impression of the brand in the Facebook post (“What is your overall 

impression of this advertisement?”), favorability toward the brand in the Facebook post (“How 

favorable are your feelings toward the brand after watching this advertisement?”). A separate 7-

point scale (anchored by ‘Much Worse’ as 1 and ‘Much Better’ as 7) had been used to measure 

the third item to measure PQ: likely quality of the brand in the Facebook post (“Compared with 

other brands you may know, what is the likely quality of this brand after seeing the 

advertisement?”). The fourth item was measured using a different 7-point scale (anchored by 

‘Very Bad’ as 1 and ‘Very Good’ as 7), which was overall quality rating of the brand in the 

Facebook post (“How would you rate the overall quality of the brand after seeing the 

advertisement?”). 

 

2.6.9 Perceived Risk 
 

To measure perceived risk (PR) of the Facebook post, the items were borrowed from 

Wu’s study (2013). The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in the current study is 0.78. Using a 7-

point scale (anchored by ‘Strongly Disagree’ as 1 and ‘Strongly Agree’ as 7), the items of PR 

were: confidence in the brand in UGB (“Seeing this advertisement increases my confidence in 
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the brand.”), uncertainty reduction (“Seeing this advertisement helped in reducing my 

uncertainty about the brand.”), and unpleasant experience reduction (“Seeing this advertisement 

helped in decreasing my concern about unpleasant experience that may happen when I choose 

the brand.”). 

 

2.6.10 Attitude toward the Ad (Post) 

 

The present study used items from Mackenzie and Lutz (1989) to measure Attitude 

toward the ad (post). To bring standardization in statistical analysis, the scales were reversed in 

the present study. The three-item semantic differential scales were: good (1)/bad (7), pleasant 

(1)/unpleasant (7) and favorable (1)/unfavorable (7). The Cronbach’s alpha for the present study 

is 0.96. 

 

2.6.11 Attitude toward the Brand 

 

The pool of items for measuring attitude toward the brand were adapted from Spears & 

Singh (2004). The Cronbach’s alpha in the current study is 0.94. The 7-point semantic 

differential scale was used to measure the attitude toward the brand. The present study used the 

reverse scale from the original study to bring standardization in the statistical analysis. The items 

included: unappealing (1)/appealing (7), bad (1)/good (7), unpleasant (1)/pleasant (7), 

unfavorable (1)/favorable (7) and unlikable (1)/likable (7). 

 

2.6.12 Purchase Intention 

 

The present study used Spears & Singh’s research (2004) to obtain the items for 

measuring purchase intention (PI). The Cronbach’s alpha in the current study is 0.97. The 7-

point semantic differential scale was used to measure PI. However, the present study used the 

reverse scale from that used in Spears & Singh’s study in order to bring standardization in the 

statistical analysis. The five items included: never (1)/definitely (7), definitely do not intend to 

buy (1) /definitely intend to buy (7), very low purchase interest (1) /high purchase interest (7), 

definitely not buy it (1) /definitely buy it (7) and probably not buy it (1) /probably buy it (7). 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 
3.1 Introduction 

 
For the present research, the descriptive analyses were conducted to identify the sample’s 

demographic profile. The descriptive statistics also provided useful insights into the Internet and 

Facebook usage patterns of the participants, as part of their overall purchase behavior. 

Independent samples t-test as well as covariance analyses were performed to examine the 

relationship among variables as posited in the research hypotheses. For this research, the level of 

statistical significance of the test of all hypotheses was set at .05 level (p < .05, one-tailed). 

 

3.2 Descriptive Statistics 

 

The summary of the demographic characteristics of the research sample is shown in 

Table 1. A total of 669 undergraduate students participated in this research from a large 

university located in the southeastern region of the United States. Subjects were recruited from 

different classes which offered extra credit for participation. In order to increase the validity of 

the research survey responses by removing spurious within-group variability and lower 

reliability (Clark, Gironda, & Young, 2003; Meade & Craig, 2011), three dummy questions were 

added in different sections of the online survey questionnaire to check whether the subjects were 

paying full attention while answering the questions. The first dummy question for identifying the 

inattentive responses required the subjects to select ‘Neither Agree Nor Disagree’ as the answer. 

Results indicated that 91.10% of subjects (n = 609) answered this question correctly. So, the 

remaining 8.90% (n = 60) of respondents who did not pay full attention to this question were 

removed from the sample. The second dummy question for checking the careless responses 

required the subjects to select ‘Somewhat Agree’ as the answer. While 88.80% (n = 541) of the 

participants followed the instructions properly in choosing the answer, the other 11.22% (n = 68) 

of them were removed. And, the third and final dummy question required the subjects to choose 

‘Acceptable’ as the answer. Two more subjects were removed after this question as they failed to 

select the right answer. Hence, after removing inattentive, inconsistent and duplicate responses 

as well as missing values, the final sample size for this research was reduced to 539. Using the 
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randomizer function in the Qualtrics online survey tool, 261 subjects (48.40%) were randomly 

assigned to brand generated Facebook post condition and 278 subjects (51.60%) were randomly 

assigned to user generated brand-related Facebook post condition. Among the sample, 47.10% 

preferred user generated Facebook posts, whereas 52.90% preferred branded ad post. Also, 

43.30% of subjects would use a friend’s post as a source of brand-related content; 36.80% would 

go to a brand’s Facebook page; and 19.90% would see brand’s sponsored ads.  

The age of subjects ranged between 18 to 37 years, with an average age of 21 years. 

Regarding gender, 54.50% (n = 293) of the subjects were females, 45% (n = 243) were males 

and the remaining 0.50% (n = 3) indicated the ‘Other’ gender category. The participation pool 

consisted of 392 Whites/Caucasians (72.70%), 89 Hispanics/Latino(a)s (16.50%), 33 

Blacks/African Americans (6.10%), nine Asians/Pacific Islanders (1.70%), four Native 

Americans/American Indians (0.70%) and 12 ‘Other’ races (2.20%). Those who selected ‘Other’ 

included one Arab, one Caribbean, five mixed races.  

 

 

Table 1 

 

Demographic Characteristics of the Research Subjects 

 

 Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Total 539 100.00 

Gender 

Female 293 54.50 

Male 243 45.00 

‘Other’ 3 0.50 

Race/Ethnicity 

Whites/Caucasians 392 72.70 

Hispanics/Latino(a)s 89 16.50 

Blacks/African Americans 33 6.10 

Asians/Pacifica Islanders 9 1.70 

Native Americans/American Indians 4 0.70 

‘Other’ 12 2.20 
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Table 1 - Continued 

 

Age 

Mean 20.46 - 

Standard Deviation 1.942 - 

Median 20 - 

Mode 20 - 

Range 18 to 37 Years - 

Experimental Condition   

User Generated Post 261 51.60 

Brand Generated Post 278 48.40 

 

 

This research also helped in identifying the Internet usage patterns of the participants. 

More specifically, it offered insights into how subjects used Facebook as part of their purchase 

decision making process. Among the sample, 69.80% of the research participants described their 

daily Internet access to be medium to heavy (between 2 to 6 hours per day); 19.70% indicated 

that they would spend more than 6 hours on the Internet daily; and 10.50% said that they would 

spend less than 2 hours a day surfing the Internet. When asked about how much time on an 

average they would spend on Facebook every day, 73.60% answered 2 hours or under; 24.90% 

of participants indicated that they would access Facebook for 2 to 6 hours daily; and only 1.50% 

admitted that they were heavy Facebook users spending over 6 hours on the social media website 

in a typical day. Regarding purchasing, 41.70% of subjects would use Facebook as part of the 

process to make an informed purchase related decision, such as searching for information about 

products or brands they are interested in. Of those who said ‘yes’ for using Facebook as part of 

their pre-purchase decision making process, a clear majority (43.30%) relied on their friend’s 

posts in which the brand was tagged or mentioned; 36.80% would visit a brand’s official 

Facebook page to avail the specific details; and 19.90% would look at and click on the sponsored 

posts (ads) by the brand in their Facebook newsfeed/timeline or the right-hand-side part of their 

Facebook timeline if they would access it only from their desktops. This is because the right-

hand-side ads only appear to the desktop users of Facebook. 
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Table 2 

 

Respondents’ Internet and Facebook Usage Patterns (n=539) 
 

 Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

How many hours in a typical day do you actively access the 

Internet? 

  

Less than 1 hour 5 0.90 

1-2 hours 52 9.60 

2-4 hours 187 34.70 

4-6 hours 189 35.10 

6+ hours 106 19.70 

How many hours in a typical day do you actively access 

Facebook? 

  

Less than 1 hour 191 35.40 

1-2 hours 206 38.20 

2-4 hours 104 19.30 

4-6 hours 30 5.60 

6+ hours 8 1.50 

Do you use Facebook to help you make certain purchasing 

decisions? 

  

Yes 171 31.70% 

No 368 68.30% 

If you said "Yes" to the above question, which of these three 

types of Facebook posts do you use: 

  

Brand’s official Facebook page 63 36.80 

Sponsored post by the Brand in your Facebook 

newsfeed/timeline 

34 19.90 

Your friend’s post in which the brand is tagged or mentioned 74 43.30 
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3.3 Hypothesis Test 
 

The following section presents a summary of findings related to testing of the proposed 

hypotheses: 

 

3.3.1 H1: Perceived Credibility and UGB 

 

Hypothesis 1 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly higher perceived credibility of the post than the brand generated post. The 

independent samples t-test showed that there was not a significant difference in the scores of the 

user generated brand-related post condition (M = 3.84; SD = .94) and the brand generated post 

condition (M = 3.91; SD = .92); t(537) = -.881, p = .190. Also, the test represented a small-sized 

effect, r = .038 (Cohen, 1988). Hence, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

Table 3 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Credibility by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Credibility 
3.84 .94 278  3.91 .92 261 -.228,.087 -.881 537 

 

 

3.3.2 H2: Perceived Usefulness and UGB 

 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in significantly higher perceived usefulness of the post than the brand generated post. 

As predicted, the independent samples t-test indicated that there was a significant difference in 

the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.54; SD = .95) and the brand 

generated post condition (M = 4.73; SD = .95); t(537) = -2.333, p < .05. However, because the 

mean score for brand generated post was greater than that of user generated post (opposite of the 

stated hypothesis), this hypothesis was not supported. 
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Table 4 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Usefulness by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Usefulness 
4.54 .95 278  4.73 .95 261 -.353,-.030 

-

2.333* 
537 

* p < .05. 

 

 

3.3.3 H3: Perceived Homophily and UGB 

 

Hypothesis 3 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly higher perceived homophily toward ad creator than the brand generated 

Facebook post. As predicted, the independent samples t-test indicated that there was a significant 

difference in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.94; SD = .88) 

and the brand generated post condition (M = 4.78; SD = .94); t(537) = 2.064, p < .05. Therefore, 

this hypothesis was supported. 

 

 

Table 5 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Homophily by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Homophily 
4.94 .882 278  4.78 .94 261 .008,.316 2.064* 537 

* p < .05. 
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3.3.4 H4: Perceived Expertise and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 4 stated that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly higher perceived expertise of the creator of the post than the brand 

generated Facebook post. As predicted, the independent samples t-test showed that there was a 

significant difference in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.17; 

SD = .97) and the brand generated post condition (M = 4.40; SD = .95); t(537) = -2.682, p < .05. 

However, because the mean score for brand generated post was greater than that of user 

generated post, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

Table 6 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Expertise by Source of Ad Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Expertise 
4.17 .97 278  4.40 .95 261 -.383,-.059 

-

2.682** 
537 

** p < .01. 

 

 

3.3.5 H5: Perceived Trustworthiness and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in significantly higher perceived trustworthiness of the creator of the post than the 

brand generated Facebook post. The independent samples t-test showed that there was not a 

significant difference in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.20; 

SD = 1.03) and the brand generated post condition (M = 4.10; SD = 1.03); t(537) = 1.133, p = 

.129. Also, the test represented a small-sized effect, r = .049 (Cohen, 1988). Hence, this 

hypothesis was not supported. 
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Table 7 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Trustworthiness by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Trustworthiness 
4.20 1.03 278  4.10 1.03 261 -.074,.274 1.133 537 

 

 

3.3.6 H6: Perceived Objectivity and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 6 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly higher perceived objectivity of the creator of the post than the brand 

generated post. As predicted, the independent samples t-test showed that there was a significant 

difference in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.47; SD = 1.08) 

and the brand generated post condition (M = 4.23; SD = 1.19); t(537) = 2.443, p < .05. 

Therefore, this hypothesis was supported. 

 

 

Table 8 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Objectivity by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Objectivity 
4.47 1.08 278  4.23 1.19 261 .047,.432 2.443** 537 

** p < .01. 
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3.3.7 H7: Perceived Informativeness and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 7 predicted that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in significantly higher perceived informativeness of the creator of the post than the 

brand generated post. The independent samples t-test suggested that there was a significant 

difference in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.31; SD = 1.10) 

and the brand generated post condition (M = 4.73; SD = 1.00); t(537) = -4.684, p < .05. 

However, because the mean score for brand generated post was greater than that of user 

generated post, this hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

Table 9 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Informativeness by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Informativeness 
4.31 1.10 278  4.73 1.00 261 -.603,-.248 

-

4.684*** 
537 

*** p < .001. 

 

 

3.3.8 H8: Perceived Quality and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 8 stated that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly higher perceived quality of the post than the brand generated post. As 

suggested by the results of the independent samples t-test, there was not a significant difference 

in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.19; SD = .86) and the 

brand generated post condition (M = 4.18; SD = .92); t(537) = .030, p = .488. Also, the test 

represented a small-sized effect, r = .001 (Cohen, 1988). Hence, this hypothesis was not 

supported. 

 

 



55 

Table 10 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Quality by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived 

Quality 
4.19 .86 278  4.18 .92 261 -.148,-.153 .030 537 

 

 

3.3.9 H9: Perceived Risk and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 9 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post will 

result in significantly lower perceiver purchasing risk associated with the post than the brand 

generated post. The independent samples t-test showed that there was not a significant difference 

in the scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.04; SD = 1.08) and the 

brand generated post condition (M = 3.95; SD = 1.07); t(537) = .883, p = .189. Also, the test 

represented a small-sized effect, r = .038 (Cohen, 1988). Hence, this hypothesis was not 

supported. 

 

 

Table 11 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Perceived Risk by Source of Ad (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Perceived Risk 4.04 1.08 278  3.95 1.07 261 -.101,.264 .883 537 
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3.3.10 H10: Overall Perceptions and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 10 predicted that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in a significantly more positive overall perception of the post than the brand generated 

post. According to the independent samples t-test, there was not a significant difference in the 

scores of the user generated brand-related post condition (M = 4.30; SD = .71) and the brand 

generated post condition (M = 4.33; SD = .68); t(537) = -.599, p = .275. Also, the test 

represented a small-sized effect, r = .026 (Cohen, 1988). Hence, this hypothesis was not 

supported. 

 

 

Table 12 

 

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Overall Perception by Source of Ad  (Post) 

 

 Source of Ad (Post) 95% CI for 

Mean 

Difference 

  

 User Generated Post  
Brand Generated 

Post 
  

 M SD n  M SD n t df 

Overall 

Perception 
4.30 .71 278  4.33 .68 261 -.153,.082 -.599 537 

 

 

3.3.11 H11: Attitude toward the Ad (Post) and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 11 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in a significantly higher attitude toward the ad (post) than the brand generated post 

when controlling for overall ad perception. ANCOVA results showed that the covariate, overall 

ad perception, was significantly related to attitude toward the ad (post), F(1, 536) = 490.023, p < 

.05, r = .69. However, there was not a significant effect of exposure to the user generated brand-

related Facebook post and the brand-generated post on attitude toward the ad (post) after 

controlling for the effect of overall ad perception, F(1, 53) = .429, p = .148, η2 = .001. Planned 

contrasts revealed that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post did not result 

in higher attitude toward the ad (post) than the brand generated post, p = .513, 95% CI(-

.200,.100). This hypothesis was not supported. 
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Table 13 

 

ANCOVA Results and Descriptive Statistics for Attitude toward the Ad (Post) by Source of Ad 

(Post) and Overall Perception 

 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

Attitude toward the Ad (Post) 

 Observed Mean Adjusted Mean SD n 

User Generated 

Post 

4.472 4.494a 1.297 278 

Brand Generated 

Post 

4.466 4.444a 1.137 261 

Source SS df MS F 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

1.377 1 1.377 1.766 

Overall 

Perception 

376.553 1 376.553 482.716*** 

Error 417.338 535 .780  

Note. R2 = .480, Adj. R2 = .477, adjustment based on Overall Perception mean = 4.315 (SD = 

.692). Homogeneity of regression tested and not significant: F = .386, p = .535. Overall 

Perception regression coefficient = 1.220***. 

*** p < .001 

 

 

Table 14 

 

Multiple Comparisons and Mean Differences in Attitude toward the Ad (Post) by  Source of Ad 

Post Controlling for Overall Perception 

 

Comparison Mean Difference s.e. Bonferroni Adjusted 

95% CI 

User Generated Post 

vs. Brand Generated 

Post 

.050 .076 -.100, .200 

Note. Comparisons based upon ANCOVA adjusted means controlling for Overall Perception 
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Table 14 – Continued 

 

mean of 4.315. 

 

p = .513, where p-values are adjusted using the Bonferroni method. 

 

 

3.3.12 H12: Attitude toward the Brand and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 12 predicted that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in a significantly higher attitude toward the brand than the brand generated post when 

controlling for overall ad perception and attitude toward the ad. ANCOVA results indicated that 

the covariate, overall ad perception, was significantly related to attitude toward the brand, F(1, 

535) = 18.422, p < .05, r = .18. Similarly, the covariate, attitude toward the ad, was significantly 

related to attitude toward the brand, F(1, 535) = 516.991, p < .05, r = .70. However, there was 

not a significant effect of exposure to user generated brand-related Facebook post and brand-

generated post on attitude toward the brand after controlling for the effect of overall ad 

perception and attitude toward the ad, F(1, 535) = 1.284, p = .258, η2 = .002. Planned contrasts 

revealed that exposure to user generated brand-related Facebook post did not result in higher 

attitude toward the brand than brand generated post, p = .258, 95% CI(-.175,.047). This 

hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

Table 15 

 

ANCOVA Results and Descriptive Statistics for Attitude toward the Brand by Source of Ad 

(Post), Overall Perception and Attitude toward the Ad (Post) 

 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

Attitude toward the Brand 

 Observed Mean Adjusted Mean SD n 

User Generated 

Post 

4.422 4.424a 1.216 278 

Brand Generated 

Post 

4.363 4.360a 1.192 261 
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Table 15 – Continued 

 

Source SS df MS F 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

.550 1 .550 1.284 

Overall 

Perception 

7.887 1 7.887 18.422*** 

Attitude toward 

the Ad (Post) 

221.336 1 221.336 516.991*** 

Error 229.046 535 .428  

Note. R2 = .706, Adj. R2 = .704, adjustment based on Overall Perception mean = 4.315 (SD = 

.692) and Attitude toward the Ad (Post) mean = 4.469 (SD = 1.221). Homogeneity of regression 

tested and not significant: F = 3.369, p = .067. Overall Perception regression coefficient = 

.242*** and Attitude toward the Ad (Post) regression coefficient = .727***. 

*** p < .001 

 

 

Table 16 

 

Multiple Comparisons and Mean Differences in Attitude toward the Brand by Source of Ad 

(Post) Controlling for Overall Perception and Attitude toward the Ad (Post) 

 

Comparison Mean Difference s.e. Bonferroni Adjusted 

95% CI 

User Generated Post 

vs. Brand Generated 

Post 

.064 .056 -.047, .175 

Note. Comparisons based upon ANCOVA adjusted means controlling for Overall Perception 

mean of 4.315 and Attitude toward the Ad (Post) mean of 4.469. 

p = .258, where p-values are adjusted using the Bonferroni method. 
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3.3.13 H13: Purchase Intention and UGB 
 

Hypothesis 13 posited that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook post 

will result in a significantly greater purchasing intention than the brand generated post when 

controlling for overall ad perception, attitude toward the ad, and attitude toward the brand. 

ANCOVA results indicated that the covariate, overall ad perception, was significantly related to 

purchase intention, F(1, 534) = 4.376, p < .05, r = .09. The covariate, attitude toward the ad, was 

not significantly related to purchase intention, F(1, 534) = .556, p = .456, r = .03. The covariate, 

attitude toward the brand, was significantly related to purchase intention, F(1, 534) = 45.297, p < 

.05, r = .89. However, there was not a significant effect of exposure to user generated brand-

related Facebook post and brand-generated post on purchase intention after controlling for the 

effect of overall ad perception, attitude toward the ad and attitude toward the brand, F(1, 534) = 

.930, p = .335, η2 = .002. Planned contrasts revealed that exposure to user generated brand-

related Facebook post did not result in greater purchase intention than brand generated post, p = 

.335, 95% CI(-.293,.100). This hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

Table 17 

 

ANCOVA Results and Descriptive Statistics for Purchase Intention by Source of Ad (Post), 

Overall Perception, Attitude toward the Ad (Post) and Attitude toward the Brand 

 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

Purchase Intention 

 Observed Mean Adjusted Mean SD n 

User Generated 

Post 

2.930 2.919a 1.395 278 

Brand Generated 

Post 

2.810 2.822a 1.405 261 

Source SS df MS F 

Source of Ad 

(Post) 

1.252 1 1.252 .930 

Overall 

Perception 

5.890 1 5.890 4.376** 
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Table 17 - Continued 

 

Source SS df MS F 

Attitude toward  .748 1 .748 .556 

the Ad (Post) 

 

Attitude toward 

the Brand 

60.969 1 60.969 45.297** 

Error 718.749 535 1.346  

Note. R2 = .318, Adj. R2 = .313, adjustment based on Overall Perception mean = 4.315 (SD = 

.692), Attitude toward the Ad (Post) mean = 4.469 (SD = 1.221) and Attitude toward the Brand 

mean = 4.393 (SD = 1.203). Homogeneity of regression tested and not significant: F = .655, p > 

.05. Overall Perception regression coefficient = .213**, Attitude toward the Ad (Post) regression 

coefficient = .059, and Attitude toward the Brand = .516**. 

** p < .01 

 

 

Table 18 

 

Multiple Comparisons and Mean Differences in Purchase Intention by Source of As (Post) 

Controlling for Overall Perception, Attitude toward the Ad (Post), and Attitude toward the Brand 

 

Comparison Mean Difference s.e. Bonferroni Adjusted 

95% CI 

User Generated Post 

vs. Brand Generated 

Post 

.097 .100 -.100, .293 

Note. Comparisons based upon ANCOVA adjusted means controlling for Overall Perception 

mean of 4.315, Attitude toward the Ad (Post) mean of 4.469, and Attitude toward the Brand 

mean of 4.393. 

p = .335, where p-values are adjusted using the Bonferroni method. 

 

 

To better understand the overall findings of the present research, here is the summary of findings 

of all the proposed hypotheses: 
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Table 19 

 

Summary of Hypotheses Test Results 

 

Research Hypotheses Results 

H1: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived credibility of the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H2: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived usefulness of the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H3: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived homophily toward ad (post) creator than a brand generated ad. 

Supported 

H4: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived expertise of the ad (post) creator than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H5: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived trustworthiness of the ad (post) creator than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H6: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived objectivity of the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Supported 

H7: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived informativeness of the ad (post) creator than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H8: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

perceived quality of the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H9: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly lower 

perceived risk associated with the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H10: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly more 

positive overall perception of the ad (post) than a brand generated ad. 

Not Supported 

H11: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

attitude toward the ad (post) than a brand generated ad when controlling for 

overall ad perception. 

Not Supported 

H12: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly higher 

attitude toward the brand than a brand generated ad when controlling for 

overall ad perception and attitude toward the ad (post). 

Not Supported 
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Table 19 - Continued 

 

H13: Exposure to a user generated ad (post) will result in significantly 

higher purchase intention than a brand generated ad when controlling for 

overall ad perception, attitude toward the ad (post) and attitude toward the 

brand. 

Not Supported 

 

3.4 Discussion 

 

The main purpose of the present study was to investigate how UGB posts on Facebook 

influenced consumers’ perceptions, attitudes, and purchase intentions as compared to brand 

generated Facebook ads. The underlying question about whether consumers preferred UGB 

information or brand-sponsored ads on Facebook when making purchasing decisions effectively 

guided the whole research, analysis and interpretation of findings. The outcomes of this research 

provided many notable insights into whether and how consumers use brand-related information 

provided by other users on Facebook for making purchase decisions.  

Based on the responses of the research participants, it was clear that users preferred 

receiving brand-related information on Facebook originating from both types of sources: 47.10% 

of subjects preferred user-generated ads (posts), whereas 52.90% preferred brand-sponsored 

posts. Of those who said that they would search for brand-related information on Facebook, they 

mostly relied on their friends’ posts. In other words, consumers would depend upon UGB (or 

eWoM) from their Facebook friends in order to attain experience-driven information about 

products, which would otherwise be difficult to find in brand originated Facebook ads (Bei, 

Chen, & Widdows, 2004; Harrison-Walker, 2001). The findings also indicated that consumers 

would visit a brand’s official Facebook page when they needed information about a product 

before committing themselves to buy it. This was in line with the previous literature that 

consumers ‘liked’ and ‘followed’ a brand’s Facebook page voluntarily when they actively 

searched for brand-related information (Adjei et al., 2010; Berger, Draganska, & Simonson, 

2007; Lake, 2011). The least preferred way of getting information was to click on brand-

sponsored ads in their Facebook timeline. Two possible causes for this could be found in the 

previous studies: a) They thought that such sponsored posts in their newsfeed would intrude their 

overall experience on Facebook (Adjei et al., 2010); or b) They were more sceptical about the 
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brand or product when they were explicitly made aware of the brand’s promotional message via 

sponsored Facebook ads (Wei, Fischer, & Main, 2008). However, as was evident in the findings 

of the current study, consumers sought brand-related information from other consumers of the 

brand on Facebook, not necessarily only their friends, as recommendations or suggestions from 

previous experiences with the brand (Adjei et al., 2010; Cheung, Luo, Sia, & Chen, 2009; Goh, 

Heng, & Lin, 2013). Only a few years ago this scenario was completely different as most 

consumers based their purchase decisions on what brands would tell them via advertisements 

(Dellarocas et al., 2007; Stephen & Galak, 2012).  

The present study examined various criteria consumers would use when judging the 

relevance of brand-related information, both from the brand and from other consumers on 

Facebook, as part of their purchase decision making process.  

Hypothesis 1 stated that consumer would have a higher perceived credibility of the ad 

(post) when they were exposed to the brand-related post generated by other consumer on 

Facebook as compared to the brand-generated Facebook ad. This hypothesis was not supported 

as the mean perceived credibility of both groups were not significantly different. The finding of 

the present research about association between user generated brand-related content and 

perceived credibility were contrary to the findings of Cheong and Morrison’s (2008) research 

wherein they established a positive effect of user generated content on the perceived credibility. 

However, Cheong and Morrison used Instagram for their study, whereas the present study 

measured subjects’ perceived credibility about Facebook ads (posts). These two social media 

platforms are different in nature, where Instagram primarily caters to visual content of the users, 

Facebook is a much more comprehensive website. Another difference between the two studies is 

that Cheong and Morrison used an offline questionnaire wherein they printed the actual 

Instagram posts, but the present study used an online Qualtrics survey tool which was closer to 

reality in terms of how users would see a brand-related post on Facebook. Cheong and Morrison 

had used real-life Instagram posts as research stimuli, whereas the present study used a 

hypothetical scenario with a dummy brand specifically created for the purpose of this research. It 

might then be a reasonable assumption that perceived credibility was not a significant 

determining factor, meaning consumers found both brand generated and user generated posts to 

be credible. Another plausible assumption could be derived from Scale’s (2008) research 

outcomes wherein he established that consumers didn’t use Facebook as their primary source of 
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brand-related information online due to the limited frequency, relevance and quality of 

information retrieval. In simpler words, since consumers preferred Facebook as an alternative 

source of brand-related information, perceived credibility would have possibly been already 

activated during their primary information search on sources such as Google or the brand’s 

official website. And therefore, perhaps on Facebook perceived quality did not matter much to 

them in terms of the source of information.  

Hypothesis 2, wherein perceived usefulness was tested against the source of Facebook ad 

(post), posited that exposure to the user generated (ad) post would result in significantly higher 

perceived usefulness of the post. The results suggested that there was not a statistically 

significant difference between the mean perceived usefulness of both user generated and brand 

generated Facebook ad (post) conditions. So, this hypothesis was not supported. In this research, 

perceived usefulness of the Facebook ad (post) was associated with goodness, value, 

accessibility, time and relevance as per the previous literature (Chi, 2011; I. A. Mir & Rehman, 

2013; Racherla & Friske, 2012). The fact that participants did not differentiate between user 

generated post and brand generated post in terms of perceived usefulness was in line with 

McKnight & Kacmar’s (2007) study wherein they argued that consumers would rate the brand 

information from other users to be useful only if it brought substantially greater benefits that the 

brand generated post could not provide. It could be assumed then that on Facebook, consumers 

found the brand-related information provided by other users as well as the marketers to be 

equally prompt and easily accessible.  

Hypothesis 3 stated that when consumers were exposed to the user generated brand-

related ad (post), it would result in greater perceived homophily toward the ad (post) creator. 

This hypothesis was supported meaning that those who viewed the user generated post versus 

those who viewed the brand-generated post found the creator of the post to be more similar to 

themselves. In other words, the more homogenous they found the Facebook post to be, the 

stronger bond they could develop with the post creator. This reflected the findings of the existing 

literature which had also established that consumers would prefer brand-related information from 

other consumers than the brand itself as they could easily related to them (Aldrihc et al., 2003; J. 

J. Brown & Reingen, 1987; McPherson et al., 2001; Wu, 2013).  

Hypothesis 4 tested perceived expertise against the source of Facebook ad (post). It 

posited that an exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook ad (post) would elicit a 
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greater perceived expertise of the post creator than brand generated ad. The results of the present 

study indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between how participants 

judged perceived expertise of the consumer generated ad (post) versus brand generated ad. 

However, the findings were in the opposite direction of the proposed hypothesis, meaning that 

the mean perceived expertise of the brand generated ad was found to be significantly higher than 

the user generated post. Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. The results were contrary 

to the findings of (Crisci & Kassinove, 1973; Willemsen et al., 2011), wherein it was proposed 

that consumers would be more persuaded by brand-related information from other consumers 

than from the brand as they would believe that their peers would share their personal experiences 

of the brand with them. In simpler words, in terms of competence and qualification of brand-

related information on Facebook, consumers were seen to prefer brand content over content 

produced by other users. A possible assumption could be that when assessing the technical 

details about the brand, such as features, pricing, benefits, etc., while users would like to hear 

from other consumers, but they would prefer to receive information directly from the brand as it 

would increase their confidence in making the right purchasing decision.  

Hypothesis 5 stated that exposure to the user generated brand-related ad (post) on 

Facebook would result in significantly higher perceived trustworthiness than the brand created 

ad. The present research indicated that there was not a statistically significant difference between 

the mean scores of perceived trustworthiness of the post creator based on the source of the post. 

Hence, the hypothesis was not supported. The findings of this research contradicted with the 

previous study by Wu (2013), which suggested that consumers would see brand-related 

information from other users to be more truthful than branded ads. It would be fair to assume that 

while evaluating the brand-related information on Facebook, consumers did not differentiate 

between the user-generated versus the brand originated ad (post). They were not biased toward 

one particular source of the post when assessing the accuracy and truthfulness of brand-related 

content on Facebook.    

Hypothesis 6 posited that the user generated brand-related ad (post) on Facebook would 

elicit significantly greater perceived objectivity than the brand generated ad. This hypothesis was 

supported as the mean score of perceived objectivity was higher for the user generated post 

condition than the brand generated post condition. These findings were similar to Wu’s (2013) 

research, which had established a positive significant correlation association between brand-
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related information provided by other consumers and perceived objectivity of the information. A 

plausible interpretation could be that consumers on Facebook preferred to hear from other 

consumers about their experiences with the brand as such recommendations, reviews or 

feedbacks would not bear any commercial purpose behind them.    

Hypothesis 7, wherein perceived informativeness was tested against the source of 

Facebook ad (post), posited that exposure to the user generated (ad) post would result in 

significantly higher perceived informativeness of the post creator when compared to exposure to 

the brand generated post. As per the findings of the present research, the mean score of perceived 

informativeness of the brand generated ad was significantly greater than that of the user 

generated brand-related post. Thus, this hypothesis was not supported. These results were 

contrary to what previous literature had to suggest. Kottman (1977) and Taylor et al. (2011) had 

established in their respective research studies that brand-related information provided by other 

users was likely to be seen as more informative by the consumers, which was also evident in 

their results. A reasonable supposition from the present study’s results could be that consumers 

could not verify the accuracy of brand-related information shared by other users on Facebook. A 

brand’s official page would usually be verified by Facebook, meaning that Facebook would 

attest that the information was coming from the brand directly. On the other hand, there’s no way 

for users to verify the genuineness of information shared by other Facebook users. Considering 

that there are many fake user accounts on Facebook and also that reviews themselves could 

intend to be misleading out of personal grievance with the brand, it could result in reduced 

perceived informativeness of the source of content (Linwright, 2014; Tuttle, 2012).   

Hypothesis 8 stated that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook ad (post) 

would result in significantly higher perceived quality of the post than the brand generated ad. 

The results of the present research indicated that there was not a statistically significant 

difference in the perceived quality of the post, based on the source of post. Therefore, this 

hypothesis was not supported. This was not in accordance with the findings of Brucks et al.'s 

(2000) research, which had proposed that consumers paid a greater attention to the quality of 

brand-related information as provided by other consumers. The findings of the current study 

could be interpreted as: consumers on Facebook did not consider the user generated brand-

related ad (post) to be superior to branded ad (Noone & McGuire, 2014; Zeithaml, 1988). In 

other words, because consumers saw Facebook as a secondary or alternative source of 
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information about the brand, they would not attempt to differentiate between user- and brand-

generated content as long as their information need was satisfied.  

Hypothesis 9 posited that those who were exposed to the user generated brand-related 

Facebook post condition, would feel significantly lesser perceived risk about making a purchase 

decision than those in the brand-generated ad condition. The outcomes of the present study 

indicated that there was not a statistically significant difference in the perceived risk mean score 

of user generated post versus branded ad on Facebook. Therefore, this hypothesis was not 

supported. This was contrary to Dawling & Staelin’s (1994) research findings that suggested that 

consumers would seek information about brand from their peers as they saw it as reducing the 

risk of unpleasant consequences associated with buying an item. Once again, a plausible 

assumption could be that because consumers did not come to Facebook to carry out brand-related 

information search, they would usually not associate any type of risk with the content they came 

across, regardless of the source of content. In other words, consumers were not biased toward 

either the brand or other consumers, while assessing the potential risk associated with brand-

related post on Facebook.  

Hypothesis 10 tested the effect of source of Facebook (ad) post on participants’ overall 

perception of the ad. This hypothesis was not supported by the findings of the present research as 

there was not a statistically significant difference in the overall perception mean scores of the 

user generated Facebook ad (post) and brand generated ad. Thus, the present study did not 

support the findings of the previous literature, which posited that consumers’ overall perception 

about the brand were affected by the source of brand-related information (MacKenzie et al., 

1986). In other words, when on Facebook, whether consumers are exposed to brand-related posts 

by their peers or by the marketers themselves it did not influence how they perceived the brand, 

as part of their purchase decision making process.  

Hypothesis 11 stated that exposure to the user generated brand-related Facebook ad (post) 

would have a significantly greater impact on consumers’ attitude toward the ad (post) than the 

brand generated ad. While testing this association, the present research controlled for the effect 

of overall perceptions of the ad. Based on the analysis of the participants’ responses, it was found 

that consumers’ perceptions of the ad had a direct and significant impact on their attitude toward 

the ad depending upon whether they were exposed to the user generated ad or the brand 

generated ad. However, when controlling for overall perceptions, the source of ad did not have a 
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statistically significant impact on consumers’ attitude toward the ad. So, this hypothesis was not 

supported. To put these findings in simpler terms, when exposed to the user generated brand-

related Facebook ad (post), the higher the consumers’ overall perception of the ad, the higher 

their attitude toward the ad would be. However, when overall perception of the ad was controlled 

for, the user generated post did not elicit a greater attitude toward the brand than the branded ad. 

This was in contrast with the existing literature which had established that consumers were likely 

to form a more positive attitude toward the posts of other Facebook users about brand than the 

marketer’s post (Mir & Rehman, 2013; Spears & Singh, 2004). Based on the low mean scores of 

both user generated post and branded generated post conditions, it could be said that users did 

not attempt to differentiate between the two sources of brand-related information to form an 

attitude toward the information, in terms of its usefulness and goodness in the overall purchase 

decision making process.  

Hypothesis 12 tested the association between the user generated brand-related Facebook 

ad (post) and attitude toward the brand, while controlling for both overall perception of the ad 

and attitude toward the ad. The findings of the present study offered some interesting insights in 

this direction. It was seen that the mean scores of overall perceptions and attitude toward the ad 

in the user generated Facebook ad (post) condition were significantly higher than those of the 

brand generated ad condition. Thus, the higher the consumers overall perception of the ad, the 

higher attitude they were likely to form toward the brand. Likewise, the higher attitude toward 

the ad led to the higher attitude toward the brand. However, when the effects of overall 

perception and attitude toward the ad were controlled for, the user generated post did not elicit a 

significantly higher attitude toward the brand than the brand generated ad on Facebook. 

Therefore, this hypothesis could not be supported. These findings were contrary to what Mir & 

Rehman (2013) found in their research. They posited that when consumers had a positive attitude 

toward user generated brand-related content, they were likely to form a positive attitude toward 

the brand itself. However, they carried out their research using YouTube as a platform, whereas 

the present study focused on Facebook. So, the differences in the findings of these two studies 

could be reasonable as YouTube would be preferred more by consumers as part of their purchase 

decision making process than Facebook, considering the increasing penetration of video content 

into consumers’ overall online experiences (Jefferson, 2015). What was particularly interesting 

about the present research was that even though it used a dummy brand for the experimental 
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purpose and as the result the brand enjoyed no familiarity among the participants, the outcome 

suggested that users preferred the post from the brand than from other Facebook user, while 

forming an overall attitude toward the brand. This finding could lead to a plausible assumption 

that when searching for brand-related information on Facebook as part of the buying process, 

consumers would still prefer to hear what the brand had to say about the product over what their 

peers said, especially when considering buying a lesser known brand.  

The final hypothesis stated that when consumers were exposed to the user generated 

Facebook ad (post), it would result in a significantly higher purchasing intention than the brand 

generated ad. While testing this association, consumers’ overall perception of the ad, attitude 

toward the ad and attitude toward the brand were controlled for. The results of the present study 

indicated that consumers’ overall perception of the ad and attitude toward the brand played an 

important role in forming a positive purchase intention. However, attitude toward the Facebook 

ad did not seem to have a significant impact on consumers’ purchase intentions. But, when the 

researcher controlled for all three variables, the user generated post did not elicit a greater 

purchase intention than brand generated ad. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. The 

findings of the present research were in agreement with the previous studies by Batra & Ray 

(1986) and MacKenzie et al. (1986) that consumers’ attitude toward the ad had a direct impact 

on their attitude toward the brand, whereas it had no direct influence on their final purchase 

intention. Simply put, the findings of this study indicated that consumers generally did not 

differentiate between user generated posts and brand generated ads on Facebook when forming 

the purchase intention. In other words, the source of the ad did not seem to play an important role 

in consumers’ purchase decisions through brand-related information search on Facebook. 

Looking at the descriptive statistics about whether or not consumers considered Facebook as an 

important part of their purchase decisions, it was evident that since they did not rely much on 

Facebook before making their purchasing decisions, whether they were exposed to a user’s post 

about the brand or the brand’s own sponsored ad, did not significantly influence their purchase 

intentions. This was contrary to Adjei’s (2010) research which suggested that social media 

websites were seen as useful by consumers prior to making a purchase decision. An answer to 

the question of whether consumers prefer user generated brand-related posts on Facebook or 

branded ads could only be given, once Facebook as a platform gains more importance and 

relevance in consumers’ overall purchase decision making process. 



71 

3.5 Implications 
 

The findings of the present research had several important implications for marketers. This study 

was a yet more evidence for advertisers that user generated brand-related content on Facebook is 

no longer just a marketing buzzword. Though the current research indicated that consumers still 

want to hear from brands directly through sponsored Facebook ads, marketers should continue to 

transcend the traditional advertising strategies, and seamlessly integrate user generated content 

into their online marketing arsenal. There is no doubt that the demand for brand-related content 

generated by other users on Facebook is on the rise, as was evident in the previous literature 

(Riegner, 2007).  

The present research indicated that users showed greater perceived homophily toward 

consumer generated Facebook post than the branded ad post. The positive relationship between 

the user generated brand-related Facebook post and perceived homophily provided evidence to 

Brown & Reingen’s (1987) proposition that advertisers could benefit from incorporating effects 

of degrees of perceived homophily as elicited by user generated content on consumer’s purchase 

decisions. Along similar lines, the present study supported previous literature, which posited that 

when consumers receive brand related information from their peers in terms of their experiences, 

they feel a greater perceived objectivity toward the message (Wu, 2013). An implication for 

advertisers, therefore, would be to embrace user generate content into their advertising strategies 

on Facebook in order to make their consumers feel more objective about the brand, which in 

turn, would reflect from their perception-behavior consistency (Sechrist & Stangor, 2002). The 

brands should encourage users to objectively share their experiences with other consumers. This 

would also motivate users to gradually shift from sharing emotional feelings about brands to 

providing useful information to other consumers.  

The results of the present study indicated that there was not a statistically significant 

difference in how consumers perceived the user generated brand-related Facebook post and the 

brand generated ad. At the same time, they did not really differentiate between two different 

sources of information while forming attitude toward the post, attitudes toward the brand, and 

ultimately, purchase intention. Thus, the study implied that on Facebook, although user 

generated posts were wielding influence, its impact on consumers’ purchase decision was still in 

an “early adapter” phase. Marketers, therefore, should look to collaborate with consumers on 

Facebook who generate brand-related posts to take advantage of their strengths and for 
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expanding the brand’s overall impact on the social media platform (Granovetter, 1983). In 

simple words, when consumers would share their brand-related positive informative experiences 

with other users on Facebook, it would compliments the brand’s direct advertising efforts (Goh 

et al., 2013).   

This research also extended previous literature which posited that brands should not over-

emphasize the involvement of consumers in generating and disseminating brand-related content 

on social media websites like Facebook and instead focus on offering useful and informative 

posts on their official Facebook pages to positively influence users’ purchase intentions 

(Malmivaara, 2011). A plausible assumption for such behavior by consumers was that they 

might be using a brand’s official page on Facebook in a similar fashion to its website. So, 

marketers should post more frequently and sponsor their posts to reach a wider audience set and 

promote their products and services (Cheong & Morrison, 2008). Also, using the findings of the 

present study, marketers should keep their Facebook posts specific and objective rather than 

trying to trigger certain types of emotions amongst users in order to attain higher perceived 

homophily and objectivity.  

Marketers could also consider offering their consumers an option to directly purchase the 

products or services on Facebook itself. This was in line with Malmivaara’s (2011) argument in 

her paper that the reason for relatively lower purchase intention upon exposure to brand-related 

posts on Facebook could be that unlike brands’ websites, users could not buy directly from their 

official pages. So, even if a brand-related post was successful in eliciting a positive purchase 

intention among Facebook users, they would still need to go “off” Facebook to complete their 

purchase transactions. This could be attributed to the limited availability of web applications to 

set up ecommerce-like stores directly on the brands’ Facebook pages from where consumers 

could buy items. So, marketers could invest efforts and resources into developing native 

Facebook storefronts, thus allowing their consumers a direct shopping experience on the largest 

social media website in the world. They could directly import their online catalogs on Facebook 

and offer shopping carts that would be identical to ecommerce websites. However, marketers 

may like to see some substantial evidences of generating stronger return on investment (ROI) by 

setting up a store on their Facebook pages, before committing their resources to this platform. 

Nevertheless, understanding the implications of user-generated brand-related Facebook posts on 
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consumers’ purchase decision making process would represent an interesting area for further 

research in the future. 

 

3.6 Theory Reflections 
 

The present research adds to the existing literature that attempts to analyze how user 

generated content influenced consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions. Many studies, in the 

past, had established an association between consumers’ attitudes toward ads and brand to their 

purchasing intentions (Aaker et al., 1988; Alpert & Alpert, 1990; Brown et al., 1998; Edell & 

Burke, 1987; Holbrook & Batra, 1987; Macinnis & Park, 1991; MacKenzie et al., 1986; Mir and 

Rehman, 2013; Spears & Singh, 2004). The current study also supported this association as was 

indicated in the results that users’ attitudes toward the ad positively influenced their brand 

attitudes, which in turn, directly impacted their purchasing intentions. However, this research 

was seen to provide a significant contribution toward the prevailing literature, as this was, to the 

best of researcher’s knowledge, the first time the impact of user generated brand-related content 

versus brand generated ads on Facebook on consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and purchasing 

intentions was analyzed in detail.  

The results of this research also supported Katz & Lazarsfeld’s (1955) Two Step Flow 

Theory, which posits that people are influenced by those they see as opinion leaders. As was 

seen in the current study, consumers might not necessarily base their purchasing decisions on the 

brand-related information provided by their peers, but at least they considered hearing their 

experiences with brands. Similarly, the present research showed evidences in support of the 

Theory of Planned Behavior, in that, consumers’ attitudes would shape their behavioral 

intentions, and ultimately, actual behaviors (Ajzen, 1991). Like the Theory of Planned Behavior, 

this study also suggested a marketer would not be able to change consumers’ intentions and 

behaviors toward the brands by merely running sponsored ads on Facebook that would offer 

them one-sided brand-related information. Instead, s/he should aim at customizing the Facebook 

posts in such a way that would convince users to change their perceptions and attitudes toward 

the brand. And in this process, marketers should look to collaborate with Facebook users in 

creating and sharing brand-related posts so that together they could elicit positive purchase 

intentions toward the brand. Therefore, the present research was seen to contribute toward 
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expanding the existing user generated advertising literature to the world’s largest, yet previously 

unexplored, social media platform – Facebook. 

 

3.7 Limitations 
 

Although the present research offered several useful insights for comparing user 

generated brand-related Facebook posts and brand generated ads in terms of their impact on 

users’ attitudes and buying intentions, it had some limitations that need to be acknowledged. One 

limitation of this study was that it involved participants from one particular sampling pool. 

Though randomized, the participants belonged to one university’s undergraduate population, 

located in South-eastern USA. So, there were demographic limitations to the current study. In 

other words, although the participants were of ages between 18 and 37 years, which was the ideal 

Facebook user base, their opinions and responses could not be generalized to the whole 

population of Facebook’ users. Similarly, geographic area where this research was conducted 

was also a limitation to the study, in that the participants came from only one specific location in 

the USA. Other than age, the gender distribution was also a limitation, because there were more 

female participants than male. As a result, the findings of this research could have been skewed 

toward one specific gender. However, previous literature showed such a sample distribution in 

terms of the gender was normal, as females were more likely to take part in research surveys than 

males (Green, 1995; Grim, Semali, & Maretzki, 2005).   

Another limitation was related to the experimental condition deployed for the present 

research. The experimental condition required the participants to view a stimulus, which was 

referred to as a Facebook post, but was not actually viewed on Facebook. Hence, participants 

might not have felt involved with the post as they generally would when on Facebook, since it 

was hosted in Qualtrics online survey experiment environment. In other words, this manipulation 

might not be strong enough for samples to provide accurate responses related to their 

perceptions, attitudes and intentions. Also, the fact that the current study used a dummy brand 

could be a limitation. Because participants did not have any previous knowledge of the brand 

shown in the stimuli along with some relatively newer product features that they might not be 

aware of, this could have restricted their responses. The activation of persuasion, attitude toward 

the ad (post), attitude toward the brand and purchase intention might have been very weak for 

some subjects. Although the final product category for inclusion in stimuli was finalized after 
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conducting a pretest, it might not necessarily mean that all participants were equally interested in 

it.  

Additionally, content included in the dummy posts used for user-generated and brand 

generated conditions was kept as close to the real world situations as possible. However, 

statement formulation in the post text or representation of the product in the post images might 

not have triggered the same level of persuasion, attitude and intention activation among all 

participants. Although, the pilot test had helped in ensuring that the users could easily understand 

the instructions and stimuli, a full activation of dependent measures in the study could not be 

guaranteed.  

In similar lines, the researcher had ensured that inattentive and inconsistent responses 

were eliminated with the help of dummy questions randomly placed in the survey questionnaire, 

it did not guarantee that the respondents answered all questions with complete attention and 

honesty, due to the online nature of the survey. The present research used image-based Facebook 

posts as stimuli, whereas a recent report suggested that video- or animated gif-based Facebook 

post were likely to generate higher user engagement (Baker, 2015). Hence, this could be a 

possible limitation for this study. 

The present study only focused on positive user-generated brand-related Facebook posts, 

which might be one of its limitations. In real world, consumers wouldn’t always post positive 

content about their experiences with brands. This was also suggested by Park & Lee (2009), that 

negative user generated brand-related content was likely to have a greater impact on the users 

than positive content.     

Another limitation of the present study was related to the gender and race of the model 

shown in the user generated Facebook post condition. Although sufficient care was taken and 

considerable research was carried out in order to ensure that the model used in the post image 

would come across as neutral to all participants, it was not guaranteed that the post image would 

trigger the same level of attractiveness toward the model among the subjects in order to activate 

their persuasion, attitude and intention related knowledge. This was reflected in the prior 

literature as well (Hale, 2009).  

From a data analysis point of view, the present study might be limited by the fact that the 

perceived objectivity variable was measured by using only two items. Hence, this could lead to a 

relatively lower reliability and construct validity. However, many prior studies had demonstrated 
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that consumers’ purchase intentions could be measured even using limited items (Rossiter, 2002; 

Rossiter & Eagleson, 1994; Urban & Hauser, 1993). Another methodological limitation of the 

present study could be that it proposed its findings, without performing any follow up study/-ies. 

Therefore, it did not provide any evidence that consumers’ responses would endure in the long 

term. In real life, it would be risky for brands to base their marketing budget related decisions 

upon a single study as it might be misleading.  

Additionally, the present study used a quantitative analysis method to understand the 

impact of user generated brand-related Facebook post versus brand generated Facebook ads on 

consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and intentions. Thus, such a strictly quantitative data analysis 

could provide limited insights against using qualitative content analysis of Facebook users’ 

sentiments through their posts, likes and shares.  

Finally, the present study was also limited by the fact that subjects did not see both user-

generated brand-related post and brand generated post as they were randomly assigned to only 

one of the two experimental conditions. Therefore, their responses might be limited as compared 

to an ideal scenario where they would have seen both types of post. However, previous literature 

was in favor of assigning only one experimental situation to each participant in order to ensure 

that their responses were neutral and not judged based on comparisons (Mir and Rehman, 2013; 

Spears & Singh, 2004; Wu, 2013). 

 

3.8 Recommendations for Future Research 
 

In order to fully understand how consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and purchase 

intentions differ between user generated brand-related content and brand generated advertising, 

more comprehensive research should be conducted in the future. In terms of sampling, the future 

research studies should invite participants that would provide a better representation of the whole 

population of Facebook users, without any demographic or geographic limitations. This would 

help attain diversity in research responses, which would then lead to more accurate findings. 

Similarly, sufficient care could be taken in ensuring a normal distribution of sample in terms of 

gender as well as race.  

Another recommendation for future research in this direction would be to conduct the 

study on Facebook’s actual website and not in a dummy experimental condition created on a 

third party tool such as Qualtrics. This would help ensure that participants would exert natural 
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responses to the stimuli. Also, future studies could be carried out using actual brands and product 

categories. At the same time, real life Facebook posts could be used for both user generated and 

brand generated post conditions. The current research only used one specific product category, 

whereas future studies could include a range of categories. This would help in better validating 

the participants’ responses and provide broader implications for online advertisers looking to 

promote their brands on Facebook. Future research should consider including more than two 

stimuli in order to assess diverse situational contexts. Similarly, different types of Facebook 

posts should be used as stimuli, such as, textual posts, video posts, animated image (GIF) posts, 

etc. At the same time, all types of user generated brand-related content on Facebook should be 

considered. This would help in better generalization of advertising content consumption patterns 

of Facebook users.  

Researchers in the future might want to include a combination of positive and negative 

user generated brand-related Facebook posts when comparing them with brand generated ads. 

This way, there would be a broader spectrum of both theoretical and practical implications. In 

addition to using dummy questions to identify inattentive participants, future research surveys 

should deploy various tactics to eliminate those who would complete the entire questionnaire in 

an unrealistically short time frame or give the exact same answers to every item in a measure 

(Kim & Johnson, 2015).   

Future studies could consider including gender, race and other cultural differences as 

moderating factors while understanding the impact of user generated posts versus brand 

generated posts on consumers’ purchasing decisions. Gender and ethnicity of the model included 

in the stimuli might influence their responses and therefore, another round of pretests should be 

included to determine the most preferred gender and race category to eliminate any type of bias 

in responses.  

Additionally, future research could accommodate multiple follow up studies after the 

main study. This would help in measuring the effect of the source of Facebook post on users’ 

attitudes and behaviors, thus attaining more enduring findings. Other than quantitative data 

analysis, qualitative content analysis could also be deployed in the future studies to get deeper 

insights into consumers’ characteristics and personality traits and how they affect their overall 

brand-related purchase decision making process. Researchers could consider conducting focus 

groups or individual interviews of different Facebook users to better understand their content 
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consumption habits on Facebook and also preferences for interacting with brands and other 

consumers on the platform. 

In future research, more determinants could be included for measuring consumers’ 

overall perceptions about the brands, based on their exposure to either user-created or brand-

generated Facebook posts. Also, future studies should look to develop newer and more 

Facebook-specific validated scales to measure consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and buying 

intentions as perhaps the current measures might be insufficient in capturing the right responses. 

Thus, creating new operational measures would also contribute towards advancing the theoretical 

implications to form a solid understanding of the consumer behavior in the Internet and social 

media age. 

Previous literature suggested that when consumer-generated content and brand generated 

content were combined, it contributed toward enhancing the impact of the overall brand message 

(Allen et al., 2001). Therefore, future studies could analyze how consumers respond to Facebook 

posts that were results of a collaboration between a brand and one or more consumers. This 

would provide more meaningful insights for social media marketers and advertisers.  

Another important recommendation for future studies would be to measure participants’ 

responses to these two difference sources of Facebook posts, based on their level of involvement 

into the specific product categories. Petty & Cacioppo’s (1986) Elaboration Likelihood Model 

(ELM) of Persuasion would help in developing the theoretical framework for such future 

research. The findings of such studies would be seen to help Facebook advertisers in identifying 

the most effective utilitarian and hedonic product category-based strategies.  

And finally, future studies could be expanded to other social media websites to 

understand the impact of user generated brand-related content on consumers’ attitudes and 

behavioral intentions. Similarly, advertising and communications researchers in the future could 

carry out a similar study on search engine websites such as Google, Yahoo! Search, Bing, and 

DuckDuckGo, etc. as consumers rely on these platforms more than Facebook and other social 

media marketing websites, when making brand-related decisions. While consumers visit social 

media websites primarily for interaction and entertainment purposes, they visit search engines 

with a deliberate and active product-specific search intent. Hence, such future studies would 

empower marketers and consumers alike by providing useful ways of establishing mutually 

beneficial co-creation ecosystems around brands.  
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3.9 Conclusion 

 

Summarizing the results of the present research, it could be said that when using 

Facebook as a part of purchase decision making process, consumers preferred to receive 

information from both brand and other consumers. Both sources of information were seen to be 

complementary and played similar roles in consumers’ overall purchase decision making. As per 

the previous literature, consumer generated content might be growing in demand due to the 

constantly increasing penetration of social media websites like Facebook into consumer’s 

everyday lives (Mir and Rehman, 2013), but the findings of the present study indicated that it 

seemed unlikely that user generated Facebook posts would make brand generated ads obsolete in 

the overall decision making process. While consumers would want to hear from their Facebook 

friends about their brand experiences, they would still access the brand’s official Facebook page 

to strengthen their purchase decisions. Thus, the outcomes of the present research were in line 

with prior studies conducted by Leskovec et al. (2007) and Pan & Fesenmaier (2006) that 

together, user generated brand-related Facebook posts and brand-generated ads contribute toward 

fulfilling the information needs of consumers before they make buying decision. It would create 

a more transparent information exchange environment if marketers would look to genuinely 

collaborate with consumers for co-creating more useful brand messages. This would eliminate 

the prevailing tendency for some advertisers of faking user generated content to come across as 

more relatable and personable brands. From the consumers’ perspective, those who enjoy greater 

influence on other consumers at large could look to approach brands to get valuable brand 

endorsement and sponsorships as they would be seen as opinion leaders or change agents by 

their peers. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

CONSENT FORM 

 

 
 This study is being conducted by Vaibhav Shwetangbhai Diwanji under the supervision of 

Dr. Juliann Cortese, School of Communication, Florida State University. 

 You are invited to be in this online study, which is designed to identify and understand the 

impact of brand-related content on consumers on Facebook. You were selected as a possible 

participant because you represent a typical consumer in the U.S. at the ages 18 or older and an 

active Facebook user. On the next page, you will see an informed consent form for your 

participation in this research. It is recommended that you read the form carefully and ask any 

questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. For more details or clarifications, 

please feel free to contact the researcher at the email mentioned at the end of this consent 

statement. 

 This study is being conducted by Vaibhav Shwetangbhai Diwanji, School of 

Communication, Florida State University. 

Background Information: 

 The purpose of this study is to examine consumers’ responses to brand-related content on 

Facebook. Facebook has been chosen as the platform of analysis for this study, because it seems 

to have become an important part of the online consumers' pre-purchase information search 

process. Consumers access the brand-related information on Facebook in a variety of ways. This 

study will help identify how consumers respond to and use brand-related content available on 

Facebook to make an informed purchase decision.  

Procedures: 

 If you agree to be in this study, you are asked to do the following things: 

 You will be shown a Facebook advertisement about a brand as if it would appear in your 

Facebook timeline/newsfeed. After you are exposed to the Facebook post, you will answer a 

series of quick and easy questions. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions. The 

researcher seeks to attain your truthful opinions. Answering the questions after viewing the ad 

may typically take about 10-15 minutes. At the end of the survey, you will be asked to provide 
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your personal details so that you can get the extra credits for your class, as agreed by your 

respective course instructor. 

Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 

 The risks for involvement in this study are minimal. There are no appreciable risks to you as 

a research subject beyond what would be encountered in your daily life or a routine conversation. 

On the other hand, there are no direct benefits for the participation in this research. However, it is 

hoped that through your participation in this study, the information obtained will help in 

understanding the U.S. consumers’ opinions about advertising on these three online search 

engines and their impact on the brand attitudes and purchase intentions. 

Compensation: 

 After your successful participation in this experimental research study, you will have the 

opportunity to submit your details in order to attain extra credit for your class. Your details will 

be stored electronically, separately from and not identifiable to the survey data. 

Confidentiality: 

 The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law. 

In any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 

possible to identify a subject. Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will 

have access to the records. The data collected will be stored in PASSWORD SECURED, 

HEALTH INSURANCE PRIVACY AND PORTABILITY ACT (HIPPA) compliant database 

until it has been deleted by the primary investigator and will only be reported in a conglomerate 

format (only reporting combined results and never reporting individual results). 

Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

 Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future relations with the University. If you decide to participate, you are 

free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. If 

you desire to withdraw, please just close your Internet browser. But, if you complete the full 

survey, do make sure that you enter your personal information correctly and submit it 

successfully. You will see a ‘Thank-you’ message upon your submission, which indicates that 

your response is collected in the system and you are eligible to receive the extra credit. In case 

you do not see the ‘Thank-you’ message, then please contact the researcher or the leader 

instructor of your course.  
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Contacts and Questions: 

 The researcher conducting this study is Vaibhav Shwetangbhai Diwanji. If you have a 

question later, you are encouraged to contact him at FSU, School of Communication, (850)-644-

5034. You may also contact his advisor, Dr. Juliann Cortese, at (850) 644-8765 or at 

jcortese@fsu.edu. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to 

talk to someone other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 

Levy Street, Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or 

by email at humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu.You can print a copy of this information to keep for 

your records. 

 After reading and understanding the risks and benefits of participation in this study, do you 

freely consent to participate in this study?  

YES or NO. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

QUESTIONNAIRES 

 
Questionnaire 1: Pretest 1 for product category selection 

*Note: Product category options included for the pretests were candy bar, sunblock lotion, 

perfume, video game console, dishwasher, and auto insurance. For each product category, the 

same set of questions were used.   

In selecting from many types and brands of [product category] available in the market, would 

you say that: 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

I would not 

care at all as 

to which 

one I buy. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ I would care a 

great deal as 

to which one 

I buy. 

 

How important would it be to you to make a right choice of [product category]? 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Not at all 

important 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Extremely 

important 

 

In making your selection of [product category], how concerned would you be about the 

outcomes of your choice? 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Not at all 

concerned 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Extremely 

concerned 

 

Do you think that the various types and brands of this product available in the market are: 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

All very 

similar 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ All very 

different 
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Questionnaire 2: Pretest 2 for product attributes selection 

Imagine that you are considering purchasing a video game console. Please rate the below 

mentioned product attributes of a video game console according to their importance to you: 

 Not Important to 

Me 

     Important 

to Me 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Console Quality 

(Great graphics, audio 

simulations, powerful 

processor, etc.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Gaming Controller 

(Gaming remote control 

/ Game pad / Joy stick) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Exclusive Game 

Options (Number of 

available games 

exclusively for the 

console) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Networking and 

Collaboration 

(Online multiplayer 

network, chat 

messenger, etc.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Game Character 

(Player character, 

Alternate character, 

etc.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Live Streaming 

(Streaming your game 

live to an online 

audience.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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Memory  

(Console’s storage 

capacity for recording 

games, cloud storage, 

etc.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Web Access  

(Access to web browser 

or online content 

platforms such as 

Netflix, Hulu, etc.) 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Questionnaire 3: Main research survey questionnaire 

Perceived Credibility and UGB 

Based on the Facebook post you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The post content 

is unbiased. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is dependable. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is honest. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is reliable. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is truthful. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 



87 

Perceived Usefulness and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The post content 

is good. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is valuable. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is a convenient 

source of 

information 

about brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is useful. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

is relevant. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

The post content 

makes 

information 

about brand 

immediately 

accessible. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

(Dummy 

question) 

Please select 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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“Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree” 

for this question. 

 

Perceived Homophily and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I tend to agree 

more with a post 

created by 

people who have 

the same interest 

as I have. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I tend to agree 

more with a post 

created by 

people who use 

the same brands 

as I do. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I tend to agree 

more with a post 

created by 

people who are 

in my age group. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I tend to agree 

more with a post 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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created by 

people who have 

my same gender. 

 

Perceived Expertise and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I believe that the 

post provides 

helpful 

information 

about the brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe that the 

post content 

represents the 

creator’s 

knowledge in 

evaluating the 

brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe the 

longer the post 

creator has been 

on Facebook, the 

more experience 

he has in 

publishing 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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brand-related ad. 

I rely on post 

content, which 

other consumers 

like me believe 

useful. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Perceived Trustworthiness and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I believe the post 

content verifies 

the actual values 

that the brand 

claims to offer. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe the use 

of first person 

pronouns in the 

post content 

represents the 

creator’s actual 

experience. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe the 

creator of the 

post provides 

honest 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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information 

about experience 

with brand. 

I believe the 

length of post 

demonstrates the 

degree of the 

creator’s effort. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

(Dummy 

question) 

Please select 

“Somewhat 

Agree” for this 

question. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Perceived Objectivity and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I believe the 

emotions of the 

creator as shown 

in the post 

affects how I 

perceive it. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe unusal 

events (e.g., 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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natural disaster) 

can affect how I 

perceive the 

post. 

 

Perceived Informativeness and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I believe the post 

is a valuable 

source of 

information 

about the brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe the post 

is a convenience 

source of 

information 

about the brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

I believe the post 

keeps me up to 

date about the 

brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Perceived Quality and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  
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 Very 

Unfavorable 

Unfavora

ble 

Somewhat 

Unfavorab

le 

Neither 

Favorabl

e nor 

Unfavora

ble 

Somew

hat 

Favora

ble 

Favor

able 

Very 

Favora

ble 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

What is your 

overall impression 

of this post? 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

How favorable are 

your feelings 

toward the brand 

after seeing this 

post? 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

 Much 

worse 

Worse Somewhat 

Worse 

Neither 

Better 

nor 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Better 

Better Much 

Better 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Compared with 

other brands you 

may know, what is 

the likely quality 

of this brand after 

seeing the post? 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

 Very 

Bad 

Bad Somewhat 

Bad 

Acceptable Somewhat 

Good 

Good Very 

Good 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

How would you ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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rate the overall 

quality of the 

brand after seeing 

the post? 

(Dummy question) 

Please select 

“Acceptable” for 

this question. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Perceived Risk and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option:  

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Seeing this post 

helped in 

reducing my 

uncertainty 

about the brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

Seeing this post 

helped in 

decreasing my 

concern about 

unpleasant 

experiences that 

may happen 

when I choose 

the brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 
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Seeing this post 

increases my 

confidence in the 

brand. 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ 

 

Attitude toward the Ad (post) and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

To me, the Facebook post about the brand is… 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Bad ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Good 

Unpleasant ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Pleasant 

Unfavorable ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Favorable 

 

Attitude toward the Brand and UGB 

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

To me, the brand is… 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Unappealing ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Appealing 

Bad ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Good 

Unpleasant ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Pleasant 

Unfavorable ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Favorable 

Unlikable ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Likable 

 

Purchase Intention and UGB  

Based on the advertisement you just saw, please rate the following statements by selecting an 

appropriate option: 

My purchase intention about the brand is… 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

Never ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Definitely 
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Definitely 

do not 

intend to 

buy 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Definitely 

intend to buy 

Very low 

purchase 

interest 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Very high 

purchase 

interest 

Definitely 

not buy it 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Definitely 

buy it 

Probably 

not buy it 

͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ ͏ Probably buy 

it 

 

The Internet and Facebook Usage Patterns 

Please answer a few questions below about how you use the Internet and more specifically 

Facebook: 

 

How many hours in a typical day do you actively access the Internet? 

͏ Less than 1 hour 

͏ 1-2 hours 

͏ 2-4 hours 

͏ 4-6 hours 

͏ 6+ hours 

 

How many hours in a typical day do you actively access Facebook? 

͏ Less than 1 hour 

͏ 1-2 hours 

͏ 2-4 hours 

͏ 4-6 hours 

͏ 6+ hours 

 

Do you use Facebook to help you make certain purchasing decisions? Yes or No 
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If yes, which of these three types of Facebook posts do you use the most when searching for 

brand-related information before making a certain purchase decision? 

͏ Brand’s official Facebook page 

͏ Sponsored post by the Brand in your Facebook newsfeed 

͏ Your friend’s post in which the brand is tagged or mentioned   

 

Demographic characteristics 

Please answer a few questions about yourself: 

 

What is your age? Please input a number. (e.g., 21) 

_______________________________ 

 

What is your gender? Male or Female or Other 

 

Which of the following best describes your race or ethnicity? 

͏ White / Caucasian 

͏ Black / African American 

͏ Hispanic / Latino(a) 

͏ Native American / American Indian 

͏ Asian / Pacific Islander 

͏ Other (Please specify: _______________________) 

 

Extra credit details for research participation: 

Thank you for your participation in this study! 

In order to receive the extra credit for your participation, please provide the following details: 

 

Please provide your course number for extra credit assignment: (e.g., ADV3001_01) 

__________________________ 

 

Please provide the name of your lead instructor for the course you are receiving the extra credit.  
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(e.g., Dr. Jaejin Lee) 

__________________________ 

 

Please enter your FSU ID (first part of your email address) for receiving the extra credit. 

__________________________ 

 

If you are in [Class ID] class, please select your online group's number for receiving the extra 

credit. 

͏ Group 1 

͏ Group 2 

͏ Group 3 

͏ Group 4 

͏ Group 5 

 

If you are in [Class ID] class, please select your online mentor's name for receiving the extra 

credit. 

͏ Instructor 1 

͏ Instructor 2 

͏ Instructor 3 

͏ Instructor 4 

͏ Instructor 5 

 

This brings you to the end of the survey. Thank you for your participation. Your time and 

responses are highly appreciated.  

 

Please close this browser window to end the study. 
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