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ABSTRACT

Influencer marketing has evolved into a trend within marketing, and is increasingly receiving well-deserved
attention. Academic literature has documented the benefits of influencer marketing, however, its’ impact on
Brand equity, relationship equity, value equity, and the intention to purchase brands has not received much
attention, especially within the African context. The purpose of this article is to explore how a persuasive
influencer's message affects the millennials, via its’ impact on the above-mentioned variables. The research
followed a quantitative approach and used convenience sampling for data gathering. Data analysis was carried
out by the use of Structural equation modelling with the aid of AMOS 25 statistical software. The study finds that
there is a positive relationship between a persuasive influencer and brand, relationship, and value equities, and
the intention to purchase from brands. It makes a unique contribution to academic theory building by providing
another possible configuration of these variables. The resultant framework creates a space for future research on
the use of both technology and celebrities. The study findings also have practical implications for managers who
contemplate using social media influencers. It also sheds light for strategic managers who make decisions on
online marketing budgets to target millennials.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The proliferation of social media platforms available to citizens, and the continued rise of
internet users have significantly changed the way individuals search, evaluate, rank, buy and
consume products and services (Buhalis & Law 2008; Hudson & Thal 2013). This has
significantly affected peoples’ everyday lives (Rapetti & Cantoni 2013), and real-time
information exchange has become an essential aspect of consumer behaviour (Hennig-
Thurau, Marchand & Marx 2009). The new era has led to the emergence of both digital
(Almeida 2019), and influencer marketing as major research topics (Lagrée, Cappé, Cautis &
Maniu 2018). Influencer marketing came about as the result of the increased use of online
celebrities (Guerreiro, Viegas & Guerreiro 2019), also called influencer marketers (Ranga &
Sharma 2014). The internet provides new channels to disseminate opinions, reaching a
greater number of people than traditional word-of-mouth (Mir-Bernal 2014). Digital
Influencers can shape the behaviours and attitudes of consumers who tend to be loyal to
them (Guerreiro, Viegas & Guerreiro 2019; Magno, Cassia & Ugolini 2018; Sahelices-Pinto
& Rodriguez-Santos 2014). The major target market for influencers is the millennials (Dias
2003; Pophal 2016; SanMiguel, Guercini & Sadaba 2018; Smith 2011; Smith 2012). Authors
give different periods of the births of millennials. For example, they are seen as people that
were born between 1999 and 2002 (Blair 2017), 1980 and 1990 (Stein 2013), and 1976 and
2001 (Brack 2014). It is generally accepted that these people were born during the time of
rapid internet and technology growth (Blair 2017). It is the first generation to grow up
surrounded by digital media, people who consider computers and mobile phones to be
essential tools for many activities (SanMiguel et al. 2018), who are accustomed of buying
and socialising online (Reeves & Oh 2007; SanMiguel et al. 2018; Smith 2011). This
generation has been denominated in multiple ways: Digital Natives; Gen.com; Generation
Next; Generation Tech; Generation Why; Generation Y; Generation 2000; Instant-Message
Generation (Cantoni & Tardini 2010; Rapetti & Cantoni 2013). This market segment is
presently not fully understood by organisations (Heinzerling 2018). The relevance of this
study lies in the fact that this generation is growing in numbers (Moos, Pfeiffer & Vinodrai
2017). Their habits, purchasing, and consumption behaviours are also changing (Castellini &
Samoggia 2018; Gentilviso & Aikat 2019). Brack (2014) further states that the best way to
influence this generation is through networks, and communities. Organisations, therefore,

need to adapt to this new market reality.
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2. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Riedla and Von Luckwald (2019) state that more and more advertising spending is flowing
into social media influencer marketing (SMIM). However, research on the effectiveness of
SMIM is still relatively scant (Godey, Manthiou, Pederzoli, Rokka, Aiello, Donvito & Singh
2016; Haenlein and Kaplan 2010; Schaefer 2012), which give rise to a lack of understanding
of its’ contribution to organisational success (Konstantopoulou, Rizomyliotis, Konstantoulaki
& Badahdah 2019). Other researchers that attempted to explain the success of celebrity
influencers concentrated on the choice of social media platforms (Ismail 2017;
Roy & Jain 2017). Consequently, existing literature pays insufficient attention to how the
persuasiveness of an influencer affects customer equity (brand, value, and relationship
equity) and customers’ purchase intentions. In addition, none of these few pieces of
research have covered the African context (Kim & Ko 2012; Yadav & Rahman 2018). This
study responds to these knowledge gaps by empirically investigating the effectiveness of
influencers on brand, value, and relationship equities, and, on consumers’ purchase
intentions. It aims to determine how influencer marketing contributes to social media
marketing effectiveness by exploring consumers’ responses to influencer social media posts
within the South African context. This will be realised by measuring the persuasive
influencer’s effect on customer equity drivers; which are relationship equity, brand equity,

value equity, and purchase intentions.

This study employs social learning, source attractiveness, and social influence theories as
the theoretical foundations to develop the predicting relationships among these variables
(relationship equity, brand equity, value equity, and purchase intentions). The
interrelatedness of these theories is relatively unexplored in literature. Consequently, there is
a lack of ‘theoretification’ and empirical validations of the relationships proposed in the
resultant framework from this study. This research proposes a set of interconnected
relationships between the above-mentioned variables in a single model using these three (3)
theories. The proposed network of relationships between the variables derived from these
theories adds another tool to aid the understanding of influencer marketing and the millennial
market segment. The study, therefore, contributes to the building of literature that will
authenticate the inclusion of influencer marketing strategies in organisations. It also extends
knowledge of the effects of technology and online celebrities on organisations’ customer-
based equity drivers. For management practitioners, it will provide an additional tool to assist

them with the choice of resources to use when deciding on marketing campaigns, which
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target this market segment. This new knowledge can also find practical applications in social

media budget decisions, and in the choice of influencers within the African context.

3. LITERATURE REVIEW

This subsection contains three (3) grounding theories and the empirical literature review.

3.1 Grounding theories, the rationale for the choice

Bandura’s social learning theory (SLT) deals with social learning and personality
development (Kiling, Yildiz & Harmanci 2018). It provides a theoretical framework of
socialisation agents such as celebrities, family, or peers (North & Kotze 2001), and can be
used to predict consumption behaviours (King & Multon 1996). This theory posits that an
individual’s intention to purchase products is highly influenced by the respondents’ attitude
and effectiveness of social media influencers (Lim, Radzol, Cheah & Wong 2017). In the
process of shaping audience attitudes and decision making through social media,
influencers can influence consumption behaviours (Makgosa 2010). According to SLT, an
individual derives motivation and consequently exhibits favourable attitude from socialisation

agents via either direct or indirect social interaction (Subramanian & Subramanian 1995).

Source attractiveness theory (SAT) takes a different angle to SLT. Source attractiveness
refers to how much a follower identifies with the influencer, and recognises the source as a
referent other (Schaefer 2012). Attractiveness is a function of likability (fondness for the
influencer), familiarity (knowledge of them from past exposure or experience), and similarity
(perceived resemblance between followers and influencers) (Martensen, Brockenhuus-
Schack & Zahid 2018). There is a positive correlation between source attractiveness and
consumer attitude as well as purchase intention (Petty, Cacioppo & Schumann 1983).
McGuire (1985) noted that source attractiveness directly influences the effectiveness of an
endorsement. Endorsers with attractive features are more inclined to capture followers'
attention (Lim et al. 2017), drive the acceptance rate of advertising (Erdogan 1999), and can
exert a positive attitude on consumers and subsequently, on their purchasing intention (Till &
Busler 2000).

The last theory in aid of the understanding of how influencers affect consumers is Kelman’s
theory of social influence (Kelman 1958). This theory outlines the determinants and
consequences of influence and distinguishes compliance, identification, and internalisation
as the processes of influence. These three (3) processes differ in the level of public

conformity and private acceptance (Kapitan & Silvera 2015). Compliance occurs when
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individuals accept influence to achieve a favourable reaction from other individuals,
identification occurs when individuals accept influence to establish and/or maintain a
satisfactory relationship/kinship with other individuals, and internalisation occurs when
individuals accept influence because the underlying actions and ideas of the induced
behaviour is fundamentally rewarding and aligns with their value system (Crano 2000;
Kapitan & Sivera 2015). In addition to the advertised products or services supporting their
values, consumers ultimately end up believing that it will also meet their needs and wants

because of internalisation (Pitesa & Thau 2012; Tsai & Bagozzi 2014).

3.2 What influencer marketing entails

The basic assumption of influencer marketing is that online personalities shape consumers’
attitudes through tweets, posts, blogs, or any other formats of communication on social
media (Freberg, Graham, McGaughey & Freberg 2011). Influencers are brand advocates,
experts, pioneers in their field, recognised by opinion leaders (Rinka & Pratt 2018), who
characterise themselves as independent endorsers who shape audience attitudes through
blogs, tweets, and the use of social networks through which they publish generated content
(Magno et al. 2018; Sahelices-Pinto & Rodriguez-Santos 2014). Influencer marketing
engages people to attract the attention of targeted audiences on digital platforms (Bognar,
Puljic & Kadezabek 2019; Vered 2007), and to spread the message of a specific trend in the
form of sponsored content (Sammis, Lincoln & Pomponi 2016). Some of the most notable
characteristics of influencers that give them their capacity to influence are their credibility,
social influence (Metzger & Flanagin 2013), and likability (Brodsky, Neal, Cramer & Ziemke
2009). Due to their capacity to influence people’s perceptions and to make them do different
things (Purwaningwulan, Suryana, Wahyudin & Dida 2018), marketers use them to leverage
their relationship with their followers (Xiao, Wang & Chan-Olmsted 2018). Influencer
marketing is closely related to Celebrity marketing, and their differences are only on the
platforms used. Influencer marketing uses celebrities from the world of social media instead
of the television and the press media normally associated with celebrity marketing (Sammis
et al. 2016). For companies that are targeting younger generations, social network
influencers are more trustworthy (Lim et al. 2017). This study proposes that persuasive
influencers positively impact customer equity and maximises organisations’ long-term
performance (Vogel, Evanschitzky & Ramaseshan 2008). This in turn, can be achieved via
their effect on the four (4) drivers to customer equity, namely: intention to purchase, brand
equity, relationship equity, and value equity (Cheng, Tung, Yang & Chiang 2019; Rienetta,
Hati & Gayatri 2017).
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3.3 A persuasive influencer and the message source

For the influencer to be useful to any marketing programme, he/she must be able to
persuade people to adopt an attitude or to take the desired action. Many studies have
suggested different ways to persuading people to one’s viewpoint. Persuasiveness is a
function of the level of expertise of the message sender (Kumar & Mirchandani 2012;
Martensen et al. 2018), the senders’ attractiveness to their followers (Schaefer 2012), the
number of followers (Djafarova & Rushworth 2017), and the characteristics of the influencer
(Seiler & Kucza 2017). The source of the message communicated also matters in influencer

marketing.

The Firm-generated content (FGC) message is a media marketing message curated,
published and controlled by firms (Konstantopoulou et al. 2019). Technology has however
increased the opportunities for users to generate and spread brand messages, which can
also affect the perceptions of consumers and potential consumers. User-generated message
(UGCQC) is social media communication created and controlled by users that firms can only
influence but never directly control (Konstantopoulou et al. 2019). It is known that UGC has a
positive influence on the perceived quality of the message communicated (Simon 2016).
Organisations can harness the power of persuasive influencers by taking advantage of the
differences between FGC and UGC. One of the best assets that influencers possess is their
persuasive communication, which they can use to influences their audiences’ beliefs,
attitudes, intentions, and behaviours (Nojavanasghari, Gopinath, Koushik, BaltruSaitis &
Morency 2016).

3.4 Influencer persuasiveness and brand equity

Brand equity aids brand extensions, and brand strength (Kotler & Keller 2009). Brand equity
is a customer’s fit with the brand (Razzaq, Yousaf & Hong 2017), after his/her subjective
evaluation (Zhang, Ko & Kim 2012). Brand equity increase customer loyalty’s intentions
(Razzaqg et al. 2017), which can lead to increased company market value (Alkaya & Taskin
2017), and the improvement in the product or service information consumers communicate
through the internet (Djafarova & Rushworth 2017; Razzaq et al. 2017). Kelman’s theory of
social influence deals with how influence happens, in terms of compliance, identification, and
internalisation of that influence (Crano 2000; Kapitan & Sivera 2015; Kelman 1958). It also
concludes that the ‘influenced’ are likely to imitate influencers they perceive to be credible (),
and trustworthy (Liljander, Gummerus & Sbéderlund 2015; Magno et al. 2018; Rieh &

Danielson 2008). Potential consumers are likely to trust messages shared by influencers on
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social networks (Magno et al. 2018). The influencer's message usually appears to be a
UGC, which can positively influence brand loyalty (Shen & Bissell 2013). In light of the
nature of an influencer and the discussion on brand equity, the following hypothesis is

proposed:

H1: There is a positive relationship between the influencer's persuasiveness and brand

equity.

3.5 Influencer persuasiveness and value equity

Quiality, cost, and accessibility of products and services influence value equity (Lemon, Rust
& Zeithaml 2001). It is derived from the benefits consumers receive from purchases when
compared to the price of the product (Razzaq et al. 2017). Value equity, therefore, forms the
base of any company’s relationship with the customer for long-term survival (Kim et al. 2010;
Lemon et al. 2001). It was indicated above that influencers are perceived to be credible
(Liljlander et al. 2015; Metzger & Flanagin 2013), knowledgeable, and respected individuals
(Bognar et al. 2019), and that their messages appear to be UGC. A User-generated
message helps with Influencer messages’ persuasive power (Huang, Burtch, Gu, Hong,
Liang, Wang, Fu & Yange 2019). Influencers’ postings on social media are likely to influence
the cost-benefit evaluation of any potential customer. The theory of social influence also
deals with people’s desire to comply, identify and internalise behaviours recommended by
influencers (Crano 2000; Kelman 1958). Lastly, it is generally accepted that customers
referred by influencers bring more revenue, and are more profitable (Palmatier, Kumar &
Harmeling 2017; Van den Bulte, Bayer, Skiera & Schmitt 2018). It can, therefore, be
hypothesised that:

H2: Influencer persuasiveness has a positive effect on value equity.

3.6 Influencer persuasiveness and relationship equity

Relationship equity (RE) covers equity from the perspective of customers. It is the outcome
of their value perceptions judgment in relation to the costs involved (Yu & Yuan 2019).
Relationship equity can ultimately result in customer loyalty beyond their subjective
evaluations of a brand (Kim et al. 2010; Lemon et al. 2001). It is a useful tool to create and
sustain the relationship between a customer and an organisation (Zeithaml, Bitner & Gremler
2006). Relationship equity acts as the “glue” between customers and the brand and it makes

the customer continue purchasing the same brand (Rust & Verhoef 2005). If a customer
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feels well treated, relationship equity is said to be high (Kristof, Odekerken-Schréder &
lacobucci 2001).

Another name for relationship equity is intention equity (Gonzalez-Benito, Martos-Partal &
Fustinoni-Venturini 2015). In today’s world, RE is also a function of social media
communication (Hutagalung & Situmorang 2018). Kim and Ko (2012) state that social media
marketing activities create purchase intention and loyalty to a brand. Relationship equity can
result from the linking of customers to a larger like-minded virtual community (Lemon et al.
2001). Brands can therefore use persuasive influencers to form relationships with customers
(Booth & Matic 2011), because influencers are perceived to be relatable, reliable, and are
important messengers for consumers looking for recommendations (Forbes 2016).
Persuasive influencers can alter the perception of their audience via their social influence
(Gonzalez et al. 2015). Their message is likely to be more credible and influential because it
can be perceived as an on-going communication emanating from the end-user of the brand
(Eccleston & Griseri 2008; Liu-Thompkins & Rogerson 2012). These customer perceptions
can improve both the trustworthiness and credibility of the message (Cheung & Thadani
2012). Persuasive influencers can cause customers to stick with a brand and to recommend
it to others (Barreto 2020).

Another source of strength for influencers is their attractiveness to their audience. Source
attractiveness theory states that there is a positive correlation between source attractiveness
and consumer’s attitude. Attractive influencers are more likely to capture followers' attentions
(Lim et al. 2017), and increase the acceptance rate of the information they are
communicating (Erdogan 1999). Consumers end up identifying with the source, and the
source’s appearance affects their fondness for the influencer (Martensen et al. 2018).
Pangaribuan, Ravenia and Sitinjak (2019) state that opinions from people in the same social
network are highly valued by consumers in that network. Gleaning from the argument above,

it can be hypothesised that:

H3: A persuasive influencer has a positive effect on relationship equity

3.7 Influencer persuasiveness and purchase intention

As consumers are becoming more reliant on social media for information searches related to
purchases, firms now understand that providing online content affects customers’ purchase
intentions (Konstantopoulou et al. 2019). Alkaya and Taskin (2017) define purchase

intention as the possibility of a customer to buy a product or service based on their
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perceptions, attitudes, and satisfaction. Since purchase intention measures the future
contribution of customers to the brand and might result in sales (Alkaya & Taskin 2017; Kim
& Ko 2012), it can be used to forecast customers’ actions (Morwitz 2014; Wong 2019). In
general, the intention to purchase a brand is formed after customers have evaluated the
product or service (Harker, Brennan, Kotler & Armstrong 2015; Spears & Singh 2004), in
terms of quality, satisfaction, and the expected switching costs (Weisberg, Te’eni & Arman
2011). Influencer marketing focuses on identifying individuals who have expertise in the
subject matter and are capable of reaching and influencing specific targets of potential
buyers because of their relationships with their followers. Source attractiveness theory states
that endorsers with attractive features can exert a positive attitude on consumers and
subsequently, on their purchasing intention (Till & Busler 2000). Social learning theory states
that people’s consumption behaviour is dependent on social agents (Makgosa 2010; North &
Kotze 2001), or social media influencers (Lim et al. 2017). Persuasive social media
influencers can easily generate and spread trends and opinions about brands (Zhang, Zhao
& Xu 2016). Millennials are heavy users of social media (Chatzigeorgiou 2017).

H4: Influencer persuasiveness has a positive effect on potential customers to purchase a
brand.

For the diagrammatic representation of the relationships proposed in the hypotheses, see
Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1: Proposed model

Source: Literature review and hypotheses

4. METHODOLOGY AND DATA ANALYSIS

The study explored relationships between variables and followed a quantitative positivist
approach as per scholarly recommendations (Kivunja & Kuyini 2017). When using this
approach, a researcher can quickly administer, analyse, and interpret the results (McKenzie
2013). The university segment in Gauteng provided the research sample for this study
(Diggines & Wiid 2015; Taherdoost 2016). The research targeted the millennials (age group
19-35), as they are assumed to be extensive social media users, and acceptors of social
meanings from influencers (Chatzigeorgiou 2017). This group is also most likely to have
exposure to both brands and influencer social media. This is in line with other studies that
concentrated on either influencer marketing or the use of social media (Duffet 2017; Yadav &
Rahman 2018). Convenience sampling was followed for data collection (Cant, Gerber-Nel,
Nel & Kotze 2005; Diggines & Wiid 2015; Kumar 2011; Taherdoost 2016). After obtaining
permission from lecturers, the researcher distributed the self-administered questionnaires to
all the students in the targeted classes. The use of self-administered questionnaires for
primary data gathering was motivated by the accuracy, low-cost nature, and the
effectiveness of this method (Cant et al. 2005).
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4.1 Research instrument

The survey instrument was built based on prior research and used a Likert-type scale with
response options ranging from 1=Strongly disagree to 5=Strongly agree. The questionnaire
development was in English and the need for translation did not arise (Dao, Le, Cheng &
Chen 2014), as all the targeted participants were English literate. Each construct utilised
multiple item measures to avoid measurement errors related to the unreliability of single
measures (Gliem & Gliem 2003). Most of the scale items were adapted from previous
studies to fit the current context. For each of the constructs and scale item sources, see
Table 1 below. Taking into account the analysis method used (structural equation
modelling); the sample size of 350 was deemed sufficient (Wolf, Harrington, Clark & Miller
2013).

Table 1: Scale item and their sources

Variable Question item Source

Persuasive e Social media influencers have a strong (Konstantopoulou et al. 2019;
influencer influence on my assessment. Lim et al. 2017)

e Social media influencers have a strong
influence on my relationship with a brand.

e Social media influencers have a strong
influence on how valuable | perceive a product
or service to be.

e Social media influencers have a strong
influence on my purchases.

o | prefer social influencers for social media
content.

Brand equity e | view brands as stronger when they use (Kim et al. (2010; Vogel et al.
social media influencers as part of their social | 2008)
media marketing.

e | view brands as more attractive when they
use social media influencers as part of their
social media marketing.

e | view brands as more likable when they use
social media influencers as part of their social
media marketing.

Value equity o | seek value for money rather than status in (Ismail 2017; Razzaq et al.
Journal of Contemporary Management Volume 17 Issue 2 Page 11
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Variable Question item Source

the products and services | purchase. 2017)

e | have received useful information about the
value of brands, products and/or services from
influencers.

e Abrand’s products are more attractive
because of influencers.

Relationship e | am more enthusiastic about brands that use | (Razzaq et al. 2017)
equity influencers.

o | have relationships on social media with
brands exclusively through influencers.

e | always look to influencers for new brand

information.
Purchase ¢ | have made and/or planned to make (Duffett 2017)
intention purchases based on citizen influencer social

media activities.

¢ | have made and/or planned to make
purchases only after viewing a social media
influencer's message

o | viewed social media influencers’ media
activities, even after seeing brand social
media activities about the same product or
service.

Source: From literature review

To address ethical concerns, participants were informed about the purpose of the study
(Nunan & DiDomenico 2013), before their responses were recorded (Hegney & Chan 2010).
In addition, their responses were all coded to protect their anonymity. Lastly, privacy and
confidentiality are other issues considered following the country’s laws (South Africa 2008),
and academic protocol requirements (Boyd 2010; Walls, Parahoo, Fleming & McCaughan
2010). Before any data gathering could commence, ethical clearance was obtained from the

concerned institution. The protocol number is CBUSE/1476.

4.2 Data analysis

The descriptive statistics results are given in Table 2.

Journal of Contemporary Management Volume 17 Issue 2 Page 12
DHET accredited 2020
ISSN 1815-7440 Pages 492-522




FM MGIBA

Persuasive Influencers and the Millennials: How

N NYAMANDE their relationships affect brand, value,
and relationship equities, and customers’
intention to purchase
Table 2: Descriptive statistic table
Demographic Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 95 36.8
Female 161 62.4
Prefer not to say 2 0.8
Age
18-23 196 76
24-29 38 14.7
30-35 20 7.8
35< 4 1.6
Social Media Platform of Choice
Facebook 32 12.4
Instagram 118 45.7
Twitter 58 225
YouTube 45 174
Pinterest 5 1.9
Daily Usage
0-1 hour 53 20.5
1-2 hours 67 26
2-3 hours 7 275
More than 3 hours 67 26
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Demographic Frequency Percentage

Social Media Content Preference

Cl Generated Content 181 70.2

Brand Generated Content 77 29.8

Source: From participants’ responses

From the Table 2, it is apparent that 62% of the willing participants were female while 37% of
participants were male and 1% preferred to not specify their gender. Females made up most
of the sample. About 76% of participants were in the range of 18-23 years old, which was
expected, as all the participants were university students. Instagram was the most
preferred/used social media platform with 46% of participants indicating it was their platform
of choice, followed by Twitter at 23%. The daily social media usage was evenly split as the
figures in the table. About 21% of participants used social media for between 0 and 1 hour
per day. Participants who use social media for 1-2 hours and more than 3 hours a day both
account for 26% of the sample respectively. Participants with daily usage of 2-3 hours
represented 27% of the sample. On the choice of the content recommending brands, about
70% of participants preferred influencer generated content with only 30% preferring brand-

generated content.

4.3 Data accuracy results
Cronbach Alpha coefficients were used for reliability checking (Larwin & Harvey 2012). A
figure of 0.7 or higher is acceptable. Reading from Table 3 below, all Cronbach Alpha values

were above 0.8, and scale reliability was therefore confirmed.
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Table 3: Scale reliability results
Descriptive Statistics Cronbach's Test
Research Mean | Standard Item
Construct Value | Deviation total a value Factor Loading
P1 3.7 1,099 0,314 0,587
P2 3,75 0,913 0,448 0,653
P P3 3,64 1,024 0,479 | 0,830 0,659
P4 3,66 1,017 0,627 0,736
P5 3,79 1,044 0,473 0,659
BE1 3,79 1,02 0,442 0,694
BE BE2 3,91 0,956 0,585 | 0,826 0,889
BE3 3,97 0,941 0,561 0,779
RE1 3,63 1,014 0,549 0,715
RE RE2 3,24 1,127 0,522 | 0,834 0,634
RE3 3,28 1,097 0,445 0,655
VE2 39 0,924 0,480 0,644
VE 0,830
VE3 3,65 0,948 0,447 0,558
PI1 3,78 0,813 0,515 0,810
Pl 0,831
PI2 3,55 0,921 0,393 0,544

Source: Data from the study.

According to Schimmack (2019), construct validation requires the demonstration of both

convergent and discriminatory validity. Convergent validity assesses the level of correlations

of multiple indicators of the same construct (Sarstedt, Ringle, Smith, Reams & Hair 2014),

and thus ensure that concepts that should be related are indeed related (Zikmund, Babin,

Carr & Griffin 2010). To establish it, the researchers followed the scholarly recommended

approach of using both the composite reliability (CR), and the average variance extracted

(AVE) values. Their cut-off values are »0.6, and 2.5 respectively (Wang, Cheng, Purwanto &
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Erimurti 2011), For AVE, the formula AVE=Z k2 / n, where K represents the factor loadings of
the indicators, and n, the number of items measuring the construct (Ahmad, Zulkurnain &
Khairushalimi 2016; Ab Hamid, Sami & Sidek 2017). All the AVE values were acceptable as
they ranged between 0.5 and .63. The formula for calculating the CR is CR=Z k?/ k* + [1- k7]
(Ahmad et al. 2016). All scale items exceeded the threshold values, except VE1, which
loaded weakly (below 0.3), prompting its’ removal for further analysis. The final model is

displayed in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Resultant model
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The assessment of discriminant validity (DV) is of utmost importance in research that
involves latent variables along with the use of several items or indicators for representing the
construct (Ab Hamid et al. 2017). DV measures the extent to which the constructs are
empirically distinct from each other in the structural model. Two (2) approaches are generally
applicable in marketing research studies. The average value extracted (AVE), and the inter-

correlation matrix approach. Recent studies however have shown that AVE assessments are
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no longer suitable for discriminant validity checks (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt & Ringle 2019;
Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt 2015).

Taking the above into consideration, DV for the present study was confirmed using the inter-
construct correlation matrix as recommended by many other scholars (Morar, Venter de
Villiers & Chuchu 2015; Van Mierlo, Vermunt & Rutte 2009; Shaffer, De Geest & Li 2016). In
this approach, the higher the correlation between the constructs, the lower the discriminant
validity of the variables (Nunnally & Bernstein 1994). Different scholars recommend different
cut-off values. According to Chinomona, Lin, Wang and Cheng (2010), the inter-correlations
for all paired latent variables should be less than one. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994)
recommend a threshold value of 0.7, and Kenny (2019) a value of 0.85. Table 4 below,
shows the inter-correlation values for all paired latent variables and they all range between
0.497 and 0.203. Discriminant validity was therefore confirmed.

Table 4: Inter-construct correlation matrix
P BE RE VE Pl
P Pearson correlation | 1
BE Pearson correlation | 0.316** 1
PE Pearson correlation | .325** AQT7H* 1
VE Pearson correlation | .343** .203** 279%* 1
PI Pearson correlation | .347** .328** A456** .264** 1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Source: Data from study

Before checking hypotheses test results, the researchers evaluated the goodness of fit
(GOF) of the proposed model with the data by using assessment indices, as scholarly
recommended (Shi, Lee & Maydeu-Olivares 2019). There are, however, debates amongst
scholars around these indices, particularly on which indices to include and the values the
indices should attain for one to decide between the acceptance and the rejection of a model
(Marsh, Hau & Wen, 2004; McNeish 2018). Different indices represent a different aspect of
the fit of the proposed model (Yuan, Chan, Marcoulides & Bentler 2016), and their strengths
are sample sizes dependent (Rose, Markman & Sawilwsky, 2017; West, Taylor & Wu 2012).
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To address these concerns, many scholars recommend that no decision concerning the
goodness of fit should be based on a single index, no matter how favourable to the model
that index might appear (Gullen 2001; Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen 2008; Raykov &
Marcoulides 2012; Tomarken & Waller 2005). For that reason, GOF should be assessed
using a variety of indices (McNeish 2018; Yuan et al. 2016). As shown above, the use of
indices brings into sharp focus the problem of deciding on the cut off values. Scholars do not
agree on these values as well (Greiff & Heene 2017; Saris, Satorra & Van der Veld 2009).
Given the above into account, the researchers used the pragmatic approach of using five
commonly used fit indices (Byrne 2012; Kline 2015), which are Chi-Square test, CFIl, GFl,
TLI, and RMSEA (Miyejav 2017; Shi et al. 2019). Table 5 displays all the fitness indices
obtained, together with some sources of their threshold values. According to Chang and
Chen (2009), the CFA results indicate a promising and acceptable overall model fit. Given
the above, the present researchers accepted the values shown in Table 5 as the basis for
accepting the model fitness test.

Table 5: Model test indices
Indices Cut-off value Sources Results Decision
Chi-Square 1-5 (Siti et al. 2011) 49 Acceptance
5 (Schumacher & Lomax 2010;
Teo, Tan, Lee, Chai, Koh
Chen & Cheah 2010)
CFl 0.8 (Deniz, Tekin & Satici 2019; 0.8 Acceptance
Joshanloo & Niknam 2019)
09 (Miyejav 2017)
0-1 (Miyejav 2017)
GFI 0-1 (Miyejav 2017) 0.82 Acceptance
TLI 0.9 0.8
Acceptance
(Marginally)
RMSEA <0.158 (Kenny 2019) 0.11 Acceptance
<0.5 (Schumacher & Lomax 2010;
Yilmaz, Celik & Yilmaz 2019)
<1 (Segars & Glover 1993)
Source: Data from study
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After confirming the acceptability of the CFA measurement model fit, the study proceeded to
the hypothesis testing using SEM with the AMOS 25 software package, the results of which

are given in Table 6 below.

Table 6: Hypotheses test summary
Path
Hypothesis | Relationship Coefficient | P-Value | Outcome
H1 BE Seme P 0,538 o Significant and Supported
H2 RE <-- P 0,657 - Significant and Supported
H3 VE < P 0,722 - Significant and Supported
H4 PI <-- P 0678 - Significant and Supported

Key: P-Persuasive influencer, BE-Brand equity, RE-Relationship equity, PI-Purchase intention

Levels of Significance= *=0.10; **=0.05; ***=0.01

Source: Data analysis from study

5. SUMMARY OF THE HYPOTHESES TESTING

As seen from the results from Table 6, influencers positively influence a firm’s: brand equity,
relationship equity, value equity, and the intention of customers to purchase a brand’s offer
through their social media activities. The effect, of the persuasive influencer on these
different forms of customer equities is not in equal measure. For instance, the influencer’'s
impact on value equity is much more than its’ impact on brand equity as evidenced by the
path coefficients 0.722 and 0.538 respectively. Given a choice of which customer equity
managers should concentrate on influencing, it makes sense to target these different forms

in order of value equity, purchase intention, relationship equity, and lastly, on brand equity.

5.1 Discussion of the hypotheses results

The current influencer marketing strategy is a “one-size-fits-all” approach and leaves other
potential areas that deserve attention (Hughes, Swaminathan & Brooks 2019). The present
study adds to the growing literature on the effectiveness of influencer marketing on brand
equity, value equity, relationship equity, and the intention to purchase from brands. It has

shown that; persuasive influencer social media marketing activities have a positive effect on
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brand equity; persuasive influencer social media marketing activities have a positive effect
on relationship equity; persuasive influencer social media marketing activities have a positive
effect on value equity; and that, persuasive influencer social media marketing activities have
a positive effect on purchase intention. This is in line with other researchers’ findings. How
messages are communicated to the intended audience is a factor in any context (Kimpakorn
& Tocquer 2010). For instance, Luxton, Reid and Mavondo (2017) found a close relationship
between organisational communication and its’ brand equity. Influencers provide
opportunities for viral growth and thus increase the customer-based brand equity (De
Veirman, Cauberghe & Hudders 2017; Rosario, Sotgiu, Valck & Bijmolt 2016). Knoll (2016)
also showed that influencer marketing is very useful for relationship equity creation.
Influencer marketing can also generate viral e-word of mouth (Ewom), which can be a big
asset to improve a company’s valuation. Social media influencers have a place in marketing
practice because when customers choose products, they normally go for the one

recommended by influencers.

5.2 Management implication of the study

It is indispensable to understand how influencer marketing impacts organisational value, and
this value is largely determined by its’ customer-based equity. All customer experiences
should be carefully managed (El Naggar & Bendary 2017), including via advertisements and
promotional messages. The present study supplies some of the tools for achieving that. It
provides the first empirical evidence of the effectiveness of influencers in terms of
highlighting the aspects that they affect the most in customer value. By using three (3)
grounding theories, it also supplies a novel theory-informed research framework to
management scholars. In this study, the different forms of customer equity and the intention
to purchase were determined using multiple indicators. The findings will generate interest for
further research to identify which of those indicators organisations can concentrate
resources allocation on. In light of the findings of this research, it makes sense for
management practitioners to solicit influencers to post about products and brands, as these
positively affect customers’ perceptions and their buying decisions. The intent of their
influencer campaign should determine the choice of both media and influencers, because,
the influencers do not affect the different dependent variables in the same measure. In
conclusion, the findings of this study can aid investment decisions for organisational growth,
and customer intelligence gathering (because of the interactive nature of influencer-
customer communication). The findings should go a long way in highlighting areas of

organisational resources planning, in light of the advancement in technological development.
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5.3 Limitations of the study

The participants for the study were university students. The outcomes of the research
cannot, therefore, be expected to produce immediate practical benefits to organisations. The
benefits can only be realised in the long-term. The choice of participants also limits the
generalisability of the outcomes. The student population does not accurately represent the
entire South African population. Lastly, the study does not deal with some of the negative
sides of influencer marketing, such as potential influencers inflating the size of their following

and possible influencer fraud in general.
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