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Internet celebrities, such as Youtuber, have become an important figure in
influencing purchase intention among viewers. This effect was linked to the
parasocial interaction, which is prominently studied in communication and marketing
fields. This research aimed to broaden this link by using a social psychological theory.
Thus, the purpose of this research was to examine the effect of commitment
(according to the Investment Model of Commitment Processes) and parasocial
interaction on purchase intention of endorsed beauty products. Data were collected
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Structural Equation Modelling analysis using R indicated that parasocial interaction
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on purchase intention was not significant. Moreover, commitment to parasocial
interaction with beauty Youtuber was found to be predicted negatively by
investment size. Quality of alternatives and satisfaction level were found to be
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background and Significance

Social media or Social network sites (SNS) has become a tool in connecting
people, not only between friends or acquaintances globally (Cho & Park, 2013), but
also with celebrities and fans. According to Digital Intelligence and Literacy Research
Unit, Faculty of Communication Arts, Chulalongkorn University, SNS was used mostly
for entertainment and communication purposes, but also along with purposes of
following bloggers, interacting with them, and for online shopping (n.d.). One of
interesting factors that associate these two topics together is parasocial interaction.
Parasocial interaction (Horton & Wohl, 1956) resembles social interaction, in that it
makes viewers feel connected to a media figures they watched, as if they could
communicate directly. Still, the ‘para’ social nature of it means that the feeling was
just a perception of viewers. The interaction they have is purely controlled by the
media figures. This so-called parasocial interaction is a phenomenon scholars from
many fields but particularly communication studies have paid close attention to
(Schiappa et al,, 2007), in order to explain relationship between fans and media
characters or celebrities. In the past 60 years after it was first introduced in examining
the connectedness between newscaster and viewers, the amount of researches has
been growing constantly to over 260 publications in 2015, covered various types of
media - both traditional medium such as TV and radio, and social network sites such
as Facebook and Twitter (Liebers & Schramm, 2019). Recently, parasocial interaction
between Youtubers and fans has been studied, which was also examined in this

research.

Youtube is a video streaming platform. Thailand ranked the first in Youtube’s
consumption in Southeast Asia, with respect to number of users, watched time, and
number of channels with creator awards in gold level (1 million subscribers) and silver

level (100,000 subscribers; The Nation Thailand, 2016). In terms of features,



communication scholars have found that Youtube offers a channel for non-verbal cues
that lack from photos and text messages presented in other sites, but in the same
time offers a social network function where people can comment and interact with
other users and the celebrities, just like other sites (Wattenhofer et al.,, 2012). The
influence of Youtubers is not only limited to communication and entertainment.
Youtubers are sometimes referred to as “influencers”, as they have influences on
consumer’s intention to buy through the content generated in their videos - vlogs
(Susarla et al., 2012). Vlogs, in the form of online reviews, are emerging as an important
advertisement tool, as a source of word-of-mouth that users obtain product-relevant
information before purchasing of both product and services (Hill et al., 2017; Woo et
al., 2015). Moreover, empirical results supported the existence of parasocial interaction
in creating electronic word-of-mouth (Hwang & Zhang, 2018), positive attitude toward
advertisement (Gong, 2020) and product (Choi & Lee, 2019), and purchasing intention
in celebrity endorsement and internet personalities endorsement (Chung & Cho, 2017;

Kim et al., 2015; Lou & Kim, 2019; Zhang & Hung, 2020).

Influencers marketing came as a useful advertising tool for practitioners to
create electronic word of mouth (eWOM) of the brands, by using the content creator
on SNS for product placement (Tabellion & Esch, 2019). In order to succeed, they
needed to be credible, trustworthy, expert, authentic and fit to the products and
brands they endorsed. In that way, they acted as mediator between brands and
consumers, and can be a source of information for customers. In this way, it could
lead to positive attitude with brand and purchase intention (Chopra et al.,, 2021,
Tabellion & Esch, 2019). The characters of social media influencers would create an
emotional bonds by how much they could satisfy needs of the viewers (Ki et al., 2020).
Influencer marketing targeted not only adults but also children, peculiarly on Youtube
where a number of child vloggers is increasing. Similarly to those in adults,
effectiveness of sponsored videos depended on how much time children spent
watching and bonding with the Youtubers (De Veirman et al,, 2019). Simply put,

influencers marketing received many attentions from both practitioners and



researchers but the theories are based on either persuasion theory of source

characteristics or uses and gratification theory.

Of particular relevance to the current research, beauty influencers use Youtube
platform to vlog in several ways for both product placement and communicating with
fans; e.g., haul or unboxing - displaying and unpacking recently acquired product,
displaying essential make-up products — or as they call showing ‘what’s in my bag’,
sharing information of personal experiences and daily life, and Q&A sessions based on
fans’ questions (Zhang, 2018). Gen Z, which accounted for 33% of global population
and now the largest consumer segment (Department of International Trade Promotion,
2020; Fromm, 2018), are especially susceptible to online advertisement that almost
90% of them acquire product information on social media before purchase. Especially
in women, nearly 60% of them follow beauty influencers and over 40% of them rank
Youtube as their favorite platform to follow those influencers (Morning Counsult, n.d.).
The situation in Thailand is no different. According to a report from McKinsey &
Company, Gen Z, which is accounted for 25% of total population, likes to research
products before purchasing and greatly relies on video content (Kim et al., 2020). As a
result, brands also turned to collaborate with social media influencers to increase
advertisement credibility and trustworthiness (Vettese, 2019). For example, L'Oréal
(n.d.) officially announced their partnership commitment with influencers and thus was
able to achieve desired consumer engagement, and gained 5% in market growth in
2019 with estimated amount of 220 billion euros (or almost 8 trillion baht). More
importantly, 41% of them was from Asia Pacific (L’Oréal, 2019). The report from
McKinsey and Company also showed that, this market has been growing consistently
even in the time of COVID-19, where some industries were hit by the recession (Gerstell
et al,, 2020). However, effectiveness of product endorsement on vlogs cannot be
achieved without viewer’s perception of having good relationship, ability to interact
with Youtubers (Rybaczewska et al., 2020). Unsurprisingly, parasocial interaction with
beauty Youtubers also leads to loyalty to the Youtubers (Ko & Wu, 2017) and purchase
intention (Handrianaa et al., 2019; Purnamaningsih & Rizkalla, 2020). Therefore, it is



worthwhile to examine the role of relationship between beauty Youtubers and their

viewers in predicting endorsed product purchase intention.

As mentioned above, parasocial interaction in traditional and internet celebrity
endorsement has been linked and examined in numerous researches. As researchers
are interested in how it happened and why it worked, they also looked inside on how
these factors function. Uses and gratification approach is one of the most studied
theory on parasocial interaction. Uses and gratification theory was set to examine
motivation to select and consume a piece of media in order to gratify the needs. After
the arrival of new media and internet, the interactivity of it made this theory appealing
to many practitioners (Ruggiero, 2000). As a consequence, it was used in understanding
media consumption for different online platforms along with parasocial interaction.
For instance, Kim et al. (2015) found that information seeking motivation on SNS
predicted parasocial relationship with traditional celebrities (actor and singer), and in
turn predicted purchase intention of clothing the celebrities endorsed. And Yuan et al.
(2016) found that information seeking motivation, entertainment motivation, and
relationship motivation on Facebook predicted parasocial relationship with the sport
celebrity, and in turn predict positive attitude toward Facebook, and then positive

attitude toward the brand that the celebrity acted as brand ambassador.

Another theory that was used frequently to explain parasocial interaction and
celebrity endorsement is source factors/characteristics from persuasion theory of
Yale’s Message Learning Approach. This approach stated that attitude changed from
persuasive message could be affected by 4 factors i.e., source factors, message factors,
channel factors and recipient factors (McGuire, 1996). As a part of celebrity
endorsement, the focus is on source factors rather than the rest. This factor itself
consisted of source attractiveness, credibility, expertise, majority or minority status,
and trustworthiness and has already been used to explain traditional celebrity
endorsement (Chung & Cho, 2017; Zhang & Hung, 2020). Now that internet personalities
are regarded as Key Opinion Leader (KOL). This theory, then, is integrated in many
frameworks as one of the keys used to understand how internet personalities can have

impact on their followers. This theory was applied in plenty of studies of SNS with



numerous types of content creators. For example, Yilmazdogan et al. (2021) focused
on travel influencers on Instagram and found that the relationship between 3 sub-
dimensions of source credibility i.e., attractiveness, trustworthiness, and expertise of
Instagram travel influencers and travel intention of Gen Y and Z was mediated by
parasocial interaction with those influencers. Folkvord et al. (2020) focused on fit
(healthy lifestyle) influencers and found that followers of the real influencer
(compared to the fictional one) were associated with higher level of perceived
influencer’s social attractiveness and with higher level of parasocial interaction with
the fit influencer, in turn led to higher level of positive attitudes toward products and

purchase intention of endorsed product.

As researches on parasocial interaction have only focused on those two
theories, other aspects have been overlooked. The questions related to the
relationship vloggers and viewers are still in need of an answer such as the formation
of relationship, the reasons behind continuing watching their favorite Youtubers, and
its relation to purchase intention of endorsed products. If we regard the continuance
of watching as loyalty or commitment to the beauty Youtuber, this question should
be easily answered by applying it to the social psychological theory: The Investment
Model of Commitment Processes. This theory (Rusbult, 1980; Rusbult et al., 2012)
stems from the romantic relationship, predicting that people would be committed if
they are satisfied with the relationship, has low-quality alternatives to this relationship,
and highly invested in maintaining the relationship. This theory has also been applied
and confirmed to predict commitment in other kinds of relationship, such as customer
loyalty, commitment to a service, and commitment to websites (Le & Agnew, 2003;
Tran et al,, 2019). In terms of purchase intention that this research is interested in, the
most relevant application of this model would be brand commitment. The theory has
been found to predict commitment to brand in many studies (Geyer et al., 1991; Sung
& Campbell, 2007; Sung & Choi, 2010), and later extend in purchase intention too.
Therefore, this model should be applicable to the context of beauty Youtubers, and
might offer new insights in the relationship mechanisms between the beauty Youtubers

and their fans, that little researches have studied.



In this research, | aimed to broaden the established link of parasocial interaction
and purchase intention that has been empirically addressed by consumer
psychologists, by using a social psychological theory that focusses on relationship
maintenance i.e., investment model of commitment. This work has a crucial meaning
in its interdisciplinarity, by combining factors from psychological field (commitment),
communication field (parasocial interaction and media usage), and marketing field
(purchase intention) together. Theoretically, it offers a new look in describing and
predicting commitment and parasocial interaction to vlogger by considering purchase
intention as one of relationship maintenance mechanisms to this kind of relationship.
The result is not limited to the relationship between beauty vlogger and could be
explored and adapted in other types of vloggers or streamers. This work also aimed
clarify the terms for parasocial phenomena (the mechanisms of parasocial interaction)
using psychological definitions that could help clarify the overlapping constructs by
verifying the popular measures of parasocial interaction — Rubin et al.’s Parasocial
Interaction Scale (1985) statistically. Thus, it offered a better understanding in

parasocial interaction and an application for future research.

Practically, this work would show how beauty viogger fans interact and bond
with their idols and how these interactions turn into purchase intention. This
understanding would be useful for marketing and advertising practitioner in media
planning, especially for those of beauty product firms. Demographic information
gathered in this work can also be used as customer segment profile. Moreover, this
understanding can help beauty Youtubers to engage more precisely with their
followers according to the model. Just like marketing and advertising practitioner,
Youtubers can get to know their fans based on demographic information that they can
tailor their content to match these customer segment. Finally, this result would ignite
the awareness for customers of how they might get manipulated by their favorite
influencers. This information might make the fans more conscious of their purchase as

a result of celebrity endorsement.

The following section covers the literature review of related constructs and

theory i.e., parasocial interaction and the investment model of commitment.



Literature Review

Parasocial Interaction

The terms parasocial relationship and parasocial interaction were introduced
by Horton and Wohl (1956) to refer to “one-sided, nondialectical, controlled by the
performer, and not susceptible of mutual development” interaction between a media
figures and its viewers that resembles face-to-face, social interaction. Certain
researchers attempted to differentiate the two, such that parasocial interaction occurs
only during media reception, and defined parasocial relationship as “the perception
of television viewers of a relationship with someone known through the media”
(Schiappa et al.,, 2007) that persists across situations like a real long-term social
relationship and has an influence on further behavioral, cognitive, and emotional
processes, as well as parasocial interaction itself (Schramm, 2008). Despite many
researchers’ attempts to define the distinction between the terms parasocial
interaction and parasocial relationship, the differences in their underlying psychological
mechanism remain unclear. This may be in part due to the different conceptualizations

and measurements used across studies.

The most popular measures of parasocial interaction (Liebers & Schramm,
2019) is Rubin et al.’s (1985) Parasocial Interaction (PSI) scale. In PSI- Scale, Rubin and
colleagues operationalized parasocial interaction as “interpersonal involvement of the
media users with what he or she consumes” (1985, p. 156). ltems in Rubin et al.’s
(1985) Parasocial Interaction Scale were based on previous researches but particularly
on Levy’s (1979) work. Levy led a focus group interview with television news audiences
and found that they see their favorite news anchors as friends, this friendship was
formed and developed over time from a perception of shared experience during news
programs. Seeing personae as friends, audiences started showing remarks to news
anchors (such as responding to greeting and questions), reported missing and feeling
upset because of news anchors’ absence on vacation, liked having the presence of
the news anchors when they were at home (such as hearing their voice) Cognitively,
audiences were influenced by personae as they were guided by news anchors’

behaviors (verbal and non-verbal) on how to feel about certain news. And



unsurprisingly, they also liked to compare their ideas to those expressed by the news
anchors. Affectively, audiences were influenced by personae and resulted in feeling
happy (i.e., news anchors’ sense of humor made the news easier to take) and feeling
sorry (when news anchors made mistakes). Moreover, the program itself is an important
channel for parasocial interaction, since it allowed audiences to get to know, and see
what the personae were like. Hence, Rubin et al.’s (1985) involvement reflected seeing
personae as friends, imagining being part of personae’ social circle, seeking guidance
from personae (on how to feel or think about certain news), and wanting to meet

personae in real life (p. 157).

Parasocial-interaction Process Scales (PSI-Process Scale; Schramm & Hartmann,
2008) is another popular measure with a different way of operationalizing parasocial
interaction. This scale was based on Two-Level Model of Parasocial Interaction
(Hartmann et al., 2004; Klimmt et al., 2006) which argued that high level of parasocial
interaction can trigger viewers’ cognitive, affective and behavioral responses. These
processes, consequently, were tapped using this PSI-Process Scales (Schramm &
Hartmann, 2008). The perceptual-cognitive response referred to viewers’ perception
and evaluation of personae, knowledge acquisition, and comparison with those of
themselves. The affective response referred to positive and negative feelings or
emotions that were evoked by the personae. The behavioral response referred to
intentions, non-verbal and paraverbal behaviors that viewers had toward personae.
Unlike, PSI-Scale that was initially developed for favorite news anchors, PSI-Process
scale was developed in concern of adapting to other contexts and can capture both
positive and negative relationships with the media figures. This measure was also
proved to be valid in various contexts of entertainment (i.e., theatre plays, TV dramas,
and quiz shows) with both fictional and non-fictional characters (Schramm & Wirth,
2010). Yuksel and Labrecque (2016) confirmed the existence of these processes in their
qualitative research, where they interviewed fans of student athletes and their
interaction with their idols on Twitter. Parasocial interaction in online communities can
be formed cognitively as in-depth knowledge about idols became available, such as

daily experiences, personal information, expression of thoughts and their values. Fans



became interested and put their attention on idol’s post, then tried to comprehend,
make judgement, and compare to those of their own. Affective parasocial interaction
referred to fans having the same feeling as what their idols told to feel online,
regardless of the topics. Fans were happy when idols posted that they were being in
love, and excited when idols posted about getting ready for the next season.
Behavioral parasocial interactions could tap many behaviors, ranging from offline one-
sided remarks (such as saying “wow” to themselves) while reading the posts, online
attempts to interact with their idols (such as tweeting/mentioning, asking to be
retweeted), to conducting “endorsed behavioral parasocial interaction” (such as going

to idols’ recommended restaurants).

Apart from the two scales mentioned above, many attempts were found to
create ‘a better way’ to measure parasocial interaction and parasocial relationship e.g.,
Audience Persona Interaction (API) scale (Auter & Palmgreen, 2000) that was
proposedly developed as a multi-dimensional scale, Experience of Parasocial
Interaction (EPSI) scale (Hartmann & Goldhoorn, 2011) that focused on the feeling of
being in a parasocial interaction, and Parasocial Relationships Scale (Tukachinsky, 2011)
that focused on different types of parasocial relationship (love and friendship) instead

of parasocial interaction.

Due to differing measurements for the construct, the facets were found
differently. For instance, Yuan et al. (2016) found parasocial relationship with 3 sub-
dimensions: proximity (making audiences feel close to personae), similarity (providing
related and interesting information), and attraction (liking personae and their
messages). Tsiotsou (2015) found that adapted version of Auter and Palmgreen’s
(2000) Audience Persona Interaction (API) scale consisted of 3 dimensions:
identification with personae, interest in personae, problem solving ability of
personae. Even though the initial APl scale was posited to be consisted of 4
dimensions: identification with favorite character (seeing themselves being common
as personae), interest in favorite character (wanting to watch, meet, caring for

personae), group identification (perception of being a part of personae’s social circle),
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and favorite character problem solving ability (agreeing to how personae handling

problems).

Even for Parasocial Interaction (PSI) Scale itself, the underlying dimensions
varied across works as well. Rubin and colleagues (1985) claimed that the scale tapped
the meaning of seeking guidance from a media persona, seeing media personalities as
friends, imagining being part of a favorite program’s social world, and desiring to meet
media performers. But the factors analysis found in later studies varied, both for factors
and items that belonged to that factors. For example, Gleich (1997) found 3 factors
i.e., companionship (perception of personae as good friends who create a warm and
pleasant atmosphere), person-program interaction (viewers see the personae and the
programs they appeared in as a unit. If viewers like the personae, they will also like
the programs), empathetic interaction (personae are perceived and treated as real
partners and triggered an imaginative communication process). Ding and Qiu (2017)
found 3 factors in their analysis but did not provide in-depth implications of each

factors i.e., genuineness, empathy, companionship.

In comparison to PSI-Process scale, PSI-scale seems to cover several
dimensions apart from the definition of illusionary mutual awareness during media
reception that many researchers claimed to be the definition of parasocial interaction
but more of a parasocial relationship, such as seeing personae as friends, desire to
meet media personae, imagine being a part of personae’s circle (Rubin et al., 1985;
Schramm & Hartmann, 2008). Dibble et al. (2015) examined this problem of overlapping
constructs between parasocial interaction and parasocial relationship and how to
measure them, by conceptualizing parasocial interaction as the above-mentioned
definition of “illusory experiences that are confined to the media exposure situation”
(p. 23) that was manipulated as video message that the speaker bodily addressed the
viewers by looking directly into the camera, comparing to another condition with the
video that the speaker looking and showing her body sideway. Parasocial relationship,
on the other hand, should be correlated with relationship closeness measures
(perception of being close, as if it was a relationship in real life), as it reflects the

definition of parasocial relationship being “intimacy at a distance” (p. 29) and
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correlated with identification measures (having same qualities as personae) and wishful
identification (wanting to be like personae), as it reflects the perception of knowing
persona. The result showed that not all items from PSl-scale were sensitive to
experimental induction of the ‘interaction’ but significantly correlated with scales that
claimed to tap parasocial relationship e.g., Tukachinsky’s (2011) PSR Scale, as well as
closeness, identification and wishful identification measures. In summary, PSl-scale was

found to tap parasocial relationship, instead of the proposed parasocial interaction.

Moreover, most of researches claiming to measure parasocial interaction did
not operationalize parasocial interaction by its definition of a process that occured
during media exposure, but more of a bond that occurred after media consumption
(e.g., Gabriel et al,, 2018; Labrecque, 2014; Wang et al, 2008). Then, immediate
responses of viewers toward media characters that are the core of parasocial
interaction were not reflected in these results, even when they claimed to measure

parasocial interaction.

Regardless of the terminology, parasocial interaction and relationship have
already been used to explain an influence of ambassadors in various contexts, such as
voting, donation, and purchased intention (Liebers & Schramm, 2019). In Thailand, this
term was also used in communication areas in order to gain understanding of the
media consumption based on various context ranging from fictional characters, such
as ones from television drama (Chaisupamongkollap, 2020), from cartoons
(Karnjnapoomi et al.,, 2019), to non-fictional characters such as TV personalities
(Wattanatorn, 2009), Korean idols (Suwannachote, 2008), members on social
commerce platform (Kessayanon, 2016), and also for internet celebrities on Facebook

(Chotipunyo & Wongpinunwatana, 2015).

In the field of relationship science, relationship refers to “a continuing and
often committed association between two or more people, as in a family, friendship,
marriage, partnership, or other interpersonal link in which the participants have some
degree of influence on each other’s thoughts, feelings, and actions”(American

Psychological Association, n.d., Definition 2). A relationship requires partners to be
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connected behaviorally, cognitively, and affectively (Clark & Reis, 1988) and be
interdependent (Finkel et al., 2017). Independency, or needs and influences people
have for and on a partner, in a relationship is stronger, more frequent, more diverse,
and more enduring than one in bare interactions. Apart from this, relationships could
also be determined in other dimensions i.e., deeper and larger knowledge about one
another, care, trust, responsiveness to needs, mutuality — sense of being ‘us’, and
commitment (Miller, 2018). Due to its parasocial nature, parasocial relationship does
not seem to fit these definitions of normal relationships, since it lacks the
characteristics of relationship determinants. Taken together the reasons of
inappropriateness and overlapping in terminology mentioned above, | decide to drop
the term parasocial relationship and stick to parasocial interaction for the rest of this
research. To measure parasocial interaction, the adapted version of PSI-Scale (Rubin et
al,, 1985) will be used due to its definition and popularity among practitioners.
Adopting the well-received measure with appropriate term and operationalization to
this research would strengthen the existing literature of parasocial interaction and its

consequences.

Communication researchers have identified several antecedents of parasocial
interaction e.g., self-disclosure (personae revealing personal information; Kim & Song,
2016), physical attractiveness (having aesthetically pleasing appearance),
entertainment motive (motivation to increase pleasure and having fun), relationship
building motive (motivation to be connected and maintain relationship with others;
Liu et al., 2019), attitude homophily/social attractiveness (viewers’ perception of being
similar with media personae; Lee & Watkins, 2016; Liu et al, 2019), authenticity
(viewers’ belief that the content shown was real; Tran & Strutton, 2014), credibility
(jJudgement that personae’s characters was true; Gong & Li, 2017; Ledbetter & Redd,
2016). Overall, it is clear that social presence on social media helped transform media

consumption into parasocial interaction (Ledbetter & Meisner, 2021).
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The researcher who stood out from other researchers is Giles, because of his
attempt in explaining parasocial phenomena based on psychological perspective,
instead of communication theories. His model (2002) explains the psychological nature
and development stages of parasocial interaction, how it turns into a lasting

relationship and differentiates continuum of social-parasocial encounters.

Figure 1

Continuum of Social-Parasocial Interaction (Giles, 2002)
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The first component set the interactions on a continuum (Figure 1) in terms
of (a) amount of people involved, (b) proximity or distance between interactants, (c)
formality of social conventions, and (d) potential relationship between the interactants.
On one end was the social encounter where a dyadic, proximal interaction take place.
On this end, the quality of interaction with a specific person decreased with the
increasing number of people involved. In the middle stands the interaction that has
the characteristics of possible relationship outcomes as in the social end, but with the
restricted social convention and with a media figure as an interactant. On the other
end was the parasocial encounter which possesses great distance and formality in its
nature. Authenticity or realism of that media figure, then, played a role to determine
relationship possibilities and, in turn, affected the interaction quality. According to this
notion, parasocial interaction can be divided into 3 levels: First-order parasocial
interaction, with highest level of figures’ realism where media figures talk or address
to viewers directly; Second-order parasocial interaction, for example, actors that are
somewhat authentic (as they are real persons and might be able to initiate further
interaction) but portray media or fictional characters that do not reflect who they really
are; Third-order parasocial interaction, which are fictional characters, such as cartoon

fisures that cannot be encounters in other situations.
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viewing episode might develop into a relationship (Figure 2). During media reception,

viewer receive knowledge and make judgement related to the characters. Attraction

gained from the judgement make the viewers initiate further encounters by imitating

behavior or gaining more information about the characters. If the information gained

is not aligned with the former ones, it could affect and change the judgement. After

additional encounters, some viewers might try to contact the character. However,

this rarely happens because it is intervened by imagined interaction of possible cost

and benefits.

Figure 2

Stages in the development of a parasocial relationship (Giles, 2002)
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Parasocial Interaction with Youtubers

Youtubers especially utilize the features of an interactive video sharing sites in

creating connection with their viewers and parasocial interaction, by using self-

presentation and impression management strategies (Chen, 2014) and by using their
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attractiveness (Kurtin et al., 2018). Ferchaud et al. (2018) studied how Youtubers took
the parasocial attributes in creating parasocial interaction with their subscribers and
found that vloggers were positively associated with every type of self-disclosures
(regardless of being positive, negative or neutral), and in turn self-disclosure and
showing face on camera were positively associated with perception of being authentic.
Authenticity and realism were the same regardless of video settings, whether indoor
or outdoor, professional, or not. Female Youtubers were also perceived as more
authentic comparing to males. Rihl and Wegener (2017) also found that Youtube
allowed viewers to form virtual friendship with vloggers, since they were not
hierarchically constructed as typical relationships between celebrities and fans. Giving
feedbacks to Youtubers through comments, resulted in perceived interactivity
between viewers and Youtubers, and then strengthened parasocial interaction. This
means parasocial interaction with Youtubers are most likely first-order as categorized
by Giles (2002). The reason parasocial interaction is subjected to be studied here
instead to parasocial relationship, regardless of its high level of authenticity. Even
when, first-order parasocial interaction is particularly closed to develop into parasocial
relationship. The reason is because of the appropriateness explained above: the
measurement used, consistent conceptualization to existing media and marketing
literature, and the psychological definition of relationship. Even though first-order
parasocial interaction is the closest parasocial interaction to social interaction and
could develop into the real relationship (Giles, 2002), it is important to note that
existing media literature on purchase intentions are focusing on parasocial interaction
(Lee & Watkins, 2016; Rubin et al., 1985), not on parasocial relationships. In the other
words, parasocial interaction was extensively studied, applied to marketing researches,
and found to be predictive of purchase intentions, even when it is easier to happen
than parasocial relationships. Thus, it contains enough strength and importance to be

studied in this research instead of parasocial relationship.

To fill the gap in the social psychological research on parasocial interaction,
the present research aims to study the influence of first-order parasocial personae on

viewers’ behavior i.e., Youtubers on psychological process leading to purchase
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intention. Influence of first-order parasocial interaction on purchase has been evident

in terms of consumer behaviors as discussed in the next section.

Parasocial Interaction and Purchase Intention

Parasocial interaction has been applied to a consumer psychology field and
linked as an antecedent of behavioral intention (Tsiotsou, 2015) including purchasing
intentions, resulting from celebrity endorsement (Liebers & Schramm, 2019), not only
in traditional media setting, but also in the social networking sites, which is the context
of this research (Ding & Qiu, 2017; Knoll & Matthes, 2016; Quintero Johnson & Patnoe-
Woodley, 2016). Advisement that took place on influencers’ channel was practically
more successful because it was embedded it into personal stories of those influencers
(Lueck, 2012). Parasocial interaction’s effect on purchasing behaviors was not limited
to planned purchase, but also to impulse buying behaviors. Park and Lennon (2004)
found that viewers that had parasocial interaction with hosts of home shopping
programs were likely to purchase more impulsively. While Xiang et al. (2016) and
Vazquez et al. (2020) found a positive effect of parasocial interaction directly on

impulse buying tendencies.

Consistent with brand’s purpose of using influencers to create a good brand
image, parasocial interaction had impact beyond individual level to attitude and
perception toward brands. Aw and Labrecque (2020) found that parasocial interaction
with celebrities predicted brand attractiveness and credibility, in turn led to purchase
intention. Liu et al. (2019) found that parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger had a
positive effect on perceived brand quality, brand affect and brand preference.
Similarly, Reinikainen et al. (2020) found that parasocial interaction with lifestyle
vloggers increased vlogger’s credibility, and in turn increased brand trust, and finally

on increasing level of purchase intention in health care service.

To date, a small number of researchers have studied the influence of parasocial
interaction with beauty, fashion or lifestyle Youtubers on viewers’ purchase intention
but using various measures (primarily PSI and PSI-Process scales), in which reflected

the inconsistency in operational definition of parasocial interaction (as explained
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above). For instance, Rasmussen (2018) used experimental design to examine the role
of Youtubers’ popularity (operationalized as numbers of subscribers) and parasocial
interaction, using PSI-Process scale (Schramm & Hartmann, 2008), in predicting
purchase intention of US female college students. It was found that if viewers had a
parasocial interaction with beauty Youtubers, they intended to purchase the products

that were reviewed in vlogs, in both high and moderate level of Youtuber’s popularity.

Labrecque (2014) adapted PSI-Scale (Rubin et al., 1985) from anchors context
to match the brand context. She examined the role of parasocial interaction in creating
positive relationship outcome with brands. Study 1 used the survey design to
investigate customers’ interaction with brands on social media. The result confirmed
the mediating role of parasocial interaction in the relationship between perceived
interactivity (quick responses from brand) and openness (perception of being shared
information about brands), and loyalty intentions (positive words-of-mouth intentions
and purchase intentions) and willingness to provide information to brand. This result
was also confirmed in study 2 that employed between subject design, manipulating
high (high openness in description and storytelling of brand, high interactivity as quick
and direct responses) vs. low level of parasocial interaction (low openness in
description and storytelling of brand and low interactivity as late and generic

responses) on the sites of fictious brand.

Kim (2020) examined the role of unboxing vlogs (not limited to beauty
products) on intent to purchase products feature in those vlogs. Using Labrecque’s
(2014) measure in a cross-sectional survey approach, it was found that parasocial
interaction with vlioggers led to purchase intention. Lee and Watkins (2016) adopted
the PSI-Scale (Rubin et al., 1985) that initially focused on news anchors and developed
a new one to match the vlogging context. They examined how vlogger affected
consumer’s perception toward luxury brand. Employing both cross-sectional survey
design and experimental (within-subject and between subject) designs across 3 studies.
They found the consistent results that parasocial interaction with vlogger predicted

brand perception (especially ‘luxury brand value’ [The brand was a good value for
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money comparing to other brand.] and ‘brand-user imagery fit’ [The brand fitted my

image/identity]), and then led to purchase intention.

Lee and Watkins’ measure (2016) is recognized by other researchers who are
in the same field. For instance, Liu and colleagues (2019) used their measure to
conduct a survey research on brand perception. They found that parasocial interaction
with beauty vlogger in Macau (from different platforms e.g., Youtube, Facebook, and
WeChat) had a positive effect on perceived brand quality, brand affect and brand

preference.

Sokolova and Kefi (2020) also adopted Lee and Watkins’ measure (2016) in a
cross-sectional survey to examine the role of parasocial interaction and credibility as
mediators in the relationship between beauty/fashion vloggers’ attractiveness and
homophily, purchase intention of future products that would be endorsed by the
vloggers (e.g., “I would purchase the products promoted by the blogger in the future.”).
The result confirmed the hypothesis, as they found significant positive relationships of
beauty/fashion vloggers’ credibility on parasocial interaction, then on purchasing

intention of endorsed products.

Lee and Lee (2021) examined the role of vicarious expressions of beauty
Youtubers in the relations to parasocial interaction and purchase intentions. Vicarious
expressions were conceptualized as an understanding in the product that beauty
Youtubers endorsed in their video. Using the scale based on Lee and Watkins (2016)’s
measure, parasocial interaction was found to predict vicarious expressions and

purchase intention.

In spite of plentiful studies conducted relating to parasocial interaction and
purchasing behaviors, most of them are based on either persuasion theory (e.g., Liu et
al., 2019; Rasmussen, 2018; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020) or uses and gratification theory (e.g.,
Kim, 2020; Liu et al,, 2019), which stemmed primarily from communication fields.
Parasocial interaction still lacks explanation in psychological and interpersonal
relationship perspective. For instance, Boon and Lomore (2001) found attraction to

idols predicted investment people put into the relationship with that idols, and in turn
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predicted perceived intimacy and influences that the idols had on fans’ sense of
identity and self-worth. But they did not mention parasocial interaction as a part of
their research. And even though Madison and Porter (2015) adopted the imagined
interactions construct (which in primarily found in social relationships as a mean for
people to prepare themselves for expected interpersonal encounters in the futures)
in explaining parasocial interaction, and found that one of parasocial interaction
functions was to maintain the imagined relationship with the personae. Albeit the term
has already been mentioned in Giles (2002) as a factor that played a role whether
viewers would initiate contacts to the celebrities, further explanation on parasocial
interaction’s mechanism in interpersonal perspective was not addressed in this work.
Accordingly, it is reasonable for this research to integrate PSI/PSR using a theory in

psychology discipline: the Investment Model of Commitment Processes.

The Investment Model of Commitment Processes

The model is based and acted as an extension of Interdependent Theory
(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), which explains the persistence in relationship through level
of dependence. According to Interdependence Theory, dependence, or the urge to be
in each relationship stems from 2 parts: high satisfaction level and low quality of
alternatives. High level of satisfaction can be created by positive experiences and
affects gained from the relationship, which fulfill our needs. Low quality of alternative
happens when that the given relationship is the sole source that can fulfill our needs.
The investment model further added the third factor in predicting dependence -
Investment size: resources that were put into the relationship can be both tangible
and intangible. The larger the investment size is, the harder it is to leave the
relationship, since all the resources would go in vain. Altogether, a person will be
dependent on a certain relationship based on those 3 factors. And the dependence
will, in turn, create the sense of commitment in a relationship - the special bond or
faithfulness that occurs in relationship apart from structural state of being dependent
(Rusbult et al., 2012). Three bases (Satisfaction, Alternatives, and Investment) and
Commitment were moderately associated with measures reflecting healthy functioning

relationships tapping pro-relationship behaviors i.e., dyadic adjustment, relationship
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closeness, inclusion of other in the self, trust level, and liking and loving in the cross-
sectional study, and persistence in longitudinal study (Rusbult et al.,, 1998). In such
manner, commitment promotes relationship maintenance acts cognitively (i.e.,
cognitive interdependence, positive illusion, and derogation of alternatives) and
behaviorally (i.e., accommodation, willingness to sacrifice, and forgiveness; Agnew et

al.,, 1998; Rusbult et al.,, 2001; Wieselquist et al., 1999).

Commitment itself consists of 3 components. Affective component i.e,
psychological attachment refers to the emotional synchronization within the couple
as they share and became affected by their partner’s positive and negative
experiences. Cognitive component i.e., long-term orientation refers to the belief that
this relationship will last long in the future. And conative component i.e., intention to
persist refers to the intrinsic motivation to keep this relationship going. High levels of
three components (psychological attachment, long-term orientation, and intention to
persist in the relationship) predicted dyadic adjustment and persistence, just as
commitment itself. In the other words, those who stay in relationships are higher in
those components compared to those who left. The most important component out
of three is long-term relationship orientation, since it provided a unique variance in
predicting persistence, remained associated with persistence even after controlling for
couple functioning, and it increased in those who stay but decreased in those who left

the relationships (Arriaga & Agnew, 2001).

Rusbult’s Investment Model of Commitment Processes (1980, 1983) has been
an important framework in explaining persistence and pro-relationship motivation
through commitment in romantic relationship. Systematic reviews and meta-analysis
(Le & Agnew, 2003; Tran et al., 2019) provided a thorough robust and empirical support
for the model, applying to various types of relationship in both interpersonal (i.e.,
friendship, mentor-mentee relationship, and parasocial relationship) and non-
interpersonal domains (i.e., academic commitment, commitment to a community,
commitment to a concept, customer loyalty, commitment to the environment,
commitment to a service, sport commitment, and commitment to websites), apart

from the initial field of romantic relationships. Collectively, the bases of commitment
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were found to account about 54-61% of the variance in commitment of those
relationships. Satisfaction level was found to be significantly more predictive of
commitment than the other two bases. Commitment was found to significantly predict
stay-leave behavior, but less than a half of total variance. The bases of commitment
were significantly more highly correlated with commitment in studies of interpersonal

relationships than in other contexts.

Commitment and Parasocial Interaction

To date, only two researches have studied commitment of parasocial
interaction. They are the work of Eyal and Dailey (2012) and Branch et al. (2013).
Unfortunately, Tran and colleagues’ meta-analysis (2019) did not include both of them
in their analysis. Because Eyal and Dailey also measured commitment to friendship in
their work, so it was coded as friendship study instead. Thus, only one of the two was
coded as parasocial relationship in Tran et al.’s meta-analysis, which was the result

from Branch and her colleagues’s (2013) work.

The first work was conducted by Eyal and Dailey (2012). The aim was to
compare commitment level and relationship strength of friendship (to a close friend)
and parasocial relationships (both with fictional and non-fictional characters ranging
from first-order i.e., newscasters and reality TV show contestants and second-order
parasocial interaction such as TV show characters). Commitment was measured by
Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) with no difference in conceptualizing
between the two groups of relationships, and comparing to other works. Relationship
strength was conceptualized as feeling of intimacy, and measured by PSI-Scale (Rubin
et al, 1985). They found that satisfaction and investment positively predicted
commitment in friendship and parasocial relationships. But quality of alternatives
predicted commitment only in friendships, not in parasocial relationships. For
relationship strength, identification, commitment, and the extent to which the
friend/character was part of their larger social network predicted strength in both
relationships. However, relationship length was not related with its strength for

friendships and was negatively related with it in parasocial relationships.
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Building on Eyal and Dailey’s (2012) research that merged fiction and non-
fictional characters together in the analysis, Branch et al. (2013) compared
commitment to parasocial relationships formed with fictional and non-fictional. As in
Eyal and Dailey’s (2012) work, the characters ranged from first-order non-fictional
characters i.e., TV show hosts to second-order fictional characters i.e., characters from
TV shows. The investment model scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) was also used to measure
the constructs, indicating the usual conceptualization of variables used, apart from the
alternatives subscale that was divided into 3 subdimensions. The reason for this was
that parasocial relationship is different than typical interpersonal relationship, as
people can have many relationships with different characters (equivalent to other
relationships as alternative in interpersonal relationship) and sharing those
relationships (love we have for the characters) with the others in our social circle might
strengthen the commitment we have for the characters, in the sense that it became
shared activities between friends. In this way, the only kind of alternative that should
significantly and negatively predict commitment is choosing not to follow other
characters (equivalent to being single in interpersonal relationships). The results
indicated that satisfaction level and investments significantly and positively predicted
commitment to both fictional and non-fictional characters, whereas the quality of
alternative — choosing not to follow other characters—significantly predicted with
commitment only in fictional characters. Branch et al. (2013) speculated that it might
be because of the possibility of watching non-fictional characters on other channels
besides televisions or even meeting them in real life. In both (Branch et al., 2013; Eyal
& Dailey, 2012), it was found that alternatives cannot predict commitment to parasocial
interaction. Nonetheless, non-fictional characters used in both researches were TV
hosts only. In this research, non-fictional characters that will be studied are vloggers —
Youtube celebrities, which were found to be more interactive through the use of
feedback channels, making viewers feel that vloggers were authentic and evoked the
sense of community (Rihl & Wegener, 2017). In this case, the result might be different

from existing literatures.
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A few studies seem to point to the link between parasocial interaction,
commitment and distress after the relationship ended. In Eyal and Cohen’s work (2006)
that examined parasocial breakup or the cease of parasocial relationships (through the
end of television show), they also examined the relationship between commitment to
TV show and parasocial relationship with a character on the show ‘Friends’ and their
effect on breakup distress. Using a cross-sectional survey with regression analysis, both
constructs were found to predict parasocial breakup distress with the favorite
character. However, commitment and parasocial relationship were not related to each
other, as commitment cannot significantly predict parasocial relationship. It might be
because commitment was operationalized as solely time spent watching the program,
which only tapped the investment facet of Investment Model of Commitment
Processes. And the targets were on different levels (i.e., commitment to TV program
and parasocial relationship with a character) and might be incomparable. In a cross-
sectional survey design, Lin and colleagues (2016) used Investment Model Scale
(Rusbult et al., 1998) to predict parasocial distress after the TV program ended. The
result from path analysis was consistent with those of Eyal and Cohen (2006) that
commitment to TV program (which resulted from the 3 bases) can lead to ‘relational
breakup distress’, indicating that both parasocial interaction and commitment can
predict the same psychological outcome, but the causal relationship between those
two remained unclear. The only work that was the key to this problem might be Eyal
and Dailey’s work (2012). Particularly, relationship strength that was found to be
predicted by commitment. As mentioned above, relationship strength was actually
measured by Rubin et al.’s (1985) PSI-Scale, and commitment was taken from the
Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998). Thus, commitment should be able to

predict parasocial interaction.

Commitment, Parasocial Interaction and Purchase Intention

In the marketing field, the relationship between consumers and brands was
studied on interpersonal lens, posits that brand relationship quality (that might be
comparable to ‘commitment’ and had 3 sub-dimensions of behavioral, affective and

cognitive) can predict relationship stability with brand (Fournier, 1998). This notion is
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reflected in a theory of Relationship marketing that is comparable to investment model
of commitment processes (Figure 3).

Figure 3

Two types of Relationship Marketing Theories (Méller & Halinen, 2000)

Market-based MNetwork-
Low relational High relational
Relationship based
complexity complexity
Marketing Relationship

The theory is based on exchange characteristics of consumer relationship with
brand and could be distinguished on a continuum of relational complexity. On low
complexity end is the consumer oriented, market-based relationship marketing, with
low interdependence because of low investment and high alternatives. Switching cost
is low and resources are substitutable. As a result, relationship on this end is seldom
long-term. On the other end, there is the interorganizational-oriented, network-based
relationship marketing with high relational complexity. Relationship on this end is
rather long-term, because of the mutual interdependence that stemmed from high
switching cost and heterogeneous resources: high investment and low alternatives

(Méller & Halinen, 2000).

Relationship marketing theory has been used to understand and build strong
consumer relationship by strengthening commitment, trust, relationship satisfaction,
and relationship quality. These relationship factors, then, posits to lead to pro-
relationship behaviors with brand i.e., intention to maintain the relationship with the
brand, purchase intentions, word-of-mouth, brand loyalty, profit, and cooperation

(Palmatier et al., 2006).

Even though the relationship marketing theory could explain pro-relationship
behaviors with brand, it is important to note that it was not the substitution of
investment model of commitment processes. Some marketers chose to apply the
original model in predicting brand relationship commitment and related outcomes. For
instance, Geyer and colleagues (1991), used the cross-sectional survey to examine

consumer-brand relationship commitment. The three bases were adapted to match
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the context, in parallel with the original theory. Consumer satisfaction was when a
product or service can fulfil the consumption related needs to a pleasurable level.
Quality of alternatives referred to the perceived attractiveness of available alternative
options. The greater investment size in consumer-brand relationship happened when
consumers perceived themselves putting resources, efforts, and attention into the
relationship, for example money spent on brand, time spent on research, or even
status gained from using the brand. Brand commitment, conceptualizing as being
psychological attached to the brand (psychological aspect) and tendency to continue
using the brand (behavioral aspect), should lead to intention to buy a product of the
brand. Participants in this research were asked regarding commitment to a brand of
two products i.e., athletic shoes and cassette tapes, using the investment model
measure. The result from multiple regression analysis showed that brand commitment
for both type of products could be significantly predicted by higher level of satisfaction
and investment, and lower level of alternatives. But the proposed outcome of
commitment (purchase behavior) was not studied. Sung and Campbell (2007)
examined the brand commitment the same way as Geyer et al. (1991) in Study 1 of
their work, as the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998) was used. The survey
design was used to examine effects of the three bases on commitment of participants’
self-selected brand, a product brand (Coca-Cola), and a service brand (Bell South). The
result from multiple regression analysis confirmed the role that satisfaction and
investment had positively, and alternatives had negatively in predicting commitment

across 3 types of brands.

The causal relationship between the three bases and brand commitment was
further consolidate using experimental design. In Sung and Campbell’s Study 2 (2007),
the three bases were manipulated to examine the causal relationship, as 2 (satisfaction:
high versus low)x2 (alternatives: high versus low)x2 (investments: high versus low)x3
(brand types: a home suppliers brand, a cable service provider, and a MP3 player
brand), using the same investment model measure as in Study 1 for manipulation
check of vignettes and the dependent variable - commitment. Consistent with original

model, the result from MANOVA showed that high level of satisfaction and investment,
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with low quality of alternatives led to commitment to brand, with an interaction effect
of satisfaction and investment in a cable service provider and a MP3 player brand; the
effect of investment on commitment only occurred under low level of satisfaction.
Sung and Choi (2010) further examined this interaction effect in Study 1. A 2
(satisfaction: high versus low)x2 (alternatives: high versus low)x2 (investments: high
versus low)x2 (brand types: a cable service provider, and a MP3 player brand)
between-subject design was used with the investment model measure. Similar to the
previous result from Sung and Campbell’s Study 2 (2007), main effects of the three
bases, and an interaction effect of satisfaction and investment were found for a MP3
player brand. For a cable service provider, main effects on commitment were found
only for satisfaction and alternatives, with no interaction effect. They additionally
replicated the result with self-selected real brands in Study 2. It found correspondingly
to the result of MP3 player brand in Study 1; main effects on commitment were found
for three bases, with interaction effect of satisfaction and investment. Satisfaction was

found to be the strongest predictor of brand commitment across 2 studies.

In addition, the investment model was adapted to match by integrating
marketing literature. For instance, Li and Petrick (2008) adopted the investment model
in predicting brand loyalty of cruise line and operationalized commitment to cruise
line brand as ‘attitudinal loyalty’. Using path analysis from survey data, they found
that the three bases significantly predicted commitment, and commitment then
predicted ‘behavioral loyalty’ or the past purchase behaviors. Bolkan et al. (2012)
examined the role of consumer-brand commitment in brand patronage after the brand
had failed their expectation, by surveying participants who had complained to the
brand. Result from path analysis indicated that commitment to brand was predicted
by the three bases. Similar to the role of commitment in forgiveness of interpersonal
relationship, consumers with high level of brand commitment intended to repurchase
more, and less likely to spread negative word-of-mouth about the brand. Jeng (2016)
used path analysis in examined the role of affective commitment (psychological
attachment with brand), along with decision convenience (ease of making purchase

decision) from survey data and found that both led to purchase intention in airline
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brand. Grace et al. (2020) developed and validated brand fidelity scale- or the
faithfulness of consumers toward brand, which was based on the investment model
of commitment processes. Brand fidelity was considered to be a maintenance
mechanism, resulted from brand commitment. The scale itself, as a result, contained
cognitive maintenance mechanisms (cognitive interdependence and derogation of
alternatives) and behavioral maintenance mechanisms (accommodation and
forgiveness). In a systematic review of brand commitment (Osuna Ramirez et al., 2017),
it was found to be an antecedent of purchase intention, positive word-of-mouth, and
brand loyalty. In another meta-analysis using e-commerce setting, commitment
operationalized as “an enduring desire to maintain a value relationship” increased the
intention to maintain the relationship with brand as well as purchase intention (Verma

et al., 2015).

On one hand, the application of commitment model i.e., commitment to brand
has been shown to linked with several pro-relationship outcomes as well as purchase
intention. On the other hand, parasocial interaction has also been shown to predict
purchase intention. In this research, | would like to combine the two constructs (i.e.,
commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vloggers and parasocial interaction
with beauty vloggers) in the same model, to examine the causal relationship between
these two, and compare their roles of predicting purchase intention of endorsed

products.

Research Objectives

To examine the relationship of three bases of Investment Model of
Commitment Processes (satisfaction, alternatives, investment) in predicting
commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger, and how it, in turn, predicts
purchasing intention of endorsed products in subscribers of beauty Youtubers in
Thailand, directly and through parasocial interaction. This research will establish the

causal relationship between commitment and parasocial interaction as well.
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Research Hypotheses

H1: Three bases of the Investment Model of Commitment Processes
(satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, investment size) predict commitment to
parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger (Branch et al,, 2013; Geyer et al,, 1991; Lin
et al,, 2016; Sung & Campbell, 2007; Sung & Choi, 2010).

Hla: Quality of alternatives, conceptualized as perception that there are no
better options than watching this beauty vlogger — in terms of other beauty vloggers,
spending time with friends, and not watching any vloggers (Branch et al,, 2013),

negatively predicts commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger.

H1b: Satisfaction level, conceptualized as perceived happiness and joy from
watching vlogger (Branch et al., 2013), positively predicts commitment to parasocial

interaction with beauty vlogger.

Hlc: Investment size, conceptualized as perception of putting resources into
watching vlogger (Branch et al.,, 2013), positively predicts commitment to parasocial

interaction with beauty vlogger.

H2: Commitment to parasocial interaction predicts purchase intention of
endorsed products both directly, and mediately through parasocial interaction (Eyal &

Dailey, 2012; Kim, 2020; Lee & Watkins, 2016; Rasmussen, 2018; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020).

H2a: Commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger, conceptualized
as psychological states of long-term orientation (Branch et al., 2013), intend to persist,
and psychological attachment, positively predicts purchase intention of endorsed

product.

H2b: Parasocial interaction to beauty vlogger, conceptualized as a one-sided
involvement between vloggers and viewers (Lee & Watkins, 2016; Rubin et al., 1985)
which considered as first-order parasocial interaction (Giles, 2002), mediates the
relationship between commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger and

purchase intention of endorsed product.
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H3: Parasocial interaction to beauty vlogger positively predicts purchase

intention of endorsed product (Kim, 2020; Lee & Watkins, 2016; Rasmussen, 2018;
Sokolova & Kefi, 2020).

The conceptual framework for this research is shown Figure 4 below.

Figure 4

Conceptual framework
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Chapter 2
Preliminary Study for Measurement Development
The first study was a preliminary study and aimed to examine and validate the
construct of parasocial interaction with beauty Youtuber in Thailand, that will be
further studied along with commitment to parasocial interaction in Study 2, and to
develop the measurements to use in Study 2, including Parasocial Interaction Scale
(Rubin et al., 1985), Investment Model Scale (Rusbult et al., 1998), and Purchase

intention.

Sample

Hair and colleagues (2019) proposed a rule of thumb for a minimum sample
size of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to be a number of items multiply by options
(scale point). Parasocial Interaction Scale consisting of 20 items and in a format of 5
point-scale resulted in 100. Scale for Purchase intention consisting of 8 items and in a
format of 5-point scale resulted in 40. For confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) that would
be used to analyze Investment Model Scale, a sample size of 100 was used following
Hair and colleagues’ (2014) guideline, as the model contains 4 constructs with each
more than 3 items. The two numbers were summed resulting in 240. Another 10%
were added in case of insufficient sample size due to missing data (Bennett, 2001).
Thus, the statistically appropriate sample size for this study was 264. This number also
matched the recommended sample size for using maximum likelihood estimation

(MLE) of 200 (Hair et al., 2014).

Instruments

Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

The present research modified the scale used by Ding and Qiu (2017) that
measured parasocial interaction in Weibo that was based on Rubin et al.’s (1985)
Parasocial Interaction Scale. Firstly, the items were revised to match Youtube context.
The items were then translated into Thai. The scale originally included 19 items e.g.,
“Their vlogs show me what they are like” (5u§dmmf]uﬂuasm13mmﬁwﬂuﬂﬁﬂ),

“| like to compare my ideas with what they say” (RuyauifigudsnauAnfiudsiung),



31

and “I look forward to watching their recent vlogs” (5w§]waﬁaﬂﬁaﬂaﬂwﬂmﬂLGU’]).
The primary content validity was evaluated by Associate Professor Dr. Saravudh
Anantachart from Faculty of Communication Arts, Chulalongkorn University and
Lecturer Dr. Yokfah Isaranon from Faculty of Psychology, Chulalongkorn University (see
Appendix A). The items were evaluated to be congruent with the parasocial interaction
with beauty youtubers as shown in Appendix A. However, | found that one item i.e,,
ltem 17 “I sometimes make remarks and/or forward their viogs” (Unsfidunnalad na
waslmaUueeLen) in Ding and Qiu (2017)’s scale does not match and reflect the initial
meaning of the construct proposed by Rubin et al. (1985) of ‘making remarks to
personae’ but shifted to the sense of sharing the video instead. Subsequently, |
decided to stick to the meaning in the original work of Rubin et al. (1985) and revised
this item to ‘unefiduing ﬁamauwﬂﬂiwdw‘ﬁ'@ﬂaﬂLfm’. Both items (adjusted by
researcher — item 17 and by the expert - item 20) were retained. Thus, this adapted
scale contained 20 items. No item needed to be reverse scored. Higher score on the
scale indicated higher level of parasocial Interaction. The scale is presented in

Appendix B.

Commitment to Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

The investment model of commitment processes constructs were measured
using the commitment measure developed by Branch and colleagues (2013). This scale
was based on Rusbult et al.’s the Investment Model Scale (1998) that was developed
to measure the three bases of commitment i.e., quality of alternatives, satisfaction
level, investment size, and commitment to TV character. So it was revised to match
the context of beauty Youtuber and translated into Thai. After | adapted and translated

the scales, they were evaluated by the advisor. The scale included 4 items for

v
a A

satisfaction e.g., “I feel satisfied while watching this viogger.” (Susaniianalarianlandos
UﬁaﬂLﬂa'gﬂuﬁ), 4 items for investment size e.g., “I have invested a great deal of time
and energy into following this vlogger that | would lose if | could not watch him/her
any longer.” (5u1€1’vjmvn??qnmLLaswé’wuﬁ’Umiammmﬁaﬂma%ﬂuf‘: wazduazgaydeiy
Tuddulilaniuiuen), 7 items for quality of alternatives e.g., “If | weren't watching this

vlogger, | would do fine - | would find another appealing vlogger to watch.” (5’15‘1413]@



32
Sadudeninesauiifufiadliiiuls Susspdifuieninesauduiiinaulalaiufify), and 6 items
for commitment e.g., “I want to be able to watch this character for a very long time.”
(éfuamn%lﬁaﬁaﬁué‘aﬂLﬂ@%ﬂuﬁ maludnuIu 9 ). No items from satisfaction, investment,
and alternatives subscales were reversed items. Two items from commitment subscale
needed to be reversed when scoring. Higher score on the scale indicated higher level

of each construct. The scale is presented in Appendix C.

Purchase Intention of Endorsed Product

Purchase intention was measured by 8 items. The adjectives were taken from
Kim’s (2020) work on a semantic differential scale with no reversed items i.e.,
Unlikely/Likely @uudltfusn/dluunliigs), Improbable/Probable (lsithazidululd/fuly
18), Uncertain/Certain dﬁﬁuiﬂ/ﬁuiﬂ), and Definitely not/Definitely (liognsuiusu/
WUUBU). After | translated the scale, it was evaluated by the advisor. The reliability of
the original scale was excellent (Ol = .94; Lance et al., 2006). Participants rated how
much they intended to buy products endorsed by the beauty Youtubers they
followed. Product-celebrity image congruence was found to be linked with purchase
intentions (Gong & Li, 2017; Phua et al., 2018). Thus, the product that would correspond
to beauty Youtubers was beauty product. According to Kasikorn Bank (2018) and The
International Trade Administration (ITA) U.S. Department of Commerce (2019), the
market share of skincare and makeup products took over almost 75% of total market
share in beauty products. Studies of beauty vloggers’ marketing strategy have also
focused on these two product types as well (Chen & Dermawan, 2020; Forbes, 2016)
Therefore, beauty products in this research were conceptualized as make-up and
skincare products. Food or dietary supplements such as vitamins and beauty-related
devices such as hair dryers and facial cleansing devices were not studied. Higher score
on the scale indicated higher level of intention to buy the endorsed product. The scale
is presented in Appendix D. This scale was based on semantic differential, while the
other scales used were Likert-based. Semantic differential scale was found to be
better, as it could reduce acquiescence bias and extreme responses in Likert-based
scales. However, using too much of it could be a burden for participants by increasing

cognitive demand and could lead to response error (Friborg et al., 2006; Rocereto et
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al,, 2011). Accordingly, this research employed the recommended convention and

used semantic differential scale for only one variable.

All measures were in the format of 5-point Likert scale (1 = completely
disagree, 5 = completely agree) as it was suitable for agree-disagree rating scale (Revilla
et al,, 2014) and participants from general population drawn from internet (Weijters et

al., 2010).

Procedure

This study employed cross-sectional survey design. The research poster in
Appendix E was posted on personal social media platforms of the researcher i.e.,
Facebook, Instagram, Line, and Twitter. The poster was also posted on Facebook page

of Social Psychology section, Chulalongkorn University.

A Thai beauty Youtuber that ran a Twitter account under the holder
“ndmikkiholic” was asked to help retweet using the message shown below, along with
the poster, invitation to participate the research, and the link to questionnaire that was
post on the researcher’s personal page. It is important to note that the researcher did
not offer this Youtuber any incentive as it would make her stakeholder and
compromise ethical practice of the study. Her response was completely autonomous.
She could choose to ignore the message or respond. The Youtuber retweeted the
researcher’s tweet which accelerated the data collection significantly. The researcher
initially planned to contact other beauty Youtubers on Twitter to prevent possible
confounds, but | was able to reach the target sample size within a short amount of
time after her retweet (within a day). So, | did not get to contact other Youtubers. The
tweet was “afafrvaiin nefisvisaaiFesunun.agay uiindmiaaudneerannnn dlsl

sumuaniuly hnautdnIniniedssuduiusialvung”

Anyone who was interested could access the questionnaire on Qualtrics. On
the first page, participants were informed about the research objective, data
confidentiality, and the researcher’s contact information. They were also informed of
their rights, that they were free to leave the research at any stage without any

consequences, and about the incentive. They were asked to indicate whether they
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had sufficient information about the study and whether they would like to begin the
study.

If a participant gave consent to join the research, they proceeded to the next
page to answer three screening questions: (1) whether the participant was a Youtube
user i.e., having a Youtube account (2) whether the participant was subscribing to a
channel that was run by a beauty Youtuber. The operational definition of beauty
Youtuber in this research was adapted from Lou and Kim (2019) as “Beauty Youtubers
are digital personalities who have amassed large numbers of followers on Youtube and
carry influence over others. Compared to traditional celebrities, beauty Youtubers are
‘regular people’ who become online ‘celebrities’ by creating content related to
beauty products on social media”. The channel had to focus primarily on beauty
products i.e., make-up and skincare products. (3) The third inclusion criterion was that
the participant could name a beauty Youtuber they subscribed to. The third screening
question followed Lin et al. (2016) that employed the investment model of
commitment process to examine program commitment, in which participants were

asked to identify a program they considered themselves to have a relationship with.

If the respondent passed the inclusion criteria, they proceeded to complete
the parasocial interaction scale and the investment model scale with the beauty
Youtuber they nominated as well as the purchase intention measure for the product
endorsed by the beauty Youtuber. The name of the selected Youtuber was piped in
the measures for the ease of participants in answering questions based on the
particular Youtuber. Next, they provided their demographic measures (age in years,
gender, income range, highest level of education) and watching information (length
and frequency of watching the mentioned Youtuber). These data were used for a
supplementary analysis and as covariates. Afterwards, the participants were thanked
for participation and debriefed. Lastly, the participants could indicate whether they
would like to enter a lucky draw in which ten participants would be randomly selected
and compensated with a 500-baht Sephora gift cards (as to match the context of
beauty products). Those who would like to participate in the lucky draw were asked

to leave their names and contact information, with the explanation that this
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information would solely be used for contacting a lucky draw and not included in data

analyses.

Results

There were 457 responses. Among them, 284 completed the whole survey
(62.14% answer rate). Participants also needed to passed inclusion criterion. However,
some participants (n = 11) gave more than one Youtubers name for the third inclusion
criteria that asked for a beauty Youtuber name. Thus, they were removed, leaving 273
usable data. Seven participants did not provide their demographics information and 1
participant did not indicate the age. Since the demographics were not main variables

of this study, all responses were included in the analyses.
Data Screening

All analyses were conducted in R Studio (R Core Team, 2021). Firstly, the data
were screened to check for outliers using the stats package (R Core Team, 2021).
Mahalanobis distance was used to determine multivariate outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007) with the cutoff level to determine outliers to be at O = .001 resulted in the
critical X? value of 85.35. The observations whose number exceeded this level were

excluded (n = 11), leaving with 262 eligible observations.

Participants

The final sample size obtained for this study was 262 comprised of 249 women,
5 men, 1 identified as queer, and 7 did not indicate gender. The age ranged from 18-
53 years old (Mdn = 24). Most respondents (31.05%) had monthly income between

10,000 — 20,000 baht and had bachelor’s degree as highest level of education (74.01%).

For nominated Youtubers, the data were illustrated in Figure 5. The names
given were not concentrated as most of the names (14.5%, n = 38) were mentioned
only once. These Youtubers were marked as ‘etc.” in the figure. The most mentioned

Youtuber was “brinkkty” (13.74%, n = 36), followed by “ndmikkiholic” at 9.16% (n

24), “icepadie” at 8.02% (n = 21), and “Babyjingko” and “Mayyr” both at 7.63% (n
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20). From 62 nominated Youtubers, 45 of them were Thai (67.74%). The rest 17
Youtubers were North American (12.90%, n = 8), Korean/Japanese (9.68%, n = 6),

European (4.84%, n = 3).

The length of time that participants had been following their nominated
Youtubers were on average 39.83 months (SD = 25.07, Mdn = 36) and participants

watched these Youtubers on average 4.89 times per month (5D = 4.02, Mdn = 4).

Figure 5

Nominated beauty Youtubers (Studly 1)
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Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

Even though Parasocial Interaction Scale has already been used widely, the
subscales varied across works (Ding & Qiu, 2017; Gleich, 1997; Rubin et al., 1985). Thus,
this study aimed to explore the underlying dimensions of Parasocial Interaction with
Beauty Youtubers, which could be different from the dimensions of Parasocial
Interaction with Weibo celebrities found in Ding and Qiu (2017)’s work. As a result,

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used instead of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

The data were checked for suitability i.e., Barlett’s test of sphericity must be
significant at level .05 and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of adequacy needed to be over
.60 for the data to be considered as appropriate for conducting factor analysis (Hair et
al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). These tests were conducted using REdaS package
(Maier, 2015). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity of X? (190) = 1477.66, p < .001, and KMO’s
Measures of Sampling Adequacy = .89 showed that the items were appropriate for EFA.

An EFA was conducted using maximum likelihood and oblimin rotation using
psych (Revelle, 2020) and GPArotation (Bernaards & Jennrich, 2005) packages. The
number of factors was determined based on the combination of the parallel analysis
scree plot, Kaiser criterion’s Eigenvalue, as well as the theory itself. An item would be
assigned to a factor if they had factor loading at least .30 (Hair et al., 2014) and should
load only on one factor that the differences between the primary and secondary
loadings were .20 or lower (Bosworth et al., 1999; Cicero et al., 2010). An item that did
not match the two criterion would be dropped out. The parallel analysis suggested
that the number of factors should be 3, while Kaiser criterion suggested 1 factor. The

two solutions were tested.

First, | tried a three-factor model and found that that item 5 (fu3anliaunela
wny naniemlupduveaalideswnzansdn) did not load in any factors as it loaded
0.11 on factor 1, 0.17 on factor 2, and 0.00 on factor 3. Item 10 (@15 0sAgaTURID8N
TupdUves Youtuber viudu 5uﬁi]3mmvlﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ?u) showed cross-loading between factor

1 and 3, as it loaded 0.27 on factor 1, 0.01 on factor 2, and 0.34 on factor 3. And after
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removing these two items in round 2, the factors and their components remained

unchanged.

A one-factor model was computed. It was found that 2 displayed low factor
loadings i.e., item 4 ({low1331 Wanudtuietuausln Anelisuinaulaléinfies
Anegnalsiuaudtiu) loaded 29 and item 5 Fufdnliiauiglowny narfidenlunauves
Wi liApemunzantin) loaded 21. Consequently, these 2 items were removed for this

model.

Then, | put the model with 3 factors suggested by parallel analysis against the
model with 1 factor suggested by Kaiser criterion. Fit indices indicated that the model
with 3 factors was better comparing to the one-factor model, that the model with 3-
factor model had Bayesian information criterion (BIC) closer to 1 and lower X?. The

results are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1

Model comparison for Parasocial Interaction Scale

Model )G df X? /df p TLI RMSEA BIC CFI
1-factor 287.28 135 2.128 <.001 .86 .066 -464.45 877
3-factor 14132 102 1385 <. 001 .95 .038 -426.65 967

The 3-factor model accounted for 36.60% of the total variance of the original
data. This model was also an excellent-fitting one with Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) at .95,
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) less than .06, comparative fit
index (CFI) greater than .95 (Hair et al., 2014; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Thus, Parasocial
Interaction Scale was established on the 3-factor model. The factor loading scores

were shown in Table 2 next page.
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Factor loadings of the Thai version of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

Scale
No. ltems M (SD) Factor loading
1 2 3

Factor 1: Friend

PSL1 dudi(Youtuber) 1unuegnlsan 3.7 (91) 32 - 07
o luadd 01

PSI 2 msil (Youtuber) iduginaan vhlsiedd  4.1(87) 42 18  -07
aun Yufamaanniy

PSI 3 @udni1 (Youtuber) Wuaudie 9 3.9 (.94) 54 01 -06
aunge

PSI7  #u¥dnin (Youtuber) ogflndq waszdig 2.9 (1.08) 49 01 .12
AAUYBILY

PSI 13 nanfidugrdUues (Youtuber) §uddn  3.5(1.06) .61 04 .08
wiloududrunilsvesnguusaan

PSI_14  (Youtuber) vinlviduaungla wilowsy 3.9 (.87) 72 .00 -04
fuliteu

PSI_16  (Youtuber) pasitnladu INIEARUT 3.7(.96) 42 - 16
1 02
Tnasfidlomasioudsiiduasing

PSI 18 SuAnin (Youtuber) Wuwmileuiiou 3.1(1.10) .48 - 24
iifiouunveady .05

PSI_ 19 dufnin (Youtuber) Hiaus 4.4 (.61) 41 07 .05

Factor 2: Influencer

PSI 4 e (Youtuber) 333 WiAuiiu 4.1 (.68) 13 .33 -03

d' U a ¥ @ 1 Y U a ¥
Wennvaualinuy Avelraudnaulale

TeesAnegalsiuauaIuy
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Table 2
Factor loadings of the Thai version of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

Scale (Continued)

No. ltems M (SD) Factor loading
1 2 3
PSI 6 SuveuifleudsiiduAniuied 3.6 (1.00) 14 .43 -06

(Youtuber) g

PSI17  vwildufing vieneundu (Youtuber) — 2.7(120) .05 .71 -06
Usgminedigratian
PSI 20 Ul duAinaeuuudignlulu 24(1.25  -08 .62 .21

seninsiigaduved (Youtuber)

Factor 3: Idol/Fan

PS8 duiihseiiagldgaaulvaives 3.8 (.94) 01  -05 .78
(Youtuber)

PSI 9 #1 (Youtuber) lanld YouTube wdald 3.6 (1.01) 08 01 .52

19Auledaulunisinasmimle dunay

auluUlgruiu
PSI 11 dufnfls (Youtuber) afleng 4 34(1.09 09 .01 .63
el Tallwanadulnd
PSI 12 ausenaa (Youtuber) A7339 3.6 (1.15) A7 .08 .53
PSI 15  dumeaidain (Youtuber) Inameglslud 3.6 (1.08)  -04 .09 .74

5 Un9luD 0L

Note. N = 262. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with an oblique

(Oblimin) rotation. Factor loadings above .30 are in bold.
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The 3 factors were interpreted as:

1) Friend (O = .79) defined as seeing Youtuber as a close, charming, easy-
going friend), which reflected the definition of “seeing media personalities
as friends” and “imagining being part of a favorite’s program’s social
world” in Rubin et al. (1985, pp. 156-157)

2) Influencer (A = .65) defined as to interact and follow Youtuber’s
recommendation, which reflected the definition of “seeking guidance
from a media persona” in Rubin et al. (1985, p. 156)

3) Idol/Fan (O =.82) defined as to follow and keep up with Youtuber’s
activities both online and in real life, which partially reflected and
extended the definition of “desiring to meet media performers” in Rubin

et al. (1985, p. 157)

The total alpha for the scale was .87. Even though Influencer subscale
demonstrated lower alpha than the suggested level of .80 (Lance et al., 2006), it was
acceptable because of its exploratory nature to be around .60 and .70 (Hair et al,,
2019). Descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, standard deviation and interfactor correlations)

were shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among factors of Parasocial Interaction with

Beauty Youtubers Scale

Factors 1 2 3
1. Friend 1
2. Influencers 64" 1
3. IldolUFan 42" 41 1
M 37 3.2 3.6
SD 57 73 81

Note. N = 262, "p < .001



a2

Commitment to Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers

For Investment Model Scale, a CFA with maximum likelihood estimation was
used to test the construct validity, using lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). | further
examined the internal consistency, using corrected item-total correlation (CITC) in
which the critical r value over .05 (two-tailed) was expected and checking their
reliability on Cronbach’s alpha in which the value over .80 was expected (Lance et al,,
2006). Only items that fitted in the factor analysis and passed internal consistency

criteria would be used in the second study.

In Branch and colleagues’ work (2013), types of alternatives were believed to
affect commitment to parasocial relationship differently. Even though this research did
not focus on difference of alternative types, | conducted a CFA comparing model fit
indices between a model of alternatives with 3 sub-dimensions and a model of
alternatives with no sub-dimensions to check if types of alternatives also affect
commitment to parasocial interaction differently in this research. Thus, items in
alternative sub-scale would be parceled in Study 2, if Study 1 found no difference of

alternative types in predicting commitment.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity of X?(210) = 2076.74, p <.001, and KMO’s Measures
of Sampling Adequacy = .86 showed that the items were appropriate for CFA.
Corrected Item-Total Correlation (CITC) was further conducted and compared with the
critical correction r(261) = .10, O = .05 (one-tailed). All items had the CITC scores higher
than the critical r value and thus remained in the scale. Then, CFA was conducted to
compare models using Chi-Square Difference Test from stats package (R Core Team,
2021) and model fit indices from performance package (Ltudecke et al., 2021). Scores
of the bases (i.e., satisfaction level, investment size, and quality of alternatives) and

commitment were computed and analyzed separately.

Starting off with the bases, | compared a model of alternatives with 3 sub-
dimensions and a model of alternatives with no sub-dimensions and found that the

two models were significantly different at p < .001. Fit indices indicated that the model
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with sub-dimensions of quality of alternative was better than the one-factor model
considering that the model with 3-factor model had lower X? and BIC. However, the
3-factor model with sub-dimensions had badness of fit indices (RMSEA) of 0.077 and
goodness of fit indices (CFI) of 0.906 which could be interpreted as it did not pass the
typical cutoff point of lower than .06 in badness of fit indices and over .95 for goodness
of fit indices (Hair et al., 2014). So, the factor loading was checked to see if there were

any mismatched items that loaded lower than .5 in designated factors (Hair et al,,

v
a A

2014). The result showed that item 10 “@udenduuenainasiamun (Fun1sgdan
UBonnasAu) InalAesiuanuduiuslugaumfivesdu” loaded only .190 in quality of
alternatives (other youtubers) factor and thus was removed. Fit indices of the model
that excluded item 10 indicated a good fit with X? and degree of freedom ratio around
2 (Hair et al., 2014) and showed as the best fitted compared to the rest, as CFl and TLI
values were above .9 and closer to 1, and RMSEA value closer to 0). Hair et al. (2014,
p. 584) also suggested that goodness of fit could be determined based on number of
observations and observed variables. For model with over 250 observations and
observed variable between 12 to 30, CFl or TLI should be above .92 and RMSEA should
be less than .07. After removing 1 item, the model contained 14 observed variables
with 262 observations and had both CFl or TLI and RMSEA according to the suggested
criterion. Thus, the bases of commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty
Youtuber would be grouped as satisfaction level, investment size, quality of
alternatives (other youtubers), quality of alternatives (friends) and quality of
alternatives (no youtubers) for the main study. The model comparisons are presented
in Table 4. The factor loadings of the bases of commitment items are presented in

Table 5.



Table 4

Model comparison of the bases from Investment Model Scale

aq

Model X? df X /df p TLI  RMSEA BIC CFl
Without 351.18 87  4.036563 <.001 762 .108  9817.851  0.762
subscales 1
With subscales 20543 80 2567875 <.001 .877  .077  9711.079  0.906
With subscales
(low loading item  144.74
removed) 9 67 2160433 <.001 .92 067  9042.953  0.939
Table 5
Factor loadings of the bases from Thai Investment Model Scale
No. ltems M (SD) Factor loading
1 2 3 5
Factor 1: Satisfaction level
Sat 1 duidniamelanianleg (Youtuber)  4.2(.63) .683
Sat 2 dufdnveuilldfnmi (Youtuber)  3.2(1.07) 634
innifinuBuian nafnnnSa
viennesfinvay
Sat 3 unvazlifleglsvilvidureu 3(1.01) 618
(Youtuber) lsannnindidureuet)
dnuan
Sat 4 wnedaiiduldy (Youtuber) sl 4.1(67) 679
AuIAnilAugy
Factor 2: Investment size
Inv_1 5u1é’vjumﬂu’mmuazwé’wuﬁ’u 2.1(1.05) 866

nsAana (Youtuber) Wagduay
goydedulumdulaley (Youtuber)

1)




Table 5

Factor loadings of the bases from Thai Investment Model Scale (Continued)
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No. ltems M (SD) Factor loading
2 3 5

Factor 2: Investment size

v 2 vaneq winnluBindudeniuty 2.3(1.19) 734
dniudeninedauil (Junueiin
W wrspaUfuiiow viAanssy
mumdU 1udu) uarduazidudu
Tuemundn (Youtuber) dnvin
vlog

Inv 3 duidnindidwsiy laumlidy 2.6(1.11) 795
AEULSATAY (Youtuber) 1in

v 4 (fieufueudu o Aduituda du 2.5(1.17) 811
A9UAIUSINU (Youtuber) 170

Factor 3: Quality of alternatives (other Youtubers)

Alt_otl  fdulslg (Youtuber) Sunadlal 3.6 836
Huls Suagiiiufonnesaudu (9)
fiunaulalyiuiity

Alt ot3  Fudenduuenainnisinmy 3.6 534
(Youtuber) (Lﬂtiumiq]ﬁaayuﬁaﬂ (.76)
inesaudw) ihisgaladmiudu

Factor 4: Quality of alternatives (Friends)

Alt 1 unassufie duenailled 2.8 864
fufieudnitazang (Youtuber) (1.03)

Alt fr2  fuszdenidanfuiieusnnnini 3.8 573
229 (Youtuber) (.96)

Factor 5: Quality of alternatives (no Youtubers)

Alt_ nol  vfidunAndullsenazfinanu 2.3 677

1%

Tnvdaninaseulnuas (1.17)
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Table 5

Factor loadings of the bases from Thai Investment Model Scale (Continued)

No. ltems M (SD) Factor loading

1 2 3 4 5

At dunesiinisildsesgiafivionines 2.2 867
no2 Auluuuu Youtube tae Wunawdon  (.95)

a1 e
dagala

Note. N = 262

For commitment scale, factor loading was also checked to see if there were
any mismatched items that loaded lower than .5 (Hair et al., 2014). From the items in
Appendix B, it was found that item 18 “sduptlisdnuianinla minlwdnii viog Tueunan
Sulndil” (reversed-score), item 19 “aneluinii Sumssziudeulureudanudennesaudu
WNUN” (reversed-score), item 20 “Sulaadiusuinnluseesenivean (WY Sunedy
AUAUINITEDAIN m%ﬁwaﬂsﬁﬂwma%amﬂﬁ)” (see Table 6) had the loading of .133,
.386, .372 respectively. And thus, they were removed from the scale. The remaining
items and their loading scores were shown in Table 6. The observed and expected
values in the model were equal as X? = 0. As the value was 0, model fit indices could

not be observed.

Table 6

Factor loadings of Commitment from Thai Investment Model Scale

No. ltems M (SD)  Factor loading
Com_1 dusynazley (Youtuber) saludnuiu 9 4.2 (.66) 784
Com 2 Suuhufiazfinnu (Youtuber) soly 4.1 (.73) 857

Jusalavzeuidudiuuluiauinises
Com 6 . 3.7 (.87) 660
(Youtuber) #iald




a7

Factor correlations, mean and standard deviation, and alphas were shown in
Table 7 below. Quality of alternatives (other Youtuber) and Quality of alternatives
(Friends) demonstrated the alpha below the acceptable level. Only Investment size
and Commitment had a high and acceptable level of internal reliability as suggested
by Lance et al. (2006) to be over .80. While Satisfaction level and Quality of alternatives
(no Youtuber) did not pass the set criteria of Lance et al. (2006), they showed the
acceptable level of .70 as suggested by Kline (2011). Quality of alternatives (other
Youtuber) and Quality of alternatives (Friends) demonstrated the alpha below the
acceptable level. The subscales correlated according to the theory i.e., satisfaction
level and investment size were positively correlated with commitment whilst quality
of alternatives negatively correlated with commitment. Thus, this scale would be used

in the main study.

Table 7

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among the subscales of Investment Model

Scale

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Satisfaction 1
2. Investment 60" 1
3. Alternatives (other Youtubers) 2670 -29” 1
4. Alternatives (Friends) -350 =237 217 1
5. Alternatives (no Youtubers) -16° -03 .02 37 1
6. Commitment 637 497 -260 260 -197 1
M 3.6 2.4 3.6 3.3 2.3 q
SD .64 .95 g .86 .94 .64
(04 .75 .88 .61 .66 g4 .81

Note. N = 262., " p < .01, "p < .001
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Purchase Intention of Endorsed Product

Descriptive statistics i.e., mean scores and SD were shown in Table 9. Then, the
data were checked for suitability. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity of X* (28) = 1398.35, p <
.001, and KMO’s Measures of Sampling Adequacy = .86 showed that the items were
appropriate for EFA. Results from parallel analysis suggested that the number of factors

should be 3, while Kaiser criterion suggested 1-2 factors.

Even though the model with 3 factors demonstrated the best fit indices (see
Table 8), items only loaded onto 2 factors on the basis of 2 types of endorsed products
(i.e., make-up and skincare products) which were what the scale initially constructed
from. No item had factor loading over .30 on the third factors (Hair et al.,, 2014). Thus,
| decided to compare the 2-factor model with the one factor model instead. The 2-
factor model was found to be better comparing to the one-factor, that the model with
2-factor model had lower BIC and X% The model fit indices were shown in Table 8.

CFlI higher than .90 indicated an acceptable model (Hair et al., 2014).

Table 8

Model comparison of Purchase intention scale

Model X2 df Xe/df p TLI RMSEA BIC CFl
1-factor 358.27 20 18.10 <.001 .65 25 2469 .75
2-factor 114.84 13 9.18 <.001 .84 A7 46.25 .93
3-factor 25.73 7 3.68 <.001 94 .10 -13.25 .98

The 2 factors accounted for 66.93% (O = .91) of the total variance of the data
with Makeup = 35. 51% (Ol = .91, M = 3.6, SD = .7) and Skincare = 31.42% (Ql = .87, M
= 3.6, SD = .68), which reflected high level of internal reliability. Factors were positively
correlated n(261) = .61, p < .001. Factor loadings were shown in Table 9 next page. No

items cross-loaded.
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Factor loadings of the Thai version of Purchase intention with Beauty Youtubers

Scale
No. ltems M Factor loading
(D) 1 2

Factor 1: Skincare

PSkincare 1 iilo (Youtuber) lduugtiwdndusiiigsndalvd 37 67 .06
andieuislafideduddindiluseaula : & (.87)
wnlshus/Alunlthige

PSkincare 2 1ilo (Youtuben) ldustihwandasiiigsindalval 37 .68 .11
andienudslafideduddandrilusesula - (.87)
Dullalladulule

PSkincare 3 iilo (Youtuber) ldugthwandosivissindalvd 34 81 01
andiennudislafideaudrdandrilusedula : Tal (.77)
shila/siule

PSkincare 4 1310 (Youtuber) lplugahnandnsiingeiadnlml 34 91 -06
andienuislafideduddinariluszaula : sl (.71)
PELUNDU/UUUDY

Factor 2: Make-up

PMakeup_1 il (Youtuber) léugtiiaiosdionssalmi adl 37 -04 .86
arwsdlafidoauddnanlusedule : funli (81
fn/duunliiug

PMakeup_2 il (Youtuber) ldlugtiia3osdionsiilmi aisl 36  -03 .89
arusslafideauddenanlusedule : Huly (.78)
Lileatuldla

PMakeup_3  1ilo (Youtuber) léuugtiiaiosdionsnlol el 35 01 .85
arwsdlafidoauddnanlusedule  ldduly  (82)

fula
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Table 9
Factor loadings of the Thai version of Purchase intention with Beauty Youtubers

Scale (Continued)

No. ltems M Factor loading
(SD) 1 2
PMakeup 4 1ile (Youtuber) lougiinedosdonsilm aull 35 16 .70
mnusslafigodudnalusziula : lieghs (.75)
WUUBU/hUUDU

Note. N = 262. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with an oblique

(Oblimin) rotation. Factor loadings above .30 are in bold.

Discussion

This study aimed to validate the construct parasocial interaction with beauty
Youtuber which had not been examined in Thailand yet. Moreover, this study also
aimed develop the measurements for the main study to test the hypotheses. The
results provided insight to the adapted measures to the beauty Youtuber context in

Thailand.

Parasocial Interaction Scale was found to be constructed of 3 dimensions i.e.,
Friend, Influencer, and Idol/Fan which all reflected the definition of the original scale
by Rubin et al. (1985). Friend was defined as seeing Youtuber as a close, charming,
easy-coing friend and included 9 items. It covered item 1 and 16 that reflected mutual
understanding for viewers in Youtuber and for Youtuber in viewer. Item 2, 3 and 19
reflected viewers’ perception that Youtuber was funny, easy going and charming. Item
7, 13, 14 and 18 reflected seeing Youtuber as a close friend. They demonstrated the
definition of “seeing media personalities as friends” and “imagining being part of a
favorite’s program’s social world” in Rubin et al. (1985, pp. 156-157). This dimension
contained almost half of items from total scale, implying the importance of seeing
persona as a friend to the parasocial interaction construct. This is unsurprising as

theorists like Horton and Wohl (1956) and Levy (1979) proposed that parasocial
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interaction could only be developed based on the fact that viewers “know such a
persona in somewhat the same way they know their chosen friends” (Horton & Wohl,

1956; p. 216).

Influencer was defined as to interact and follow Youtuber’s recommendation,
which included 4 items. It covered item 6 that reflected general comparison to what
Youtuber said to viewers’ own thought and item 4 that reflected following Youtuber’s
recommendation on products. Item 17 and 20 was constructed based on the same
item of “I sometimes make remarks and/or forward their vlogs”. These items
demonstrated the definition of “seeking guidance from a media persona” in Rubin et
al. (1985, p. 156). The researcher added item 17 “unsitduiym viensunduwluszning
figratinn” and item 20 “v197l SuRfisminessuidnlUluseninafigrauvean” to reflect
the original item of “I sometimes make remarks to my favorite vlogger during the clip.”
in Ding and Qiu (2017). Both items remained in the scale and loaded onto the same
factor: Influencer. This implies that interacting with Youtubers did not limited to the
chat function available on the platform, but also by making remarks to themselves.
This notion reflected the meaning of parasocial interaction as explained by previous
researchers. Horton and Wohl (1956) mentioned that parasocial interaction was created
as a result of intimacy curated by personae. This intimacy blurred the line between
personae and viewers at home, making viewers feeling included and united with
performers. Levy (1979) further confirmed this in the interview that viewers

occasionally responded to newscaster’s greeting.

Idol/Fan was defined as to follow and keep up with Youtuber’s activities both
online and in real life, which included 5 items. It could be comparable to the definition
of “desiring to meet media performers” in Rubin et al. (1985, p. 157) that was
demonstrated in item 12. This item also reflected Levy (1979)’s finding that television
news audience looked forward to see their favorite newscaster both in real-life and on
television. The rest (item 8, 9, 11, 15) reflected viewers’ anticipation for Youtuber’s
updates and videos and willingness to switch the platform to follow their favorite

Youtuber.
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Parasocial Interaction Scale used in this research was adapted from Ding and
Qiu (2017). The results in their study and this study partly aligned. On one hand, this
study found the same number of factors as in Ding and Qiu (2017) of 3. The three
factors from Ding and Qiu (2017) were genuineness (consisting 3 items that reflected
viewers’ understanding in persona, and persona being funny and easy-going), empathy
(3 items that reflected following Youtuber’s recommendation on news, comparison to
what Youtuber said to viewers’ own thought, and getting vicarious negative feelings),
and companionship (5 items that reflected anticipating and keeping up with persona’s
update, willing to switch platforms for persona, wanting to meet persona in real life,
and feeling close to persona). Just as in this study, Companionship factor found in Ding
and Qiu (2017) and Friend factor had the most items from the whole scale, indicating
that seeing media personalities as friends is the crucial part of parasocial interaction.
The other two factors found in Ding and Qiu (2017) were not directly comparable to
those found in this research, as the sense of ‘genuineness’ was blended in ‘friend’
that viewers saw Youtubers to be funny and charming, as well as keeping them
company. This indicates that the sense of being ‘friend’ as found in this research
extend the definition of that found as ‘companion’ in Ding and Qiu (2017). However,
‘companion’ was somewhat overlapped with ‘idol/fan’ with items assigned differently
across two works. Companion in Ding and Qiu (2017)’s interpretation was more than
keeping company and feeling close to persona but also anticipating and keeping up
with persona’s update, willing to switch platforms for persona, and wanting to meet
persona in real life that fell in the ‘idol/fan’ factor in this analysis. The ‘empathy’
factor in Ding and Qiu (2017) was embedded in ‘influencer’ factor as they followed
Youtuber’s recommendation on news, and compared to what Youtuber said to

viewers” own thought.

On the other hand, the differences could be found. Even though the number
of factors was the same, items assigned in each factor were different. One of the
reasons could be that this research used oblimin rotation with factor loading cutoff at
.30, as opposed to varimax rotation with factor loading cutoff at .40. Item 5 that was

removed (@uidnliaurglauny namilenmluadvvesanlieeemanyautn) in this study
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remained in their analysis with a moderate loading of .64. The item revolved around
the notion of affective dimension of parasocial interaction that linked to the emphatic
emotion viewers had to their favorite persona (Levy, 1979), as the persona violated
social norms or public etiquette. This violation could trigger embarrassment in viewers,
and called ‘vicarious embarrassment’ or ‘second-hand embarrassment’ as in popular
media. Vicarious embarrassment, however, depended on other factors such as
individual differences of trait empathy but also on the context, whether the persona
intentionally transgressed the norm or not (Krach et al., 2011; Paulus et al., 2019). This
information was not included in the item and could be another reason behind the

elimination.

Overall, the scale exhibited the acceptable level of internal consistency across
all factors for exploratory stage (Hair et al., 2019). And the finding seemed to support
Dibble et al. (2015), as factors found in the analysis indicated that Parasocial Interaction
Scale reflected a positive attitude toward media persona by viewing them as good
friends, long-term involvement with persona and the media, but not much of an
experience of mutual awareness between persona and viewers. Parasocial interaction
examined in the new media persona such as influencers, Youtuber, and streamers also
found the result in the same direction as of this study. For instances, Lueck (2012)
found that Kim Kardashian used Facebook to create intimacy between herself and the
fans to made them feel as if they were friends, which was in line with the Friend factor.
Self-disclosure played an important role in creating intimacy in friendship (Bauminger
et al,, 2008), as well as maintaining the friendship itself (Pang, 2018). By considering
media persona as a friend, this could be the reason why self-disclosure also played a
role in predicting parasocial interaction (Chung & Cho, 2017) just as it was for normal
friendship. It was found that parasocial interaction could predict purchase intention in
viewers (e.g., Hwang & Zhang, 2018; Rybaczewska et al., 2020; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020).
It might be partly because of the willingness to follow Youtuber’s recommendation as
found in Influencer factor. The other items included in the Influencer factor were
related to interacting with media personalities. Communicating with influencers was

made easier in the interactive platforms compared to traditional medium, especially
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in live streaming platforms where viewers can chat and streamer can directly address
viewers and answer real-time, making it easier to break the fourth wall (Wulf et al,
2021). Verbal immediacy (or directly addressing viewers), in turn, created intimacy that
reinforced the sense of parasocial interaction with streamers (Leith, 2021). Sometimes,
people acted as if they could communicate with persona, even in their own spaces
by making remarks to themselves while reading their favorite idol’s tweets (Yuksel &
Labrecque, 2016). Finally, parasocial interaction had been linked to loyalty in online
community (Tsiotsou, 2015), reflecting items of viewers’ anticipation for Youtuber’s

updates and videos and willingness to switch platforms in Idol/Fan factor.

Investment Model Scale used in this research was adapted from Branch et al.
(2013). Items were analyzed using CFA. Numbers of the factors and items assigned
were determined using the existing factors from Rusbult et al. (1998) and Branch et al.
(2013). Bases of commitment and commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty
Youtubers were inspected separately. For the bases, the researcher first compared
models between grouping the type for quality of alternatives together as in the original
Investment Model Scale of Rusbult et al. (1998) and by sub-typing them as quality of
alternatives (other Youtubers), quality of alternatives (friends), quality of alternatives
(no Youtubers) as in Branch et al. (2013). Model comparison using fit indices indicated
that factoring quality of alternatives as in Branch et al. (2013) was better than factoring
them together as one in the original scale (Rusbult et al., 2012; Rusbult et al., 1998).
The result was not a surprise, as this scale was developed to measure the underlying
constructs of quality of alternatives in media characters. Thus, the bases of
commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtubers consisted of 5 factors
followed Branch et al. (2013) i.e., Satisfaction level (item 1-4) Investment size (item 5-
8), Quality of alternatives: other Youtubers (item 9 and 11), Quality of alternatives:
other Friends (item 12 and 13), and Quality of alternatives: no Youtubers (item 14 and
15). Nevertheless, some items were found to be different in this analysis. For example,
“FFoNBULENIINNTANAILLYT (Lsziumi@ﬁ';ﬁué‘amﬂa%ﬂuﬁu) IndlAessiuanuduiusiu
Qmmaﬁumﬁu” was removed. | speculated that it could be because the idea of ‘ideal

relationship” with celebrity was hard to grasp. Ideal relationships were examined and
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used in the context of an exclusive romantic relationship, as opposed to a
nonexclusive parasocial interaction that occurred through media in a one-to-many
manner (Horton & Wohl, 1956). Thus, it could be the reason that comparing ideal

relationship with media persona might not make sense to the participants in this study.

For commitment, only 3 items from 6 items remained in our analysis. The
remaining items were item 16 “dusgnagliguuiselusnuiu 9, item 17 “Sudssiufiay
Aamuasioll”, and item 21 “usdlavmesludiusluimunisvesansiolu”. Even
though the components of commitment were not examined in Branch et al. (2013),
the researcher observed the component of the items to see if it was the reason behind
the elimination. As it turned out, 2 remaining items were from conative component of
commitment (item 16 and 17) and one item from cognitive component of
commitment (item 21). The items removed from the scale: item 18 “5‘14?1&13%%%‘;@%3@
T mnwndnyh viog luaunensulndi” (reversed-score) and item 19 “meluiinth duas
sndoulureudanudoninesausuunuian”  (reversed-score) reflected psychological
attachment, the affective component of commitment. Another item that was removed
was item 20 “5umaqLﬁuauWﬂmiuﬁxazawasuaquuﬂ (lei‘u AUNDIZIUAUINITOONIN LUI1ALIIN
azlssiaiwma%amﬂﬁ)” which reflected long-term orientation, the cognitive
component of commitment. This is different than a personal relationship such as
romantic relationship (Arriaga & Agnew, 2001) that cognitive component i.e., long-term
orientation was found to be the strongest component of commitment. On the
contrary, only one from two items reflected long-term orientation remained in our
result. Moreover, it can be seen that commitment mechanism between Youtubers and
traditional media characters were different, as items included in our result were
different from those of Branch et al. (2013). This suggests that intent to persist is most
likely the key to commitment to parasocial interaction with Youtubers and that
commitment to parasocial relationship with beauty Youtubers is different from
commitment to romantic relationships and to traditional media characters. Thus, the
main study will examine commitment based on only 2 passing components i.e., intent

to persist and long-term orientation.
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Investment Model Scale exhibited an acceptable level of internal reliability
except for Quality of alternatives. Quality of alternatives (other Youtubers) had the
lowest alpha compared to the other subscales, just like in the original work (Branch et
al.,, 2013, Study 2) of .66 for non-fictional character. One of the reasons could be that
quality of alternatives subscales contained minimum numbers of indicators (2 each)

could lead to small alpha values (Hair et al., 2019).

Purchase intention scale used in this research was adapted from Kim (2020)
and found the same excellent level of Cronbach’s alpha. The scale was constructed
and proved to be consisted of 2 factors: intention to purchase skin care products and

make-up.

In conclusion, following the findings from this study the 4 scales will be used
in the main study. The parasocial interaction with beauty Youtuber scale with 3 sub-
dimensions, indicating that followers saw them as a friend, an influencer, and an idol.
The investment model scale of commitment to parasocial Interaction with beauty
Youtuber scale that includes 3 sub-dimensions of quality of alternatives. The
commitment with beauty Youtuber scale consisting of the conative component of
commitment process. Lastly, purchase intention scale with 2 subscales for makeup

and skincare products.
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Chapter 3
Main Study

The second study is a cross-sectional research. It aimed to confirm the result
from Study 1 and to examine the predictive power of 3 bases of investment model of
commitment processes (i.e., satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size)
on commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtuber, and whether
commitment in turn predicts purchase intention of endorsed products, both directly

and through parasocial interaction.

Sample

Sample size was initially calculated based on numbers of items proved as valid
in Study 1 using A-priori Sample Size Calculator for Structural Equation Models (Soper,
2021). Data input were the number of observed variables of 8 latent variables with 43
observed variables i.e., 4 items for Satisfaction level, 4 items for Investment size, 2
items for Quality of alternatives (other Youtubers), 2 items for Quality of alternatives
(Friends), 2 items for Quality of alternatives (no Youtubers), 3 items for Commitment
to parasocial interaction, 18 items for Parasocial interaction, 8 items for Purchase
intention, with anticipated medium effect size (0.3), power of 0.8, probability level at
0.05 (Cohen, 1988; Westland, 2010). The calculator recommended minimum sample
size of 177. Another 10% was added in case of insufficient sample size due to missing
data (Bennett, 2001). Thus, the statistically appropriate sample size for this study was
195.

Due to the use of non-probability purposive sampling (Hair et al., 2019; Whitley
& Kite, 2013), participants were asked not to join this research if they had participated
the first study, to increase the external validity of the research. To increase
representativeness of the non-probability samples, participants were recruited from
beauty Youtuber fans from a beauty-related Facebook group and pages i.e., ‘332
m'%'aqﬁﬂmmwa’ and ‘Uhggnanuwms’ waz ‘ChoiceChecker’, in addition to the
researcher’s personal social media platforms and Facebook page of Social Psychology

section, Chulalongkorn University used in Study 1.
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3150981019’ is a Facebook group that was founded by Jeban.com, as a
beauty advocate community about luxury skincare and makeup product; defined as a
product or service from a counter brand, with average price of 1000 baht. Founded in
2003, Jeban.com is Thailand’s renowned website and web board about beauty
products and cosmetics, and is a platform for people with shared interest to connect
online (Tarnittanakorn & Saipimpang, 2013), ranging from ‘newbies’ who just started
doing make-up and solely consume the posted contents, ‘content creators’ who
started to show off their favorite products and make-up skills, to ‘influencers’ or
respectable content creators with their own fans (Krathinthong, 2018). Suitably, Jeban
has become one of the sources people gain information about beauty products before
making buying decisions (Deelers & Kaewwilai, 2019). | decided to recruit participants
from Facebook group, instead of Jeban.com forum, because Facebook group was
proved to be a good mean of communicating and providing information in several
settings: including educational groups (O’Bannon et al., 2013), health promotion/health
support group (Zhang et al., 2013), and music fans groups (Karnik et al., 2013). Karnik
and colleagues (2013) further addressed that Facebook groups allow people to make
contribution of initiating conversations, to discover new things, to interact with other
members even when they were strangers, and to entertain themselves. Moreover,
even though this Facebook group was founded in October 2019, it now has over
200,000 members and actives daily. ‘Uhggaiunas’ is another well-received skincare
related group, with almost 200,000 members. It also deemed as an appropriate source
for participant recruitment. On the other hand, ‘ChoiceChecker’ is a beauty-advocate
Facebook page, without specific media persona who acts as an influencer. Thus,
recruiting participants on these channels could be a good mean to reach beauty lovers

and internet users that are the target group of this study.

If the number of participants did not reach the target sample size within 2
weeks, the researcher would contact beauty Youtubers on Twitter and asked them to
retweet the invitation to participate in the study, as it helped accelerate the data
collection in the first study. It is important to note that the researcher would not offer

the Youtubers any incentive as it would make them stakeholder and compromise
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ethical practice of the study. Their responses would be completely autonomous. They
could choose to ignore the message or respond. To prevent possible confounds from
recruitment channels through beauty Youtubers, the link to questionnaire used in each
channel were separated. Link separated would provide a possibility to compare if there

is any difference between the different recruitment channels.

Procedure

The study was approved by The Research Ethics Review Committee for
Research Involving Human Research Participants, Group 1, Chulalongkorn University,
Protocol No. 154.1/64 on 6 October 2021 with the approval expire date of 5 October

2022. The document was shown in Appendix G.

This study employed a cross-sectional survey, using convenient sampling and
snowball technique. The advertisement was posted on researcher’s personal social
media pages, the social psychology section Facebook page, faculty of psychology
Facebook page, as well as the aforementioned beauty-related Facebook page and
groups, which gathered potential participants who interested in beauty products. After
the administrators had approved the research invitation, | posted the invitation,
including the poster, research topic, inclusion criterion, contact information of the
researcher, and the link and QR code to the questionnaire. Interested participants
would be invited to Qualtrics to complete questionnaire. The poster used was shown

in Appendix H.

However, the posts on beauty-related Facebook page and groups were not
well-received as planned. Only a small number of participants were acquired through
each page (less than 15). Thus, | relied on beauty Youtubers as in the preliminary study.
| contacted 5 Thai beauty Youtuber that ran Twitter accounts, asking to help retweet
the poster, invitation to participate the research, and the link to questionnaire that was
post on the researcher’s personal page. The Youtubers were under no obligation to
respond to the tweets | sent. The content of messages used to contact beauty
Youtubers were the same, but | intentionally changed some wordings to avoid being

seen as a spam. The messages are as followed:
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1. “mintchyy” with the message “ai’aﬁﬁzqmﬁu weRsvhAaRefuuaUn.Ay &9
FoansautiereuLULABUNIBNwazann drlisuniuawiuly aadutieiniadie
Ussnduiusialvung”

2. “viviennwonder” with the message “Aa/iny weflsvisaaAafuUAUN Aot
FoensautisnouUUABUNaBwezan Mldsumuauiuly aadneazdieivi
diUssrdsiudenliony”

3. “pureswann” with the message “a’afAzaniiien werls1visaaU InFesunundy
wessan1siudayatiuurue uaun SwinaueezIN@EAy SAMieIazaIN 938
InloUszanduiusauldlnung”

4. “soundtissst” with the message “AnigAz WO WINSAMABIAULHLY UAUN. LA
frnarudniezanniasay fagnin teInindeyssnduiusidlnuey veugal
UnAg”

5. “ndmikkiholic” with the message “RniiNA¥YDBUYINTUNIUBNTBUULAL NOR
Foufudeyaiosunug unundnsouds SsmanuBnigezann sunUATNT LTI

6V

d‘ L dys/ 9
iedsynduiusauilmeldluuay Yauaminuzazan

q

Only “mintchyy” and “ndmikkiholic” retweeted.

On the first page, participants were informed of; (1) the researcher information
i.e., name, status (as a graduate student at Faculty of Psychology, Chulalongkorn
University), and contact information, (2) information about the research i.e., background
and significances, target sample, and benefits from joining the research. This research
aimed to recruit participants over 18 years old who had a Youtuber account, followed
a beauty Youtuber, can name one beauty Youtuber they subscribed, and did not
participate in the first study of this research. Participants were informed of the structure
of this questionnaire (which contained 49 items, divided into 4 pages), time to
complete (approximately 10-15 minutes) and target sample size (195 participants).
Participants were informed of their rights and privacy that the data would be kept
anonymous and only accessible through a password known by the researcher. The
data would be destroyed after 3 years. Even though the risk involved in this study was
low, participants were informed of available counseling services in case of any

uneasiness might occur i.e., Center for Psychological Wellness (Faculty of Psychology),
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Chula Student Wellness (Chulalongkorn University), Department of Mental Health
(Ministry of Public Health), Samaritans Thailand with the contact information provided.
Participants were also informed that they were free to leave the research without
having to state any reason. The contact information of the Research Ethics Review
Committee for Research Involving Human (Group 1) was provided, in case the
participants receive unjust treatment and want to file a complaint. The last section of
the first page was to confirm that participants receive enough information and want to
proceed with the rest of the questionnaire, to ensure that participants had read the
information and willing to join this research. Participants were asked if they would join
the research or not. By clicking ‘accept’ would be proceeded with the questionnaire,

while clicking ‘not accept’ would redirect them to the end of survey.

Then, participants were asked 4 the screening questions i.e., (1) whether the
participant was a Youtube user i.e., having a Youtube account, (2) whether the
participant was subscribing to a channel that was run by a beauty Youtuber, (3) to
name one beauty Youtuber that they subscribed, (4) whether they had participated in
the preliminary study. The name of beauty Youtuber asked as a part of screening
question 3 was used for question text piping, for the ease of reminding participants
about their favorite influencer while completing the questionnaire. Only those who
passed all the inclusion criterion would continue with the questionnaires. While those
who did not pass one of the inclusion criterions would be redirected to the end the
research, where they would be informed of the inclusion criterion and thank for their

interest.

Participants who passed the screening questions would be completing the
scales validated in Study 1 i.e., 18 items from Parasocial Interaction with Beauty
Youtubers Scale, 17 items from Investment Model Scale for Commitment to Parasocial
Interaction with beauty Youtuber, and 8 items from Purchase Intention of Endorsed
Product Scale. All measures were on 5-point Likert scales (1 = completely disagree, 5
= completely agree), with high scores indicating high level of the construct. After
participants completed the first two measures (Parasocial Interaction with Beauty

Youtubers Scale, and Investment Model Scale for Commitment to Parasocial
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Interaction with beauty Youtuber), they would proceed with Purchase Intention of
Endorsed Product Scale in which they were instructed to imagine if two new beauty
products (i.e., skincare and makeup) were endorsed by their nominated Youtuber, and
to report their purchase intention using a the purchase intention measures. After
completing purchase intention measures, participants answered demographic
measures (age in years, gender, income range, highest level of education), relationship
length (watching duration), frequency of watching (per week) for a supplementary
analysis and as covariates (Branch et al., 2013; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020). Finally, they
would be thanked for participation, and debrief.

The difference between this main study and the preliminary one was that lucky
draw was not offered as compensation for participants to comply with the guideline
of the beauty community on Facebook and to prevent any conflict of interests. Full

questionnaires can be found in Appendix .

Results

From 325 responses, 193 of them completed the whole survey as marked as
complete only cases (59.38% answer rate). In addition to completion, participants
needed to passed inclusion criterion. However, some participants (n = 9) gave more
than one Youtubers name for the third inclusion criteria that asked for a beauty
Youtuber name. Thus, they were removed, leaving 184 usable data. This number
exceeded the proposed recommended minimum sample size of 177. Four participants
did not provide their demographics information. Since the demographics were not

main variables of this study, all responses were included in the analyses.

Data Screening

As in Study 1, all analyses were conducted in R Studio (R Core Team, 2021).
Even though, | intended to compare if differences between recruitment channels
would be found, the numbers of respondents obtained from each planned channels
were small and not suitable for comparing means (De Winter, 2013). Therefore, the

data from all channels were compiled.
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It is important to note that there was a mistake with Parasocial Interaction
Scale. One of the items that should have been included i.e., PSI4 was replaced by
another item that should not have been included. This was due to my mistake.
Therefore, this item was removed from the analysis to maintain the accuracy of model.

This resulted in 17 items.

The data were first screened to check for outliers using the stats package (R
Core Team, 2021). Using Mahalanobis distance was used to determine multivariate
outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) with the cutoff level to determine outliers to be at
QL = .001, the result of the critical X? value was 76.08. The observations whose number
exceeded this level were excluded (n = 3), leaving with 181 eligible observations. Then,
the data were checked if they meet the multivariate assumptions, according to Hair et
al. (2014) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). Assumption additivity was checked by
looking at the pairwise-complete correlation among observed variables and found that
no items correlated over .8 which would lead to multicollinearity. Assumption
normality, linearity, homogeneity, and homoscedasticity were checked by looking at
the chi-square distributed residual of the dataset. The standardized residuals were
found to be normally distributed, by observing the histogram that most of them were
centered over 0 between -2 and 2. The standardized residuals followed the linear
direction within -2 and 2 in the QQ plot for the model, showing that it passed the
assumption of linearity. For homogeneity, and homoscedasticity, the standardized
residuals were plotted against the standardized predicted values. The plot showed
that data were evenly spread between -2 and 2, and mostly around 0 vertically and
horizontally, suggesting the assumption of homogeneity was met. Dots were also
spread randomly and showed no shape or pattern, suggesting the assumption of

homoscedasticity was met.

Participants
From 181 respondents from eligible observations, 173 of them were female, 2

of them were male, 2 of them identified themselves as gay and bisexual respectively,
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and 4 of them did not indicate gender. Participants’ age ranged from 18 - 52 (Mdn =
25). More than half of the participants had monthly income below 20,000 baht: 28%
had monthly income between below 10,000 bath and 24.9% had monthly income
between 10,000 — 20,000 baht. Most of them had bachelor’s degree as highest level
of education (76.2%). Participants had been following their nominated Youtubers were
on average 39.09 months (Mdn = 36) and participants watched these Youtubers on

average 5.53 times per month (5D = 5.31, Mdn = 4).

Youtubers nominated by the respondents were illustrated in Figure 6Error!
Reference source not found. below. As in the first study, the names given were rather
scattered. Half of the names (11.6%, n = 21) were mentioned only once and marked
as ‘etc.” in the figure. The total number of names nominated was 41. Most of them
were Thai (73.17%, n = 30), with 17.07% American/European (n = 7), and 9.76% (n =
4) Korean Youtubers. Top nominated Youtubers were quite consistent with the first
study, as “brinkkty” (11.6%, n = 21) came in the first place, followed by “ndmikkiholic”
at 9.94% as the second (n = 18) alongside ‘noyneung makeup’, and ‘Soundtiss ST’ as

the third place at 7.73% (n = 14)

Figure 6
Nominated beauty Youtubers (Studly 2)
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Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables were examined
using psych package (Revelle, 2020) and apaTables package (Stanley, 2021). The
results indicated that all study variables were significantly correlated at p < .01. The
bases of commitment and commitment were correlated according to the theory
(Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult et al.,, 1998), that Investment size and Satisfaction level were
positively related with, but Quality of alternatives was negatively related with
Commitment. Moreover, Quality of alternatives was also negatively related with
Parasocial Interaction and Purchase intention. And Parasocial interaction,
Commitment, and Purchase intention were positively correlated with one another.

The full results were shown in Table 10 below.

Table 10
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Study Variables (Study 2)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Satisfaction !

2. Investment .59% 1

3. Alternatives -41* -42% 1

4. Commitment .61* .44 -41* 1

5. Parasocial Interaction 0% 67 -43%  69* 1

6. Purchase intention .30% 30% -26% .34 40% 1
M 3.6 2.2 3 a4 35 3.5
SD 67 .88 .65 .69 61 T
o 76 87 .69 .84 87 93

Note. N = 181, * p < .01
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Hypothesis Testing

The model was tested with structural equation modeling using lavaan package
(Rosseel, 2012). The analysis initially included 8 latent variables as planned i.e,,
Satisfaction level, Investment size, Quality of alternatives (other Youtubers), Quality of
alternatives (Friends), Quality of alternatives (no Youtubers), Commitment
to parasocial interaction, Parasocial interaction, and Purchase intention, along with 2
manifest variables for covariates; Duration of viewing and Frequency of viewing (Branch
et al,, 2013) However, the model could not be run, as the value returned negative
variance. Thus, | decided to merge the subscales of Quality of alternatives as one,

leaving with 6 latent variables.

The hypothesized model examined the relationship between Commitment
and Purchase intention, with Parasocial interaction as a mediator. Commitment was
hypothesized to be predicted by Satisfaction level, Investment size, and Quality of
alternatives. Duration of viewing and Frequency of viewing were added as covariates,
similar to the model of Branch et al. (2013). Items that fell into the same sub-
dimensions for Quality of alternatives were marked together as residual covariances.
Using maximum likelihood estimator, the structural model was not well-fitted, X? (889)
=1760.22, p < .001, RMSEA = .07, CFl = .77, NNFI/TLI = .76, SRMR = .10, BIC = 17805.21.
Therefore, modification indices were examined in order to achieve a better-fitting
model. Post hoc model modification was made by adding 7 residual covariances

between items of Purchase intention.

As the evidence supporting the causal relationship between Commitment and
Parasocial interaction was scarce (Eyal & Cohen, 2006; Eyal & Dailey, 2012), the
alternative model using Commitment as a mediator was examined. Using maximum
likelihood estimator, the model was not fitted enough, X? (886) = 1710.14, p < .001,
RMSEA = .07, CFI = .79, NNFI/TLI = .77, SRMR = .10, BIC = 17770.66. Post hoc model
modification also was made by adding 7 residual covariances between items of
Purchase intention. Fit indices of the two model after modification were shown in
Table 11. The two models were compared using Chi-Square Difference Test from stats

package (R Core Team, 2021) and model fit indices from performance package
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(Ludecke et al., 2021). It was found that the two models were significantly different at
p < .001. Model of Commitment as a mediator was found to perform better with lower
degree of freedom ratio and BIC, and higher goodness-of-fit indices i.e., TLI and CFl
(Hair et al.,, 2014). Even though the model performed better, the only index passed

the cut-off criterion (of less than 2) was the Chi-square and degree of freedom ratio.

Table 11

Comparison of Alternative Models

Model X? df X?/df p TLI  RMSEA BIC CFI

Parasocial 1525.51 882 1.73 <.001 .82 .06 17606.74 .83

Commitment 147559 879 1.68 <.001 .83 .06 17572.34 .85

Note. Parasocial = Parasocial interaction as a mediator, Commitment = Commitment

as a mediator

For this reason, the model used for hypothesis testing would be the model
with Commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtubers as mediator instead.
To achieve better model fit, item parceling was used on a subset-item-parcel approach
(Matsunaga, 2008). Latent variables with sub-scales were parceled based on factors
i.e., Quality of alternatives, Parasocial interaction, and Purchase intention. Parceled
model showed better fit, X? (176) = 365.89, p < .001, RMSEA = .08, CFI = .89, NNFI/TLI
= .87, SRMR = .10, BIC = 7200.47. Post hoc model modification was made by adding 5
residual covariances between items and factors within the same sub-scale, resulting in
the model with X* (171) = 322.19, p < .001, RMSEA = .07, CFl = .91, NNFI/TLI = .89,
SRMR = .10, BIC = 7182.65. The measurement model was shown in Table 12 next page.
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Measurement model
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ltems Factor loading z-value p-value
Construct 1: Satisfaction

Sat 1 570 Fixed Fixed
Sat 2 513 5578 <.001
Sat 3 659 6.677 <.001
Sat 4 724 8.572 <.001
Construct 2: Investment

Inv_1 .820 Fixed Fixed
Inv_2 630 9.877 <.001
Inv_3 .854 12.552 <.001
Inv_4 .803 11.715 <.001
Construct 3: Quality of alternatives

Other Youtubers 644 Fixed Fixed
Friends 615 5.189 <.001
No Youtubers 342 2.869 <.001
Construct 4: Commitment

Com 1 831 Fixed Fixed
Com 2 .850 12.544 <.001
Com 6 701 9.917 <.001
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Table 12

Measurement model (Continued)

ltems Factor loading z-value p-value

Construct 5: Parasocial interaction

Friend 732 Fixed Fixed
Influencer .681 8.822 <.001
IdoV/Fan .847 11.036 <.001

Construct 6: Purchase intention

Skincare .966 Fixed Fixed

Make-up 120 5.982 <.001

Paths were tested for statistical significance to test the hypotheses. The final

model along with the standardized result was depicted in Figure 7.

Figure 7
Final path model
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The first hypothesis predicted that the three bases of the Investment Model of
Commitment Processes (satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, investment size)

would predict commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtubers. The 2
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covariates (Duration of viewing and Frequency of viewing) did not significantly
contribute to predicting commitment with [3 = -.002, p = .417 for duration of viewing
and B = .005, p = .926 for frequency of viewing. The result indicated that Quality of
alternatives could not predict commitment significantly (B =.012, p = .927), as well as
Satisfaction level (B = 677, p = . 221). Investment size predicted commitment

significantly, but the direction was negative (B =-.424, p = .003). Thus, H1 was rejected

The second hypothesis addressed the direct (H2a) and indirect effect (H2b) of
the independent variable on purchase intention. Parasocial interaction was found to
significantly predict purchase intention (B = 612, p < .001). The indirect effect of
parasocial interaction on purchase intention was found to be insignificant (B = -.090,
p =.510), while the total effect was significant (B =.522, p < .001). Thus, only H2a was

supported.

The third hypothesis expected the predictive role of the mediator on purchase
intention. However, Commitment to parasocial interaction did not significantly predict

purchase intention (B = -.166, p = .329). Thus, H3 was rejected.

Discussion

This research studied the unestablished relationship between commitment,
parasocial interaction and purchase intention, specifically in Thai beauty products
consumer and reviewer community. Even though parasocial interaction is widely
accepted in the academic field (e.g., Ding & Qiu, 2017; Knoll & Matthes, 2016; Quintero
Johnson & Patnoe-Woodley, 2016), little is known about its claimed psychological
characteristics. This study also aimed to investigate the causal relationship of possible
related constructs: parasocial interaction and commitment - which could link the

interdisciplinary knowledge between communication field and psychology field.

Nevertheless, the result was contrast to the hypothesis. Even though Eyal and

Dailey (2012) found that parasocial interaction was predicted by commitment, the
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present research find the predictive power of parasocial interaction on commitment
was higher than that of the other way around. The different findings may have been
due to the parasocial interaction in the studies. Eyal and Dailey (2012) studied
parasocial interaction with fictional character as well as traditional celebrities, as
opposed to internet celebrities in this research. The development of parasocial
interaction with fictional and real characters may be different. As Giles (2002)
explained, parasocial and social interactions set on different end of the continuum.
Fictional characters are regarded as third-order parasocial interaction, with the lowest
level of realism. On the other hand, traditional and internet celebrities are regarded as
first-order parasocial interaction, with the highest level of realism among all types of
media characters. Even when traditional and internet celebrities set themselves on the
same level of parasocial interaction according to the model, it was shown that Youtube
allows the internet personalities to be more interactive because of its features that
cannot be found through offline channels (Rihl & Wegener, 2017). In this manner, the
differences found could be due to the level of realism of beauty Youtubers as opposed
to the literature. Moreover, commitment stems from parasocial interaction may have
different developments than that of real relationship that the original theory of
investment model focuses on. According to the data from the current research, for
commitment with parasocial figure to be developed, it appears that parasocial
interaction is required. In other words, parasocial interaction is an antecedent of
commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtubers. It is after commitment
is developed that it leads to equivalence form of pro-relationship mechanisms in

traditional research in the form of purchase intention.

According to H1, three bases of the Investment Model of Commitment
Processes (satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, investment size) should predict
commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty vlogger. H1 was not supported. The
result indicated while quality of alternatives (rejected Hla) and level of satisfaction

(rejected H1b) did not significantly predict commitment to parasocial interaction with
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beauty Youtuber, but low size of investment predicted (rejected Hlc) significantly
predict commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtuber. The results were

against our expectation.

For Hla, quality of alternatives did not significantly predict commitment,
therefore the hypothesis was rejected. Although the results contradicted the original
work of Rusbult (1980), this was consistent with Branch et al. (2013) and Eyal and Dailey
(2012). In their work, alternatives type of choosing not to follow any character was
significant predictor for commitment with fictional character only, but not with non-
fictional characters. Consistent with their speculation, it could because of the
possibility meeting and watching beauty Youtubers on other platforms. Besides, the
trend for influencers are shifting to shorter-video platforms such as TikTok and
Instagram (Haenlein et al., 2020). Most Youtubers also use other social media platforms
that fans can interact with closely (for instance, Twitter, where beauty Youtubers were
asked to retweet the advertisement of this research). In addition, the numbers of
nominated beauty Youtubers is high across both studies, implying that the viewers
might already be aware of the alternatives to their favorite beauty Youtubers, and
became desensitized of the availability of attractive alternatives, making it unrelated
to prediction of commitment. Consistently, Thelwall (2021) found that viewers of
lifestyle Youtubers were not committed to specific Youtuber, as most of them were
commenting on a lot of multiple channels at the same time. This may have been the

case for audience of beauty Youtubers as well.

The result also rejected H1b, that satisfaction level did not significantly predict
commitment. The result contradicted the existing research of the investment model.
As the meta-analyses (Le & Agnew, 2003; Tran et al.,, 2019) shown, satisfaction is the
strongest predictor of commitment. The result was also inconsistent with researches
examining in the relationship between fans’ satisfaction and an array of behaviors
indicating forms of commitment to traditional celebrities. For instance, Laverie and

Amett (2000) found that satisfaction was a strong predictor of whether fans would
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attend a sport event or not. This pattern was observed in the context of singers/idols
as well. Zhou (2021) and Zhao and Wu (2021) examined the fandom of idol singers
and suggested that the main reason people became fans and join the community was
out of the love or satisfaction they had for certain media figures. And after becoming
a fan, satisfaction they gained from supporting their favorite idols reinforced them to
be even more committed and loyal to the idols. | suspect that the difference found
in this study was due to dissimilarity in relationship formation between Youtubers and
traditional celebrity. Wohn et al. (2019) examine the subscribing behaviors of fans on
a streaming platform Twitch, which offers the same service as Youtube. They identified
6 motivations behind subscription i.e., monetary support (contribute to income of the
streamer), wanting attention (get recognition from other people in the stream),
personal connection (become intimate with the streamer), wanting benefits (get
exclusive contents), educational value (the content was educational), as well as
enjoying the content (the satisfaction from watching video). However, only financial
support and wanting benefits were significant predictors of subscription. In this manner,
wanting to support their favorite Youtuber and know that they could gain benefits from
subscribing deemed to be more important to predict subscription, than just satisfaction

they get from watching the content.

Binge watching might be another reason behind this result. Binge watching had
become prevalent due to the accessibility and availability of the streaming platform,
compared to traditional media (Steiner & Xu, 2020). Compared to other streaming
platforms, people tend to watch more videos (especially vlogs) on Youtube, as the
number of available videos exceeded other platforms. Most people also get to watch
videos on Youtube through browsing (Bentley et al., 2019). With how Youtube is set
up to recommend related videos and the setting of autoplay, there is a possibility that
people could binge watch easily. In this case, viewers might accidentally find the

Youtuber through video suggestion/browsing page. They can immediately watch all
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relevant videos and satisfy their need right on spot without the need to be committed

with the Youtubers, or expecting their relationship with the Youtubers to last lons.

For Hlc, investment size significantly and negatively predicted commitment,
therefore rejected Hlc. The direction of investment size’s predictive power
contradicted the theory postulated that it should be in a positive direction (Rusbult et
al., 2012). | assumed that it could be because this research was conducted during the
spread of COVID-19. Buf and Stefanita (2020) stated that the main reasons people
watched Youtubers for entertainment and for information. However, the situation
might force people to change their way of living, as the world is new to this pandemic.
In the time of uncertainty, people usually reach out the information sources to
alleviate the anxiety (Keller et al., 2020). In Thailand, the situation was not looking
good, as it was fueled by the fear of contacting disease itself, as well as the economical
consequence of the pandemic (Srichannil, 2020). Consequently, social media became
the main source for COVID-19 related information instead (Mongkhon et al., 2021). In
this case, the beauty Youtuber might not provide the useful COVID-19 related
information, that would relieve the anxiety they had. Moreover, the COVID-19 might
make the leisure of investing time and effort in a beauty Youtubers became

unimportant or inappropriate, ergo creating negative effect on commitment.

H2 was set to examine the predictive effect of commitment and parasocial
interaction on purchase intention, both directly and indirectly. However, after the
conclusion drawn from model comparison, commitment and parasocial interaction
were swapped for better fit of data. Initially, commitment was planned to be an
independent variable, and parasocial interaction to be a mediator. According to the
result, the model with parasocial interaction as an independent variable and
commitment as a mediator performed better. Thus, H2 was adjusted and predicted
that parasocial interaction to beauty vlogger should predict purchase intention of
endorsed products both directly, and mediately through commitment to parasocial

interaction with beauty vlogger.
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H2 was partly supported. Parasocial interaction predicted purchase intention
significantly, only directly (supported H2a) and not indirectly (rejected H2b). This
predictive power of parasocial interaction on purchase intention is consistent with the
literature (Chung & Cho, 2017; Kim et al., 2015; Lou & Kim, 2019; Zhang & Hung, 2020),
as well as in the specific domain of beauty Youtuber (Lee & Lee, 2021; Rasmussen,
2018; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020). However, the indirect effect via commitment was not

significant. It could be because commitment could not predict purchase intention.

Respectively, H3 was also adjusted following the conclusion drawn from model
comparison. H3 now predicted that commitment to beauty vlogger should positively
predict purchase intention of endorsed product. However, H3 was rejected.
Commitment could not purchase intention, which was dissimilar to the application of
Investment model of commitment process in other context, such as brand
commitment and purchase intention (Geyer et al., 1991; Sung & Campbell, 2007; Sung
& Choi, 2010). However, this result was consistent with Dhanesh and Duthler (2019).
They found that commitment with social media influencer did not predict purchase
intention of endorsed product. Here, commitment was operationalized similarly to that
of this research, in that commitment referred to intent to persist and importance of
their relationship with influencer. Thus, the finding is not entirely surprising. Most of
the research examining the role of celebrities endorsement or purchase intention in
fandom conceptualized the bond fans had in the celebrities as attachment (Cheah et
al., 2019; Huang et al., 2015; llicic & Webster, 2011), not the intent to persist and long-
term orientation as of this study. The reconceptualization might offer a way to
understand the mechanism of bonds between influencers and fans and whether it

could lead to purchase intention.

The finding may be related to the previous findings that commitment to
influencer itself has an indirect effect on purchase intention. Lyu and Kim (2020) found
that commitment to influencers (specifically on a social media platform) led to

purchase intention through a positive attitude toward brand that appeared on their
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favorite influencers’ pages. Furthermore, Khodabandeh and Lindh (2021) found that
commitment to brand did not significantly predict purchase intention, because positive
brand image (conceptualized as loyalty and trust toward brand) mediated the
relationship. Therefore, commitment that viewers have with the influencer might not
be the key factor of predicting purchase intention of beauty products, but the
convincing characteristics of the influencers. For examples, Jiménez-Castillo and
Sanchez-Fernandez (2019) found that just the perception that the influencers were
trustworthy and providing useful suggesting was enough to predict intention to
purchase recommended brands. Wiedmann and von Mettenheim (2021) strengthened
this finding, as their result indicated that the most important characteristics of
influencers on brand image, brand satisfaction, brand trust and purchase intention was
trustworthiness. For this reason, it might be advisable to examine other mediators in
future researches, such as attractiveness and credibility toward brand (Aw & Labrecque,

2020), and toward vlogger (Reinikainen et al., 2020).

Commitment may have been a better predictor of other consumption
outcomes. For instance, Khodabandeh and Lindh (2021) found that even when
commitment could not predict purchase intention, it was a sole predictor of reported
positive electronic words-of-mouth (€WOM) behavior and intention. The same result
was demonstrated in Kim and Kim (2020)’s work, where commitment to celebrity (in
terms of affective states of being committed and intent to persist in the relationship)
could predict loyalty (defined as positive eWOM of products and celebrity, effort put
in following celebrity’s recommendation, as well as purchase intention). In this
manner, commitment to parasocial interaction with beauty Youtuber might still be

useful in understanding consumer behavior associated with influencers.

Implications

Theoretical implication
This research had contributed in its interdisciplinarity. It would enriched and

filled the gap in literatures for both the Investment Model of Commitment Processes



14

— the theory from psychology field of interpersonal relationships, and Parasocial
interaction — the construct from communication field, as well as the purchase intention
mainly examined the marketing field. In the preliminary study, parasocial interaction
was thoroughly tested and validated to gain the knowledge of its dimensions.
Consequently, this research offered an insight for underlying mechanism based on
psychological perspectives and a recommendation for an appropriate term and scales
for future research. In addition, it extended the application of the Investment model
in explaining a ‘one-sided” interaction, specifically in the context of beauty Youtuber

in Thailand, which had not been yet examined.

Specifically for the adapted Parasocial Interaction Scale, this research has
provided more suitable and more convenient approach for examining parasocial
interaction in the context of Youtuber. Originally, Rubin et al. (1985) has proposed a
unidimensional scale, with all items necessary to measure parasocial interaction with
traditional celebrities precisely. However, most practitioners decided to pick and
choose only a few items to use in actual researches instead, as they had many
constructs to observe and employing the full scale would make the questionnaire too
long (e.g., Kim & Song, 2016; Sokolova & Kefi, 2020; Vazquez et al., 2020). This method
might be affected with error from not covering all aspects of parasocial interaction.
Our scales had been proved to be consisted of 3 dimensions, as the model was better
comparing to the unidimensional one. Thus, parasocial interaction with beauty
Youtuber should be examined as a multidimensional, not a unidimensional construct.

ltems used in future researches should cover all dimensions of parasocial interaction.

Apart from Parasocial Interaction Scale, the Investment Model Scale has also
been adapted to match the context of beauty Youtuber and validated. This measure
set apart from measures in existing literature examined commitment with different
conceptualization (Cheah et al,, 2019; Huang et al,, 2015; Ilicic & Webster, 2011).
Accordingly, it has offered a new conceptualization of commitment by adding a
perspective to it, using the well-established theory. Employing this theory to this
context, it has also laid a foundation in examining the relationship between parasocial

interaction and commitment, that related literature are still limited.
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Practical implication

For Youtubers and brand marketers, understanding the mechanisms of fans’
purchase intention could be a good basis for their marketing and advertisement
strategies, on what to emphasize, and what to avoid for the best results of the brand.
The results shined a light on the mechanism of influencers-fans relationship, starting
from parasocial interaction to commitment and lead to purchase intention of endorsed
products. We now know that neither satisfaction nor numbers of alternatives available
affected commitment. Therefore, Youtubers might need to find other ways to make
fans committed, such as asking them to be empathize (as of to show the support) and
subscribe the channel (Wohn et al., 2019). However, the key factor to induce purchase
intention of products endorsed by beauty influencer is parasocial interaction. Hence,
in terms of product advertisement, influencers should make fans view them as a good
old attractive friend who interacts with them often, and someone whom the followers

would want to see them both online and offline.

More importantly, the results of this research would increase the followers’
awareness of parasocial interaction formed with their favorite internet celebrities, and
how it turns into purchasing behaviors. Awareness would lead to prevention of
vloggers’ exploiting fans’ love and support, or any manipulation placed to access
subscribers’ wallets. In this case, purchase intention was predicted by parasocial
interaction. Thus, viewers should be aware that the more they enjoy their time
watching their favorite celebrity friend, the more they are prone to be influenced by

any advertisement placed by the influencer.

This result is especially relevant for a particular group of followers i.e., young
female adults who probably just started their career with limited amount of income
who made up the majority of the participants of this study. The result could be
beneficial to the marketers and influencers who targeted this market segment, while

also post an insight for viewers to be more cautious of their spending.
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Limitations

This research is subjected to the following limitations that leave room for
improvement in future studies. Firstly, the samples might have been subjected to
volunteer bias, as participants were recruited on convenient and snowball sampling
basis. The mean score of commitment was considerably high (4 out of 5), implying that
the volunteer biases might come together with the inclusion criterion that participants

needed to be subscribing to a beauty Youtuber.

Respondents were also mostly female young adults (median age of 25) with
limited amount of income (20,000 baht or less), with bachelor’s degree. Thus, the
result might not be able to generalize to the total population in Thailand. According
to National Statistical Office (2020), population in Thailand now is composed of roughly
half and half ratio between male and female, with only 2% with bachelor’s degree. In
order to recruit a sample that resembles the total population, it might be advisable to
use other data collection method, rather than the internet-based one. Even though
most of Thai households have internet access (National Statistical Office, 2019), some
people (especially adults) may choose not to complete the questionnaire, due to
technical difficulties and perception of uninterest (Pew Research Center, 2015). Thus,

future research may consider employing different approach in collecting data.

Moreover, the context of this research was related to beauty influencers. The
result of this research might not reflect the parasocial interaction and commitment
with other types of influencers, or even traditional celebrities. This research focused
on beauty influencers on Youtube, and the endorsed products focused were skincare
and make-up only. As mentioned earlier, influencers nowadays are also using different
platforms for their product placements (Haenlein et al., 2020). This trend is also carried
out in Thailand. For instance, Jansom and Pongsakornrungsilp (2021) examined the role
of Instagram influencers on purchase intention of luxury fashion. However, they found
that parasocial interaction with Instagram influencers did not predict purchase

intention significantly, which differed from the result of this research. Thus, future
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research may examine commitment and the other types of influencers based on their
platforms, and whether it increased purchase intention of other types of endorsed

products.
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Primary Content validity of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale

Table 13

Content Evaluation of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale
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Content Evaluation of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale

(Continued)
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Note. The comments and rating from are combined and marked respectively.

® The comment and rating by Associate Professor Dr. Saravudh Anantachart from

Faculty of Communication Arts, Chulalongkorn University.

® The comment and rating by Lecturer Dr. Yokfah Isaranon from Faculty of

Psychology, Chulalongkorn University.



Appendix B

Thai version of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale

Table 14

Thai version of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale
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Table 14

Thai version of Parasocial Interaction with Beauty Youtubers Scale (Continued)
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Note. The name of beauty Youtuber that was given by participants will be piped in

the measure as (Youtuber).

®ltem 5 and 10 were removed from the scale after EFA analysis in Study 1.
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Thai version of Investment Model Scale for Commitment to Parasocial Interaction

with Beauty Youtubers with sub-dimensions
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Thai version of Investment Model Scale for Commitment to Parasocial Interaction

with Beauty Youtubers with sub-dimensions (Continued)
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Thai version of Investment Model Scale for Commitment to Parasocial Interaction

with Beauty Youtubers with sub-dimensions (Continued)
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Note. The name of beauty Youtuber that was given by participants will be piped in

the measure as (Youtuber). Reverse-scored items are denoted with an (R).

“ltem 10, 18, 19, 20 were removed from the scale after CFA analysis in Study 1.
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Appendix D
Thai version of Purchase Intention of Endorsed Product Scale

Table 16

Thai version of Purchase Intention of Endorsed Product Scale with questions
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Preliminary Study’s Poster
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Appendix F
Preliminary Study’s Questionnaires
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Appendix G

Certificate of Ethical Approval

AF 02-12
The Research Ethics Review Committee for Research Involving Human Research Participants,

Group |, Chulalongkorn University
Jamjuree 1 Building, 2nd Floor, Phyathal Rd, Patumwan district, Bangkok 10330, Thailand,
Tel: 0-2218-3202, 0-2218-3049 F-mail: eccu@chula.acth

COA No. 209/2021
Certificate of Approval
Study Title No. 154.1/64 : INVESMENT MODEL OF COMMITMENT TO PARASOCIAL INTERACTION
AND PURCHASE INTENTION AMONG YOUTUBE VIEWERS
Principal Investigator : MISS PARIMA KOSAKARN

Place of Proposed Study/Institution :  Faculty of Psychology,
Chulalongkorn University

The Research Ethics Review Committee for Research Involving Human Research Participants,
Group |, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand, has approved constituted in accordance with Belmont
Report 1979, Declaration of Helsinki 2013, Council for International Organizations of Medical
Sciences (CIOM) 2016, Standards of Research Ethics Committee (SREC) 2017, and National Policy
and guidelines for Human Research 2015,

Signature: ?‘éﬂs e

/!"Q.%‘r Signature: RQVCQIMMHQM@M

(Associate Prof. Prida Tasanapradit, M.D.) (Assistant Prof. Raveenan Mingpakanee, Ph.D.)
Chairman Secretary
Date of Approval : 6 October 2021 Approval Expire date ; 5 October 2022

The approval documents including:

1) Research proposal .
2) Participant Information. _

3) Researcher # rotocol NO..... el _nEi.i'.n._
4) Questionnaire A ym of Approvel... 5,..'.:..{....
5) Advertising leaflet - £ /acorovsl Expire Dete...- 0

P

The opproved investigator must comply with the followang conditions:
1. It's unethical to collect dota of research porticiponts before the project has been oppvoved by the committee.
2. The research/project activities must end on the approval expired dote. To renew the opgroval, it con be applied one month prior
to the expired dote with submission of progress report.
3 Strictly conduct the research/project octivities as written in the proposal.
Using only the documents that bearing the RECCU's seal of approval: research tools, information sheet, consent form, invitotion
letter for research participation (if applicatle}
Report to the RECCU for any serious adverse events within 5 working days.
Report to the RECCU for any amendment of the research project pior to conduct the research octvitles.
Report to the RECCU for termination of the research project within 2 vareks with reasons.
Finaf report (AF 01-15) ond abstroct is required for o one year (or less) ressorciviproject ond report within - 30 days after the
completion of the research/project,
9. Research project with several phases; opproval will be opproved phase by phose, progress report and relevant documents for the
next phase must be subrmitted for review.
10 The committee reserves the right to site visit to follow up how the research project being conducted.
11 For external research proposol the dean or heod of department oversees how the research being conducted.,
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Appendix |

Main Study’s Questionnaires
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