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This study aims to understand how consumers respond to social media advertising (SMA) by focusing on
promoted tweets sent by brands and political parties, and examines persuasion knowledge as underlying
mechanism of these responses. Two online experiments with between-subjects designs, comparing the
effects of SMA (promoted vs. non-promoted tweet) and the source of the tweet (political party vs. brand),
were conducted. Study 1 showed that consumers rarely notice it when a tweet is promoted. Study 2
demonstrated that when a promoted tweet was sent by a political party, the recipient's recognition that
the tweet was a form of advertisement (i.e., activated persuasion knowledge) reduced online behavioral
intention, increased skepticism, and negatively affected source trustworthiness and attitudes. This effect
was not present for brands. Although research has shown that social media can be an important platform
to engage audiences, this study is the ﬁrst to study the mechanisms underlying the effects of SMA, and
whether there are any boundary conditions to these effects. These ﬁndings suggest that political parties
should be cautious in their use of social media advertising as it can evoke negative responses.
© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Social media are important in our daily lives, and have become
an important platform to send across messages to speciﬁc audiences, such as consumers and voters. Research has shown that the
usage of social media, such as Twitter, can be useful for political
parties, organizations, and brands to engage audiences online
ndez(Kruikemeier, 2014; Okazaki, Díaz-Martín, Rozano, & Mene
Benito, 2015; Park, 2013; Van Norel et al., 2014). Therefore,
Twitter has become an important medium for social media advertising (SMA; Van Dijck, 2011). Speciﬁcally, Twitter has allowed
advertising since 2010, by including sponsored content, such as
‘promoted tweets.’ Promoted tweets are tweets purchased by advertisers that are visible to a speciﬁc target audience (Twitter,
2014). The deployment of promoted tweets can effectively evoke
engagement (i.e., mentions of the brand in the tweet) and tweets
with a positive sentiment about the advertiser (Dacres, Haddadi, &
Purver, 2014).
However, the introduction of promoted tweets also involves
some risks. Consumers may not appreciate this type of advertising
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(Van Dijck, 2011). Research suggests that the use of promoted
tweets could negatively affect consumers' attitudes towards the
brand sending it and lowers consumers' intention to click on a URL
in the tweet (Wood & Burkhalter, 2014). Therefore, it is crucial for
both advertisers and Twitter itself to understand whether consumers accept advertising on Twitter (Taylor, Lewin, & Strutton,
2011). Moreover, little is known about the mechanisms underlying the effects of SMA, and whether there are any boundary conditions to these effects. Therefore, this study aims to test these, by
gaining insights into how consumers process, recognize, and
respond to promoted tweets, and whether this is contingent upon
the source of the tweet (i.e., a political party or brand).
As SMA is fairly new, little is known about the extent to which
consumers understand this type of advertising, and thus whether
or not they have developed persuasion knowledge about SMA.
Persuasion knowledge refers to personal knowledge and beliefs
about advertising motives and tactics (Friestad & Wright, 1994).
The activation of persuasion knowledge in response to advertising
is often seen as an important underlying mechanism that may
explain different consumer responses (Ham, Nelson, & Das, 2015;
Lee & Hansen, 2013). This means that the use of persuasion
knowledge in response to promoted tweets may be the underlying
mechanism to the persuasive outcomes of promoted tweets (i.e.,
online behavioral intention) and consumers' responses towards the
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promoted tweet and its sender (i.e., source attitudes, source
trustworthiness, and skepticism). Therefore, this study investigates
consumers' use of persuasion knowledge, operationalized as the
extent to which consumers recognize promoted tweets as
advertising.
A possible boundary condition for the effects of promoted
tweets could be the source that is sending out the tweet. Although
promoted tweets are usually employed by brands, they are also
used in political campaigns. Consumers may respond differently to
SMA sent by political parties compared to SMA sent by brands.
Recently, researchers have argued that voters and consumers
cannot be treated in a similar manner and that marketing strategies
for these two audiences should be implemented in different ways
(Van Steenburg, 2015). As the decision to support a party is
fundamentally different from the decision to buy a product, political advertising might affect voter attitudes differently than product
advertising. Such insights might help to understand whether a
‘voter as consumer’ paradigm exists (Van Steenburg, 2015). Thus,
tweets from different sources, and about different categories of
goods and services, may have diverse effects. This study examines
whether or not consumers appreciate the use of SMA in both
contexts, and thus whether this is a beneﬁcial strategy for both
brands and political parties.
Altogether, by conducting two experiments, we try to provide
insights into: (1) consumers' responses to promoted tweets (vs.
non-promoted tweets) and the role of persuasion knowledge (i.e.,
the recognition of advertising) in the processing of this advertising
format, and (2) whether these responses differ between promoted
tweets sent by brands and political parties.
2. The use of persuasion knowledge in response to promoted
tweets
The Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad & Wright, 1994)
explains how consumers respond to different advertising messages.
The model suggests that the way consumers cope with advertising
messages depends on the recognition of the persuasive nature of
the message. The development of persuasion knowledge is inﬂuenced by how much experience a person has with particular
persuasion attempts and continues developing throughout the life
span but is presumed to be well-developed in adulthood (Friestad
& Wright, 1994; John, 1999).
New advertising formats, such as SMA, challenge consumers'
persuasion knowledge as they may not yet know and understand
these formats. Because of the relative newness of SMA, consumers
may not have experience with new advertising formats, such as
promoted tweets. Consumers with less experience are less likely to
have developed persuasion knowledge and to recognize its
persuasive purpose. This is underscored by the idea that it is more
difﬁcult for consumers to evaluate information on the Internet than
information in traditional, mass communications media, because
the content on the Internet changes quickly, does not provide clear
information about editorial policies, and contains many types of
information (Flanagin & Metzger, 2000). The development of
persuasion knowledge can therefore be problematic (Tutaj & Van
Reijmersdal, 2012).
However, there has been very little research on the use of
persuasion knowledge in response to SMA. Therefore, this study
tries to establish the extent to which consumers recognize promoted tweets as a form of advertising, and thus activate persuasion
knowledge in response to promoted tweets. Although persuasion
knowledge is a larger construct that exists of many levels (Friestad
& Wright, 1994; John, 1999; Rozendaal, Lapierre, Van Reijmersdal, &
Buijzen, 2011), in this study it is operationalized as the recognition
of a tweet as advertising. This is based on the notion that the

recognition of advertising is seen as a ﬁrst step that can induce the
activation or usage of other dimensions of persuasion knowledge,
such as an understanding of the persuasive intent of the message
and the development of critical attitudes (Boerman, Van
Reijmersdal, & Neijens, 2014; Rozendaal et al., 2011; Wojdynski &
Evans, 2016).
Because consumers' persuasion knowledge about SMA may not
be as developed as it is about other types of advertising, promoted
tweets are clearly labeled with both an icon (i.e., a colored arrow)
and a label that says ‘Promoted by’ followed by the advertisers'
name, to help distinguish them from regular tweets. Prior research
has shown that making the persuasive nature of a message more
salient helps consumers to activate their persuasion knowledge
(Boerman, Van Reijmersdal, & Neijens, 2012; Campbell & Kirmani,
2000; Ham et al., 2015; Wojdynski & Evans, 2016). Moreover, the
‘Promoted by’ label may work as a heuristic cue that can (automatically) activate persuasion knowledge (Fransen & Fennis, 2014).
However, whether people do activate their persuasion knowledge in response to different types of tweets may depend upon the
sender of that tweet. Promoted tweets are often deployed by
brands, but political organizations also use promoted tweets in
their campaigns. In recent years, Twitter has become an integral
part of political campaigns (e.g., Lee, 2013; Vergeer & Hermans,
2013). Candidates and political parties increasingly use social media, to attempt to engage voters and win votes. They do so during
political campaigns, but also in periods that do not involve speciﬁc
elections: Continuous or permanent campaigning is an important
part of the post-modern and professional campaign (Gibson &
€mmele, 2001; Stro
€ mba
€ck & Kiousis, 2014) and seems to
Ro
become more dominant in recent years.
Research repeatedly shows that (an interactive) use of Twitter
by politicians is beneﬁcial, as it leads to more votes and, in speciﬁc
cases, positive evaluations (Kruikemeier, 2014; Lee & Shin, 2012;
Spierings & Jacobs, 2014). Recently, and in addition to posting
regular social media posts, politicians and parties have started using SMA. For instance, during the 2012 US presidential election
campaign, both Romney and Obama used promoted tweets in
Twitter users' timelines. These promoted tweets aimed to inﬂuence
peoples' attitudes, to inform them, to reach new voters, and to
inspire people to share messages (Twitter Business, n.d.). These
aims resemble those of brands, which use promoted tweets to
create awareness, promote sales, and generate web trafﬁc (Twitter,
2014).
An important question is whether the activation of persuasion
knowledge differs in response to SMA disseminated by brands and
political parties. There is reason to believe that consumers will be
more likely to recognize messages sent by brands as advertising,
compared to messages by political parties. This is based on the
goals of brands and political parties, and people's expectations of
the messages sent by them.
Brands and political parties have different goals and different
reasons for communicating with an audience (Van Steenburg,
2015). Brands aim to promote a certain product or service with
the intention of increasing proﬁts, whereas political parties try to
promote themselves, publicize agendas, and mobilize citizens to
take action with the ultimate aim of winning an election (Peng &
Hackley, 2009; Rodgers & Thorson, 2000). Scholars have pointed
out that few similarities exist between voters and consumers when
considered as target audiences (Lock & Harris, 1996; Peng &
Hackley, 2009). Persuading voters on moral issues is different
than persuading consumers to buy a product (Lock & Harris, 1996),
though political parties often borrow tactics from advertisers.
Moreover, the decision to support a party is fundamentally
different from the decision to buy a product. Therefore, voters and
consumers cannot be treated in a similar manner, and marketing
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strategies for these two audiences are often implemented in
different ways (Van Steenburg, 2015).
Because brands and political parties have different goals and
communication strategies, people also have different expectations
of their communication. Brands are more likely to be associated
with selling a product, and thus with advertising strategies, than
political parties (Rodgers & Thorson, 2000). Applying this to the
Persuasion Knowledge Model, this suggests that brands itself are
obvious agents that typically send out persuasive messages
(Friestad & Wright, 1994). Hence, the brand itself may function as a
cue that helps consumers to activate their persuasion knowledge.
In other words, consumers are often aware that all messages sent
by brands are a form of advertising. With respect to messages sent
on social media, this suggest that, whether or not a tweet is promoted would not make a difference for brands, primarily because
persuasion knowledge is likely to be activated in both cases. Thus,
adding a ‘Promoted by’ label to a tweet would not make a difference
because persuasion knowledge is automatically activated when
confronted with tweets from brands.
For political parties, the motives for a message may be less
obvious, and thus the activation of persuasion knowledge becomes
less likely. Although political messages can intend to persuade
people to promote themselves and to win votes, they can also be a
way of direct conversation and discourse about certain topics, and
mobilization of voters to become politically active (see e.g., Lee &
Shin, 2012). For instance, many politicians or political parties are
on social media to be able to directly communicate with their
voters. Thus, tweets sent out by a political party are, in general, not
obviously advertising, making it less likely that people will use their
persuasion knowledge in response to such tweets. As suggested
before, when a tweet is promoted, the ‘Promoted by’ label communicates that a tweet from a politician is advertising. This would
mean that, only if a tweet sent by a political party is labeled as
promoted, the underlying motive of the tweet (i.e., an advertisement) becomes evident, and helps receivers to activate their
persuasion knowledge. Consumers will then be able to consider
persuasion strategies and tactics that they previously stored in their
memories (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000). In doing so, a promoted
tweet triggers a ‘change of meaning,’ so that the readers perceive
the tweet as a persuasion attempt instead of as a sincere and
friendly political message (Friestad & Wright, 1994).
Hence, based on the Persuasion Knowledge Model and the differences between brand and political communication, we formulate the hypothesis:
H1. A promoted tweet (vs. a non-promoted tweet) activates
persuasion knowledge: this difference in persuasion knowledge will be
more pronounced for political parties than for brands.
3. Consumer responses to the tweet and its source
Recognizing the persuasive nature of a message can have several
effects on the way the receiver responds to this message. Empirical
research and theory on persuasion knowledge has indicated that
the activation and use of persuasion knowledge inﬂuences its
persuasive outcomes (e.g., Boerman et al., 2012; Campbell &
Kirmani, 2000; Fransen & Fennis, 2014; Wojdynski & Evans,
2016). In this research, we examine the extent to which the activation of persuasion knowledge may be an important underlying
mechanism that can explain the effects of SMA on (1) consumers'
online behavioral intentions, (2) trustworthiness of the source, and
(3) attitudes toward the source.
First, an important goal of SMA is to evoke sharing behavior by
consumers. With the deployment of promoted tweets, companies
can raise awareness of their business or ideas, but promoted tweets
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are an especially useful tool to stimulate consumers to share
marketing-generated word of mouth (Sohn, 2009). This demonstrates the importance of understanding consumers' intention to
actually share a message that is send out through SMA. In Twitter,
this sharing behavior can be expressed in four ways: (1) ‘retweeting’ the tweet and thereby sharing the marketing-generated message with one's followers, (2) replying to the tweet and thereby
engaging in two-way communication with the sender, (3) following
the sender of the promoted tweet and thus staying connected to
the company or organization, and (4) visiting the Twitter account of
the sender of the tweet. By performing one or more of these behaviors, the consumer can potentially become a persuasion agent
who carries the message to others (Lee & Hansen, 2013). When
consumers recognize the persuasive nature of a tweet, they may
not want to function as a persuasion agent and share the tweet.
Several studies demonstrated that the activation of persuasion
knowledge indeed lowers the chance that consumers share SMA.
For instance, consumers have lower intention to forward online
videos (Hsieh, Hsieh, & Tang, 2012) and to send an advertising
campaign on a social networking site to their friends (Van Noort,
Antheunis, & Van Reijmersdal, 2012) when they understand their
persuasive intent.
Second, the activation of persuasion knowledge may also inﬂuence the trustworthiness of the sender of the tweet. Trustworthiness refers to issues such as honesty, reliability, and sincerity
(Wood & Burkhalter, 2014). According to the ‘change of meaning’
principle (Friestad & Wright, 1994), becoming conscious of a
persuasive attempt redeﬁnes the nature of the interaction with the
sender. When the persuasive intent of a message is inferred, people
adopt a more critical processing style and evaluate the appropriateness of the message, which inﬂuences their evaluation of the
sender (Campbell, 1995; Campbell & Kirmani, 2000; Wentzel,
Tomczak, & Herrmann, 2010). In line with this reasoning, prior
studies showed that the activation of persuasion knowledge leads
to lower perceptions of the sender's sincerity (Campbell & Kirmani,
2000; Lee & Hansen, 2013) and trustworthiness (Main, Dahl, &
Darke, 2007).
Third, the activation of persuasion knowledge may change
consumers' attitudes towards the source. Wood and Burkhalter
(2014) found that using a promoted tweet negatively affected
consumers' attitude toward the brand, particularly when consumers are familiar with the brand. The use of persuasion knowledge has also demonstrated to lead to less favorable perceptions of
the source of different types of advertising (Boerman et al., 2012;
Campbell, 1995; Kirmani & Zhu, 2007).
Hence, based on the literature on persuasion knowledge and
prior empirical studies, we expect that the activation of persuasion
knowledge in response to SMA can lead to less online behavioral
intentions, lower perceived trustworthiness of the sender, and less
favorable attitudes towards the sender of the tweet. However, our
ﬁrst hypothesis proposed that the level of persuasion knowledge
varies depending upon the sender of the message. The differences
in the use of persuasion knowledge in response to tweets sent by
brands and political parties, may also affect the way consumers
respond to the promoted tweet.
For brands, persuasion knowledge will most likely be activated,
regardless of whether the tweet is labeled as ‘Promoted by’ or not.
Hence, we do not expect a large difference in the use of persuasion
knowledge in response to these tweets (H1), and thus no large
consequences with respect to source credibility, attitudes, and
online behavioral intentions, in response to a regular or a promoted
tweet sent by a brand.
For political parties, however, we expect that the use of
persuasion knowledge does differ between promoted and nonpromoted tweets. When persuasion knowledge is activated in
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response to tweets sent by political parties, consumers might be
less likely to respond to and share the message, perceive the party
as less trustworthy, and have a less favorable attitude towards the
party. Taken together, we propose a moderated mediation model
(depicted in Fig. 1):
H2. A promoted tweet (vs. a non-promoted tweet) activates
persuasion knowledge, and in turn negatively affects a) online
behavioral intentions, b) the perceived trustworthiness of the source,
and c) attitudes towards the source. This effect will be more pronounced for political parties than for brands.

4. Study 1
4.1. Design, participants, and procedure
To test our hypotheses, we conducted an online experiment
with a 2 (promoted vs. non-promoted tweet) x 2 (source: political
party vs. brand) between-subjects design. Power analysis showed
that a total sample size of at least 179 participants was required to
reach a statistical power level of 0.80 for detecting medium effect
sizes (effect size f ¼ 0.25) with an alpha level of 0.05 (Cohen, 1988).
In total, 229 college students (81% female; Mage ¼ 21.31; 46% owned
a Twitter account) completed the questionnaire. These participants
were recruited via an invitation on an online message board of the
university, and were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions (non-promoted tweet þ brand n ¼ 55, non-promoted
tweet þ political party n ¼ 60, promoted tweet þ brand n ¼ 57,
promoted tweet þ political party n ¼ 57). Participation took about
15 minutes, and participants were given either V2.5 or a research
credit for their participation. At the start, participants were told to
pretend that they were visiting their own Twitter timeline and that
they knew all of the people who posted tweets in the timeline.
Participants then viewed one of the four timelines and subsequently ﬁlled out a questionnaire. At the end of this questionnaire,
participants were debriefed and thanked. Ethical approval for this
study was granted by the review board of the research institute,
and data was collected in December 2013.
4.2. Stimulus materials
The stimulus material consisted of a timeline with seven tweets
from various people (i.e., celebrities and unknown people). We used
real tweets from actual Twitter users. The timeline used the design
of the Twitter app for iPad, because this is the most neutral look and
includes no advertisements or extra information, except for the
‘home,’ ‘connect,’ ‘discover,’ and ‘me’ buttons. Every timeline
included a tweet from either a political party (i.e., the Dutch political party D66) or a brand (i.e., the camera company Canon). The

Fig. 1. Proposed moderated mediation model, in which especially a promoted tweet
(vs. a non-promoted tweet) sent by a political party activates persuasion knowledge
(H1), which consequently affects consumers' responses to the tweet and source (H2).

tweet sent by the political party said: “D66 is proud to be the
winner of the election of the ‘best website of the year’: D66.nl/
actueel/d66-beste-website,” and the tweet sent by the brand said:
“Canon is proud to be the winner of the election of the ‘best camera
of the year’: canon.nl/actueel/canon-beste-website.” The content of
the tweets was kept as similar as possible and did not involve any
particular election. The picture next to the tweet included the logo
of the brand or political party on a white background. In two of the
four conditions, the tweet from the brand or the political party was
not labeled as promoted and looked like a regular tweet. In the
other two conditions, the tweet from the brand or the political
party was labeled as promoted via an icon and the Dutch version of
the text ‘promoted by [D66/Canon].’ The party and product were
chosen because they were not likely to instigate strong negative or
positive attitudes. More precisely, D66 was chosen because the
party is in the middle of the political spectrum.
4.3. Measures
4.3.1. Persuasion knowledge
To measure the extent to which persuasion knowledge was
activated, participants were asked to indicate, using a seven-point
scale (1 ¼ strongly disagree, 7 ¼ strongly agree), whether the
timeline contained advertising (M ¼ 4.81, SD ¼ 1.86). Similar oneitem measures have been used in prior research to estimate consumers' ability to recognize advertising (Ham et al., 2015).
4.3.2. Online behavioral intention
The extent to which participants intended to perform online
behavior in response to the tweet was measured by asking them to
indicate the likelihood they would: retweet the tweet, send a reply
to the tweet, follow the source on Twitter, and visit the Twitter
account of the sender of the tweet (1 ¼ No, deﬁnitely not; 7 ¼ Yes,
deﬁnitely; based upon Lee & Hansen, 2013). The mean score of these
items was used as a measure of online behavioral intention
(Eigenvalue ¼ 2.51, explained variance 62.64%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.75;
M ¼ 1.94, SD ¼ 1.01).
4.3.3. Source trustworthiness
Source trustworthiness was derived from the credibility scale
introduced by Ohanian (1990), and consists of ﬁve seven-point
semantic
differential
scales
(undependable/dependable,
dishonest/honest, unreliable/reliable, insincere/sincere, and untrustworthy/trustworthy). A factor analysis showed that the items
loaded on one factor (Eigenvalue ¼ 3.47, explained variance 69.43%;
Cronbach's a ¼ 0.89; M ¼ 4.78, SD ¼ 1.04).
4.3.4. Source attitude
Source attitude was measured with three seven-point semantic
differential scales: bad/good, negative/positive, and dislike/like
(Bruner, 2009; Eigenvalue ¼ 2.75, explained variance 91.52%;
Cronbach's a ¼ 0.95; M ¼ 5.00, SD ¼ 1.21).
4.3.5. Control variables
Several control variables were measured. Participants were
asked whether they recalled seeing a label (‘Promoted by’) that
informed them that the tweet was a promoted tweet (14% of all
participants said yes). Furthermore, we asked participants whether
they would vote for D66 (1 ¼ never, 11 ¼ deﬁnitely; M ¼ 6.78,
SD ¼ 2.84), and whether they were interested in cameras, interested
in photography, and whether or not they like buying a camera
(1 ¼ strongly disagree, 7 ¼ strongly agree; Eigenvalue ¼ 2.47,
explained variance 82.24%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.89, M ¼ 4.61,
SD ¼ 1.53). We also asked them whether or not they were familiar
with D66 or Canon (98% knew the source of the tweet in their
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condition), whether or not they owned a Twitter account (46% said
yes), and how often they read, posted, and retweeted tweets on
Twitter (frequency of Twitter use, 1 ¼ never, 2 ¼ [less than] once a
month, 3 ¼ 2e3 times a month, 4 ¼ weekly, 5 ¼ daily; M ¼ 1.91,
SD ¼ 1.17). Lastly, gender and age were measured. A correlation
matrix of all continuous variables can be found in Table A.1 in
Appendix A.
5. Results study 1
5.1. Randomization study 1
The four experimental groups did not signiﬁcantly differ with
regards to product interest, F(3, 225) ¼ 0.095, p ¼ 0.963; familiarity
with the source, c2 (3) ¼ 3.90, p ¼ 0.272; having a Twitter account,
c2 (3) ¼ 0.85, p ¼ 0.839; the frequency of Twitter use, (F(3,
225) ¼ 55, p ¼ 0.652; gender, c2 (3) ¼ 0.4.74, p ¼ 0.192; and age, F(3,
225) ¼ 0.42, p ¼ 0.742. Despite the random assignment, voting
intention for the political party did differ marginally between the
groups, F(3, 225) ¼ 2.41, p ¼ 0.068, and was therefore included as a
covariate in all analyses. In addition, we included product interest
in all analyses to make sure this did not confound any differences
between the experimental groups.
5.2. Hypothesis testing study 1
To test H1, we conducted an ANCOVA with the type of tweet and
source as the independent variables, persuasion knowledge as
dependent variable, and product interest and voting intention for
the political party as covariates. The results demonstrated no signiﬁcant main effect with respect to persuasion knowledge between
the promoted (M ¼ 4.86, SD ¼ 1.91) and the non-promoted tweet
(M ¼ 4.76, SD ¼ 1.81), F(1, 223) ¼ 0.07, p ¼ 0.799. There was,
however, a signiﬁcant difference in the use of persuasion knowledge between the brand and the political party, F(1, 223) ¼ 49.73,
p < 0.001. The recognition of the tweet as advertising was signiﬁcantly higher for the tweets sent by the brand (M ¼ 5.61, SD ¼ 1.56)
compared to the tweets sent by the political party (M ¼ 4.04,
SD ¼ 1.81). The interaction-effect between the type of tweet and
the source was not signiﬁcant, F(1, 223) ¼ 0.06, p ¼ 0.802.
The insigniﬁcant effect of the type of the tweet on persuasion
knowledge was likely due to the low number of participants that
actually recalled the ‘Promoted by’ label. Of the 114 participants
exposed to a promoted tweet, only 23 (20%) recalled the presence
of this label. This is an interesting ﬁnding that shows that consumers rarely notice the labels informing them about the commercial purpose of a tweet. Moreover, within this group of 114
participants, the recall of the label did signiﬁcantly differ between
the brand and political party, c2 (1) ¼ 4.41, p ¼ 0.036. Participants
who were exposed to the tweet sent by a brand were more likely to
recall the label (n ¼ 16), than participants that were exposed to the
promoted tweet sent by the political party (n ¼ 7). This is in line
with the ﬁnding that levels of persuasion knowledge were generally higher in response to a tweet sent by a brand, compared to the
political party.
Furthermore, people's recall of the ‘Promoted by’ label is of
importance, as such labels may only have an effect when people
actually notice it (Boerman, VanReijmersdal, & Neijens, 2015;
Wojdynski & Evans, 2016). Therefore, we ran additional analyses
comparing the conditions in which the non-promoted tweets were
shown and participants did not recall the label (non-promoted
tweets: brand n ¼ 50, political party n ¼ 57) with the group of
participants that was exposed to promoted tweet and recalled
seeing this label (promoted tweets: brand n ¼ 16, political party
n ¼ 7).
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An ANCOVA comparing the groups in this subsample showed
signiﬁcant differences in the level of persuasion knowledge between the promoted tweet and the non-promoted tweet, F(1,
124) ¼ 4.61, p ¼ 0.034, partial eta2 ¼ 0.04. When the label of the
promoted tweet was recalled, the use of persuasion knowledge was
signiﬁcantly higher in response to the promoted tweet (M ¼ 5.91,
SD ¼ 1.62) than to the non-promoted tweet (M ¼ 4.75, SD ¼ 1.80). In
addition, the level of persuasion knowledge was signiﬁcantly
higher for the tweet sent by the brand (M ¼ 5.71, SD ¼ 1.39)
compared to the tweet sent by the political party (M ¼ 4.17,
SD ¼ 1.89), F(1, 124) ¼ 10.65, p ¼ 0.001, partial eta2 ¼ 0.08. However,
the results revealed no signiﬁcant interaction between the label
and source on persuasion knowledge, F(1, 124) ¼ 0.04, p ¼ 0.843.
This means that, despite the signiﬁcant main effects of the type of
tweet and its source on persuasion knowledge, we could not support H1.
We tested the moderated mediation model proposed in H2
using Model 7 of Hayes' (2013) PROCESS macro in SPSS. We ran
separate analyses for each dependent variable (i.e., online behavioral intention, source trustworthiness, and source attitudes) with
the type of tweet (promoted vs. non-promoted tweet) as the independent variable, source (political parties vs. brands) as moderator, and persuasion knowledge as mediator. In line with the
ANCOVA, the results showed no signiﬁcant interaction effect of the
type of tweet and its source on persuasion knowledge (b ¼ 0.21,
p ¼ 0.872).
With respect to H2a, there was no signiﬁcant direct effect of the
type of tweet on online behavioral intention (b ¼ 0.18, p ¼ 0.511),
nor a conditional indirect effect of the promoted tweets sent by the
brand (indirect effect ¼ 0.05, 95%CI 0.04; 0.30) or political party
(indirect effect ¼ 0.05, 95%CI 0.02; 0.18) on online behavioral
intention via persuasion knowledge. H2a was thus not supported.
Regarding H2b, there was a marginally signiﬁcant direct effect of
the type of tweet on source trustworthiness (b ¼ 0.51, p ¼ 0.085).
Comparing the conditional indirect effects of the two source
revealed a marginally signiﬁcant indirect of the tweet sent by the
political party (indirect effect ¼ 0.06, 90%CI 0.17; 0.00), but an
insigniﬁcant indirect effect for the brand (indirect effect ¼ 0.07,
90%CI 0.31; 0.01). Despite the small subsample, these ﬁndings
suggest that a promoted tweet sent by a political party has a
negative indirect effect on the perceived trustworthiness of this
party, mediated by the activation of persuasion knowledge. Thus,
we ﬁnd tentative support for H2b.
For source attitude, H2c, the results revealed no signiﬁcant
direct of the type of tweet (b ¼ 0.18, p ¼ 0.511), nor a conditional
indirect effect of the tweets sent by the brand (indirect
effect ¼ 0.05, 95%CI 0.06; 0.37) or political party (indirect
effect ¼ 0.04, 95%CI 0.04; 0.21). Hence, H2c was not supported.
6. Conclusions study 1
Promoted tweets look nearly identical to regular tweets; the
only difference is the presence of a label and icon that informs
consumers that this is a paid advertisement. Study 1 showed that a
large percentage of participants did not recall this informative label.
Consequently, the use of persuasion knowledge did not differ between the promoted and non-promoted tweets. However, when
comparing consumers who did notice the ‘Promoted by’ label to the
consumers who were exposed to the non-promoted tweet, their
responses differed signiﬁcantly. Under this scenario, promoted
tweets were indeed recognized as advertising. Moreover, the study
found tentative support for the notion that the activation of
persuasion knowledge in response to a promoted tweet sent by a
political party negatively affected the perceived trustworthiness of
the source of the tweet. This means that consumers do process
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promoted tweets sent by political parties differently from nonpromoted tweets, and consequently this evokes negative consumer responses.
Study 1 investigated the most realistic situation, by using a
Twitter timeline as consumers normally see it (despite the fact that
this was not their own timeline). Because only 20% of the participants recalled the label denoting the fact that the tweet was promoted, the sample did not provide enough power to ﬁnd any
interaction effects. Therefore, a second study was conducted to
replicate our ﬁndings and to improve the experimental design. In
this study, we created a less realistic situation and forced exposure
to the SMA, providing the opportunity to examine how consumers
process and evaluate promoted tweets. In this way, Study 2 loses
some external validity, however the second study beneﬁts from a
more internally valid research design. We also included two
different brands and political parties to increase generalizability.
Hence, Study 2 was designed to re-test H1 and H2, to increase the
study's statistical power, and to increase the generalizability of our
results through replication.
Furthermore, Study 1 suggests that the recognition of a tweet
sent by a political party as advertising had a negative effect on the
perceived trustworthiness of the political party. This ﬁnding indicates that people may not ﬁnd SMA sent by political parties
appropriate, and therefore develop resistance towards this type of
advertising. The reactance theory (Brehm & Brehm, 1981) suggests
that people prefer to maintain their freedom and do not want to be
manipulated or persuaded. Therefore, people tend to resist
persuasion attempts when they recognize them as such (Boerman
et al., 2012; Sagarin, Cialdini, Rice, & Serna, 2002). The activation of
persuasion knowledge may thus lead consumers to resist the
persuasion tactics (Ham et al., 2015).
Prior research has indeed demonstrated that the recognition of
advertising instigates critical feelings towards that particular
advertisement (referred to as attitudinal persuasion knowledge;
Boerman et al., 2012). Based on the reactance theory and the
empirical research, we therefore expect that the activation of
persuasion knowledge in response to SMA may increase consumers' skepticism toward the tweet. To test this proposition, we
added a hypothesis to H1 and H2, testing whether people indeed
become more skeptical toward the tweet as a result of the activation of persuasion knowledge:
H3. A promoted tweet (vs. a non-promoted tweet) activates
persuasion knowledge, and in turn increases consumers' skepticism
toward the tweet. This effect will be more pronounced for political
parties than for brands.
7. Study 2
7.1. Design, participants, and procedure study 2
The procedure and stimuli used in the second experiment
(conducted in September and October 2014) were similar to the
ones used in the ﬁrst experiment, with several adjustments. For
reasons of clarity and conciseness, we will only discuss the differences between the studies. The experimental design of Study 2
included two brands and two political parties, making it a 2 (promoted tweet vs. non-promoted tweet)  4 (source: two political
parties vs. two brands) between-subjects design. By including two
brands and two political parties, we could test whether any differences found were truly based on the type of source (brand vs.
political party), and not just because the speciﬁc sources are
different. A power analysis showed that a total sample size of at
least 237 participants was required for this design (Cohen, 1988). In
total, 266 college students (80% female; Mage ¼ 21.26; 39% owned a

Twitter account) were randomly assigned to one of the eight conditions (min n ¼ 32, max n ¼ 35).
Within the questionnaire, we decided to show the manipulated
tweet above each question. This forced and repeated exposure
enabled us to test the way consumers respond to SMA. In addition,
we could overcome the problem that many participants did not
notice that the tweet was promoted. The recognition of the label
was indeed higher than in Study 1: Of the 134 participants exposed
to a promoted tweet, 79 (59%) indicated to have seen the ‘Promoted
by’ label. The recall of the label did not differ between the brands
and political parties, c2 (1) ¼ 0.63, p ¼ 0.429.

7.2. Stimulus materials study 2
The stimulus material consisted of a timeline with four tweets.
We decided to cut the number of tweet from seven to four, to increase the chance that participants would notice the promoted
tweet and its label. Every timeline had a tweet from either a political party (i.e., from the Dutch Green party Groen Links, or the
party for the animals Partij voor de Dieren [PvdD]) or a brand (i.e.,
Siemens or Toyota). These brands and political parties were pretested (N ¼ 27) to make sure they were familiar (only two people
did not know PvdD, all other sources were familiar) and consumers
hold fairly neutral attitudes toward them (source attitude range
M ¼ 3.70e4.74; source trustworthiness range M ¼ 4.31e4.84; both
measured on a 7-point scale).
The tweet sent by the political parties said: “Do you want to
contribute to a better environment? Vote for [political party]!” The
tweet sent by the brands said: “Do you want to contribute to a
better environment? Buy the [Toyota Yaris Full Hybrid/Siemens
iSensoric washing machine]!” The content of the tweets were
identical, except for the last part mentioning the action to undertake with regards to the sender. Additionally, the tweet did not
focus on a speciﬁc political election.

7.3. Measures study 2
The online questionnaire included the same items as Study 1:
persuasion knowledge (M ¼ 6.36, SD ¼ 0.93), online behavioral
intention (Eigenvalue ¼ 2.55, explained variance 63.64%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.77, M ¼ 1.82, SD ¼ 1.00), source trustworthiness
(Eigenvalue ¼ 3.25, explained variance 65.05%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.86,
M ¼ 4.12, SD ¼ 1.05), and source attitude (Eigenvalue ¼ 2.61,
explained variance 86.96%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.93, M ¼ 4.25,
SD ¼ 1.22). In addition, we measured participants' skepticism toward the tweet with a scale that measures skepticism towards
advertising (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998). The nine items were
adapted to make sure they applied to our study's speciﬁc tweet, and
were recoded so that a higher score corresponded to greater
skepticism (Eigenvalue ¼ 4.05, explained variance 57.82%; Cronbach's a ¼ 0.87, M ¼ 4.80, SD ¼ 1.16).
The same control variables as in Study 1 were measured: voting
intention for the political party (MGroen Links ¼ 6.35, SD ¼ 3.16;
MPvdD ¼ 4.32, SD ¼ 3.10); product interest (Mcar ¼ 3.33, SD ¼ 1.66;
Mwashing machine ¼ 2.53, SD ¼ 1.44), familiarity with the source (99%
were familiar with the source of the tweet in their condition),
owning a Twitter account (39% said yes), frequency of Twitter use
(M ¼ 1.77, SD ¼ 0.98), gender, and age. In addition, because the
tweet and the sources are all related to the environment, we asked
participants to what extent they thought it is important to
contribute to a better environment (1 ¼ not important at all,
7 ¼ very important; M ¼ 5.38, SD ¼ 1.09). A correlation matrix of all
continuous variables can be found in Table A.2 in Appendix A.
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8. Results study 2
8.1. Randomization study 2
The eight experimental groups did not signiﬁcantly differ with
regards to voting intention for the two political parties (Groen
Links, F(7, 258) ¼ 1.03, p ¼ 0.408; PvdD, F(7, 258) ¼ 1.13, p ¼ 0.408);
product interest (car F(7, 258) ¼ 1.70, p ¼ 0.108; washing machine,
F(7, 258) ¼ 1.11, p ¼ 0.354); familiarity with the source, c2 (7) ¼ 8.41,
p ¼ 0.298; having a Twitter account, c2 (7) ¼ 5.68, p ¼ 0.578, age,
F(7, 258) ¼ 0.38, p ¼ 0.914; and interest in the environment, F(7,
258) ¼ 0.44, p ¼ 0.876. Despite the random assignment, the frequency of Twitter use, F(7, 258) ¼ 2.77, p ¼ 0.009, and gender, c2
(7) ¼ 15.38, p ¼ 0.031, did differ between the groups, and were
therefore included as a covariates in all analyses. Consistent with
Study 1, we included voting intention and product interest as
covariates in all analyses.

8.2. Hypothesis testing study 2
To test H1, the persuasion knowledge measure was submitted to
an ANCOVA with the type of tweet and the source (two political
parties and two brands) as the independent variables, and frequency of Twitter use, gender, voting intention, and product interest as covariates. The results revealed no signiﬁcant differences
in the level of persuasion knowledge between the promoted tweet
and the non-promoted tweet, F(1, 252) ¼ 0.73, p ¼ 0.395. However,
the source of the tweet did have a signiﬁcant main effect on the
level of persuasion knowledge, F(1, 252) ¼ 9.12, p < 0.001, partial
eta2 ¼ 0.10. More importantly, the results demonstrated a signiﬁcant two-way interaction between the type of tweet and its source,
F(3, 252) ¼ 2.89, p ¼ 0.036, partial eta2 ¼ 0.03. Pairwise comparisons using the Bonferroni adjustment showed that the political
parties did not differ from each other (p ¼ 1.000), and that the
brands did not differ from each other (p ¼ 1.000). Additionally, both
political parties did signiﬁcantly differ from both brands
(p's < 0.013). Therefore, the four sources were combined into a new
variable in order to compare the political parties to the brands.
An ANCOVA using this new dichotomous source variable again
showed no signiﬁcant main effect of the type of tweet on persuasion knowledge, F(1, 256) ¼ 0.79, p ¼ 0.374, and a signiﬁcant effect
of source, F(1, 256) ¼ 26.81, p < 0.001, partial eta2 ¼ 0.10. More
importantly, we found a marginally signiﬁcant interaction effect of
the type of tweet and source (political parties vs. brands) on
persuasion knowledge, F(1, 256) ¼ 2.85, p ¼ 0.093, partial
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eta2 ¼ 0.01. Fig. 2 shows this interaction effect. Pairwise comparisons revealed that the level of persuasion knowledge signiﬁcantly
differed between the political parties and the brands, regardless of
whether the tweet was promoted (p ¼ 0.015) or not promoted
(p < 0.001). Moreover, when the tweet was sent by a political party,
there was a marginally signiﬁcant (p ¼ 0.073) difference in
persuasion knowledge between the promoted (Mpromotedþpolitical
party ¼ 6.23, SD ¼ 0.91) and non-promoted tweet (Mnon-promotedþpolitical party ¼ 5.93, SD ¼ 1.10). This difference was not signiﬁcant
when the tweet was sent by a brand (p ¼ 0.576;
Mpromotedþbrand ¼ 6.62, SD ¼ 0.81; Mnon-promotedþbrand ¼ 6.67,
SD ¼ 0.64). Hence, when a tweet was sent by a brand, regardless of
whether or not it was labeled as promoted, participants were likely
to recognize it as advertising. When a tweet was sent by a political
party, persuasion knowledge was marginally signiﬁcantly higher
when the tweet is labeled as promoted (vs. non-promoted). This
means H1 was supported.
H2 proposed that the interaction effect of the type of tweet and
source on persuasion knowledge could consequently inﬂuence
consumers' responses to the tweet and source. We tested this
moderated mediation model using Model 7 of Hayes' (2013) PROCESS macro in SPSS. We ran separate analyses for each dependent
variable (i.e., online behavioral intention, source trustworthiness,
source attitudes, and ad skepticism) with the type of tweet (promoted vs. non-promoted tweet) as the independent variable,
source (political parties vs. brands) as moderator, and persuasion
knowledge as mediator. Results revealed marginally signiﬁcant
moderated mediation for all dependent variables.
For online behavioral intention (index of moderated
mediation ¼ 0.07, boot SE ¼ 0.05, 90%CI [0.011, 0.185]), the results
revealed a marginally signiﬁcantly indirect effect for the political
parties (indirect effect ¼ 0.06, boot SE ¼ 0.04, 90%CI
[0.151, 0.004]), but not for the brands (indirect effect ¼ 0.02,
boot SE ¼ 0.03, 90%CI [0.022, 0.069]). This means when a tweet is
sent by a political party, participants are less likely to recognize it as
an advertisement when it is not labeled as such, compared to when
it is promoted. This persuasion knowledge, in turn, decreases the
intention to share the tweet (b ¼ 0.21, p ¼ 0.006).
A similar pattern was found for the perceived source trustworthiness (index of moderated mediation ¼ 0.07, boot SE ¼ 0.05, 90%
CI [0.012, 0.172]), source attitude (index of moderated
mediation ¼ 0.06, boot SE ¼ 0.04, 90%CI [0.011, 0.160]), and ad
skepticism (index of moderated mediation ¼ 0.11, boot SE ¼ 0.07,
90%CI [0.230, 0.014]). The difference in persuasion knowledge
between promoted and non-promoted tweets sent by a political
party also lowered the perceived source trustworthiness
(b ¼ 0.20, p ¼ 0.004; indirect effect ¼ 0.06, boot SE ¼ 0.04, 90%CI
[0.141, 0.005]), led to less favorable source attitudes (b ¼ 0.17,
p ¼ 0.058; indirect effect ¼ 0.05, boot SE ¼ 0.04, 90%CI
[0.130, 0.007]), and increased their skepticism toward the tweet
(b ¼ 0.30, p < 0.001; indirect effect ¼ 0.09, boot SE ¼ 0.06, 90%CI
[0.002, 0.193]),. This means H2 and H3 are partially supported: the
difference in persuasion knowledge (i.e., the recognition of advertising) between promoted and non-promoted tweets sent by a
political party negatively affects H2a) online behavioral intention,
H2b) the perceived trustworthiness of the source, and H2c) attitudes towards the source, and increases H3) ad skepticism. This
mediated effect was not found for tweets sent by a brand.
9. Conclusion study 2

Fig. 2. Moderation effect of the type of tweet and source (political parties vs. brands)
on persuasion knowledge.

Study 2 replicated the effects of a promoted tweet on persuasion
knowledge, and showed that this effect only occurs when the tweet
is sent by a political party. When a tweet is sent by a brand, consumers recognize it as advertising (i.e., activate persuasion
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knowledge), regardless of it being promoted or not. But, when a
political party sends a tweet, consumers seem to be more likely to
use their persuasion knowledge when it is promoted. In addition,
Study 2 replicates the effect of persuasion knowledge on source
trustworthiness. Furthermore, it extends the ﬁndings of Study 1 by
demonstrating that persuasion knowledge also reduces consumers'
intention to respond to or share the message, thereby lowering its
effectiveness. Moreover, even though attitudes towards political
parties are usually hard to change, the recognition of a promoted
tweet as advertising even led to less favorable attitudes. Finally,
Study 2 showed that consumers do not appreciate promoted tweets
sent by political parties, as the activation of persuasion knowledge
induced skepticism towards the tweet.
10. General conclusion and discussion
The purpose of this study was twofold. First, it examined consumers' responses to promoted tweets and the role of persuasion
knowledge as a potential underlying mechanism to explain
possible effects. Second, it examined boundary conditions for the
effects of promoted tweets by testing whether responses to promoted tweets differ when they are sent by brands and political
parties.
In Study 1, we found that consumers rarely noticed the ‘Promoted by’ label that denoted a tweet as sponsored. Some authors
have speculated that this result is due to ‘banner blindness’ (Hervet,
rard, Tremblay, & Chtourou, 2011; Tuten, 2008). Consumers
Gue
focus on the primary content and therefore ignore any extra information, such as banners and labels, and thus do not cognitively
process that they are exposed to an ad (Tuten, 2008). This ﬁnding
suggests that consumers may not respond differently to promoted
tweets, because they simply do not notice the sponsorship label.
However, when consumers do notice the label, then persuasion
knowledge is activated, which in turn lowers the perceived trustworthiness of the source. This provides some support for the conceptual premise that SMA can activate persuasion knowledge,
which consequently affects consumers' responses to its sender. One
should bear in mind that few people remembered the ‘Promoted
by’ label and thus these outcomes do not apply to all consumers.
The lack of attention to the ‘Promoted by’ label could be
explained by the fact that we used Twitter timelines that were not
personal, and thus all information was new to the participants.
Twitter users may recognize promoted tweets more easily, because
they know they do not follow the sender of the tweet. This means
that, in our studies, it was least likely that participants would notice
the promotion. Further research is needed to examine how people
respond to promoted tweets in their own, personal timelines. A
useful tool in such research could be eye-tracking, which would
allow researchers to measure whether and how long people actually pay visual attention to social media content and labels such as
‘Promoted by’.
In Study 2, we investigated more precisely how consumers
process and respond to promoted tweets. The results showed that
consumers' responses to a promoted tweet (vs. a non-promoted
tweet) differ between brands and political parties. More specifically, we found that the use of persuasion knowledge is higher
when political parties send out a promoted tweet than when they
send the same tweet without it being promoted. Although consumers appear to be less skeptical towards tweets sent by political
parties than to tweets sent by brands, the recognition that a tweet
sent by a political party is an advertisement triggers a ‘change of
meaning’ (Friestad & Wright, 1994), which, in turn, a) makes consumers less inclined to respond to or share the tweet, b) lowers the
perceived trustworthiness of the party, c) leads to less favorable
attitudes towards the party, and d) increases skepticism towards

the tweet. This is in accordance with prior studies that suggest that
the activation of persuasion knowledge negatively affects advertising outcomes (Boerman et al., 2012; Flanagin & Metzger, 2000;
Tutaj & Van Reijmersdal, 2012; Wojdynski & Evans, 2016). For
brands, however, persuasion knowledge was continually activated,
thus the recognition of advertising and its consequences on consumer responses did no differ between promoted and nonpromoted tweets.
With respect to the Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad &
Wright, 1994), this latter ﬁnding shows the importance of previous memories and experience with speciﬁc types of persuasive
attempts. When confronted with tweets from brands, people
recognize the message as advertising, probably because people
have experience and memories about the tactics brands use to
persuade them. Thus, levels of persuasion knowledge are high, and
no ‘change-of-meanings’ occurs. However, people do not seem to
immediately recognize a tweet sent by a political party as advertising. In these cases, persuasion knowledge can be activated when
the tweet is clearly labeled as promoted, and consequently a
‘change of meaning’ occurs. People may use this experience with
promoted political tweets and the consequent change of meaning
in response to future exposures to these types of messages. This
would mean that in time, people may also activate their persuasion
knowledge in response to tweets sent by political parties, and thus
no change of meaning will take place, as is the case for tweets sent
by brands. This has important implications to the Persuasion
Knowledge Model, as it shows that the experience with a speciﬁc
advertising tactic and memories of this exposure may prevent
future change of meaning to occur.
The ﬁndings of Study 2 extend those of Study 1, but there were
some differences in ﬁndings between the studies. The results of
Study 1 did not provide evidence for an interaction effect between
the type of tweet and its source on the use of persuasion knowledge, and it only provided tentative evidence for an indirect effect
on source trustworthiness. These differences are due to the fact that
very little participants could recall seeing a ‘Promoted by’ label. As
we wanted to infer how people respond to promoted tweets
compared to non-promoted tweets, it was crucial from people to
make this distinction. Therefore, we decided to exclude all participants who did not notice the label. However, this subsample was
too small to probably test our hypotheses, which resulted in
insigniﬁcant ﬁndings. As we repeated the exposure to the tweets
during the questionnaire in Study 2, we were better able to truly
capture their responses to the speciﬁc type of tweet.
Furthermore, the two conducted experiments have some limitations. First, both studies concern college student samples, which
can limit the generalizability of our ﬁndings (e.g., Landers &
Behrend, 2015). Especially with respect to persuasion knowledge,
our ﬁndings may not be representative for the full population. An
individual's persuasion knowledge is often argued to be related to
education in the persuasion-focused parts of social psychology,
marketing, sociology, and communication (Friestad & Wright,
1999). This indicates that college students' persuasion knowledge
may be more developed. This would explain the high scores of
persuasion knowledge in all conditions. Second, in some cases,
especially with regard to the interaction hypotheses, we ﬁnd
marginal effects. Although this could be a consequence of low
statistical power, it might also be a result of the student sample.
Student samples are often more homogenous, which could affect
the results of our studies. Thus, taking these latter two considerations into account, further research is needed to understand the
development of persuasion knowledge about SMA in a broader
population, and how this may inﬂuence the effects of SMA.
Another important limitation to our studies is the fact that they
were conducted in one country. As political systems and campaigns
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brands, promoted tweets can be a useful tool to target and reach
new audiences that do not already ‘follow’ them. However, our
ﬁndings suggest that SMA might be detrimental for political
parties, and thus conﬁrm prior research indicating that promoted
tweets should be used cautiously (Wood & Burkhalter, 2014).
Although previous research demonstrated that tweets can positively affect citizen engagement and voting (e.g., Kruikemeier,
2014), this study shows that promoted tweets may also have undesirable effects. The realization that a tweet was paid for makes
consumers more skeptical towards this message. More importantly,
this realization changes people's opinion about the party itself.
Thus, this study provides evidence that the use of promoted tweets
might not be beneﬁcial for every organization or company.

differ between countries (Walter, 2014), our results may not be
generalizable to all countries. In countries where negative political
campaigning is more common (e.g., the US and UK), it might be less
important to appear sincere than in countries where negative
campaigning is less common (e.g., the Netherlands and Germany;
Walter, 2014). More cross-national studies are needed to examine
the impact of political marketing strategies on social media.
The results from this study have important theoretical implications. With regard to the theory, this study emphasizes that,
when studying the consequences of SMA, one should take
persuasion knowledge into account as it shows to be an important
mechanism that explains why SMA can be beneﬁcial for one
advertiser and less so for others. In addition, the outcome that
persuasion knowledge is generally lower for political parties than
for brands is in line with ideas that brands and political parties have
different goals and different reasons for communicating to an
audience (Rodgers & Thorson, 2000; Van Steenburg, 2015). Brands
aim to sell a product or service, whereas political parties try to
mobilize citizens to take action (including voting). Because brands
are often associated with selling a product, and thus with advertising and marketing strategies, brands are more likely to activate
higher levels of persuasion knowledge than political parties. To our
knowledge, this study is one of the ﬁrst to provide evidence for this
notion. Our ﬁnding that the recognition of promoted tweets as
advertising did not necessarily lead to more negative responses
toward the tweet and brand, could be a reason for ethical concerns,
as it indicates that the promoted tweets do not necessarily evoke
resistance.
Finally, this study has some important practical implications for
brand managers and political parties. Until now, very little was
known about the impact of SMA. This study contributes to this void
by showing how consumers respond to SMA sent by different advertisers. We found that promoted tweets sent by brands did not
evoke more negative consumer responses. This means that, for
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Appendix A

Table A.1 Means, standard deviation and Pearson correlation matrix for continuous variables (Study 1, N ¼ 229)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Persuasion knowledge
Online behavioral intention
Source trustworthiness
Source attitudes
Voting intention
Product interest
Frequency of Twitter use
Age

Note.

***

p < 0.001,

**

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

4.81
1.94
4.78
5.01
6.78
4.61
1.91
21.31

1.86
1.01
1.04
1.21
2.84
1.53
1.17
4.75

e
0.13y
0.12y
0.07
0.00
0.01
0.11y
0.07

e
0.30***
0.42***
0.16*
0.21**
0.06
0.11

e
0.66***
0.19**
0.26***
0.06
0.17*

e
0.31***
0.24***
0.01
0.21**

e
0.01
0.02
0.15*

e
0.02
0.07

e
0.11

e

p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, yp < 0.10.

Table A.2 Means, standard deviation and Pearson correlation matrix for continuous variables (Study 2, N ¼ 266)

1. Persuasion knowledge
2. Online behavioral intention
3. Source trustworthiness
4. Source attitudes
5. Skepticism
6. Voting intention (Groen Links)
7. Voting intention (PVDD)
8. Product interest (washing machine)
9. Product interest (cars)
10. Frequency of Twitter use
11. Age
Note.

***

p < 0.001,

**

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

6.36
1.82
4.12
4.25
4.80
6.35
4.32
2.53
3.33
1.77
21.26

0.93
1.00
1.05
1.22
1.16
3.16
3.10
1.43
1.66
0.98
2.66

e
0.21**
0.17**
0.15*
0.25***
0.03
0.10
0.05
0.01
0.00
0.06

e
0.29***
0.35***
0.33***
0.09
0.17**
0.19**
0.13*
0.06
0.15*

e
0.55***
0.62***
0.09
0.03
0.02
0.12*
0.01
0.03

e
0.41***
0.18**
0.18**
0.10y
0.20**
0.04
0.00

e
0.00
0.03
0.06
0.15*
0.01
0.05

e
0.55***
0.00
0.16*
0.01
0.07

e
0.09
0.08
0.04
0.04

e
0.25***
0.01
0.19**

e
0.08
0.02

e
0.08

e

p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, yp < 0.10.

294

S.C. Boerman, S. Kruikemeier / Computers in Human Behavior 65 (2016) 285e294

References
Boerman, S. C., Van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Neijens, P. C. (2012). Sponsorship disclosure: Effects of duration on persuasion knowledge and brand responses. Journal
of Communication, 62(6), 1047e1064. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.14602466.2012.01677.x.
Boerman, S. C., Van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Neijens, P. C. (2014). Effects of sponsorship
disclosure timing on the processing of sponsored content: A study on the
effectiveness of European disclosure regulations. Psychology and Marketing,
31(3), 214e224. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mar.20688.
Boerman, S. C., Van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Neijens, P. C. (2015). Using eye tracking to
understand the effects of brand placement disclosure types in television programs. Journal of Advertising, 44(3), 196e207. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
00913367.2014.967423.
Brehm, S. S., & Brehm, J. W. (1981). Psychological reactance: A theory of freedom and
control. Academic Press.
Bruner, G. C. I. (2009). Marketing scales handbook. A compilation of multi-item
measures for consumer behavior & advertising research (5th ed.). Carbondale,
IL: GCBII Productions.
Campbell, M. C. (1995). When attention-getting advertising tactics elicit consumer
inferences of manipulative intent: The importance of balancing beneﬁts and
investments. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 4(3), 225e254. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1207/s15327663jcp0403_02.
Campbell, M. C., & Kirmani, A. (2000). Consumers' use of persuasion knowledge:
The effects of accessibility and cognitive capacity on perceptions of an inﬂuence
agent. The Journal of Consumer Research, 27(1), 69e83. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1086/314309.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, New
Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.
Dacres, S., Haddadi, H., & Purver, M. (2014). Characterizing brand advertising strategies on twitter [White paper]. Retrieved from http://www.eecs.qmul.ac.uk/
~hamed/papers/promotweet.pdf.
Flanagin, A. J., & Metzger, M. J. (2000). Perceptions of internet information credibility. Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 77(3), 515e540. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1177/107769900007700304.
Fransen, M. L., & Fennis, B. M. (2014). Comparing the impact of explicit and implicit
resistance induction strategies on message persuasiveness. Journal of Communication, 64(5), 915e934. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12118.
Friestad, M., & Wright, P. (1994). The persuasion knowledge model: How people
cope with persuasion attempts. Journal of Consumer Research, 21(1), 1e31.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/209380.
Friestad, M., & Wright, P. (1999). Everyday persuasion knowledge. Psychology and
Marketing, 16(2), 185e194.
€mmele, A. (2001). Changing campaign communications: A partyGibson, R., & Ro
centered theory of professionalized campaigning. The Harvard International
Journal of Press/Politics, 6(4), 31e43.
Ham, C. D., Nelson, M. R., & Das, S. (2015). How to measure persuasion knowledge.
International Journal of Advertising, 34(1), 17e53. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
02650487.2014.994730.
Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process
analysis: A regression-based approach. New York, NY: Guilford Press.
rard, K., Tremblay, S., & Chtourou, M. S. (2011). Is banner blindness
Hervet, G., Gue
genuine? Eye tracking internet text advertising. Applied Cognitive Psychology,
25(5), 708e716. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/acp.1742.
Hsieh, J., Hsieh, Y., & Tang, Y. (2012). Exploring the disseminating behaviors of
eWOM marketing: Persuasion in online video. Electronic Commerce Research,
12(2), 201e224. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10660-012-9091-y.
John, D. (1999). Consumer socialization of children: A retrospective look at twentyﬁve years of research. Journal of Consumer Research, 26(3), 183e213. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1086/209559.
Kirmani, A., & Zhu, R. (2007). Vigilant against manipulation: The effect of regulatory
focus on the use of persuasion knowledge. Journal of Marketing Research, 44(4),
688e701. http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.44.4.688.
Kruikemeier, S. (2014). How political candidates use twitter and the impact on
votes. Computers in Human Behavior, 34, 131e139. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.chb.2014.01.025.
Landers, R. N., & Behrend, T. S. (2015). An inconvenient truth: Arbitrary distinctions
between organizational, Mechanical Turk, and other convenience samples. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 8(02), 142e164.
Lee, E. J. (2013). Effectiveness of politicians' soft campaign on Twitter versus TV:
Cognitive and experiential routes. Journal of Communication, 63(5), 953e974.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12049.
Lee, J. K., & Hansen, S. S. (2013). Advertising in social network games: How consumer persuasion knowledge and advertiser sincerity impact eWOM of
marketer-generated messages. In H. S. N. Al-Deen, & J. A. Hendricks (Eds.), Social
media and strategic communications (pp. 3e24). Palgrave Macmillan.
Lee, E. J., & Shin, S. Y. (2012). Are they talking to me? Cognitive and affective effects
of interactivity in politicians' Twitter communication. Cyberpsychology,
Behavior, and Social Networking, 15(10), 515e520.
Lock, A., & Harris, P. (1996). Political marketing e Vive la difference! European
Journal
of
Marketing,
30(10/11),
14e24.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/
03090569610149764.

Main, K. J., Dahl, D. W., & Darke, P. R. (2007). Deliberative and automatic bases of
suspicion: Empirical evidence of the sinister attribution error. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17(1), 59e69. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1701_9.
Obermiller, C., & Spangenberg, E. R. (1998). Development of a scale to measure
consumer skepticism toward advertising. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7(2),
159e186. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp0702_03.
Ohanian, R. (1990). Construction and validation of a scale to measure celebrity
endorsers' perceived expertise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. Journal of
Advertising, 19(3), 39e52. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1990.10673191.
ndez-Benito, H. D. (2015). Using
Okazaki, S., Díaz-Martín, A. M., Rozano, M., & Mene
twitter to engage with customers: A data mining approach. Internet Research,
25(3), 416e434. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IntR-11-2013-0249.
Park, C. S. (2013). Does Twitter motivate involvement in politics? Tweeting, opinion
leadership, and political engagement. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(4),
1641e1648. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.01.044.
Peng, N., & Hackley, C. (2009). Are voters, consumers? A qualitative exploration of
the voter-consumer analogy in political marketing. Qualitative Market Research:
An
International
Journal,
12(2),
171e186.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/
13522750910948770.
Rodgers, S., & Thorson, E. (2000). The interactive advertising model: How users
perceive and process online ads. Journal of Interactive Advertising, 1(1), 41e60.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2000.10722043.
Rozendaal, E., Lapierre, M. A., Van Reijmersdal, E. A., & Buijzen, M. (2011). Reconsidering advertising literacy as a defense against advertising effects. Media
Psychology, 14(4), 333e354. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2011.620540.
Sagarin, B. J., Cialdini, R. B., Rice, W. E., & Serna, S. B. (2002). Dispelling the illusion of
invulnerability: The motivations and mechanisms of resistance to persuasion.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(3), 526e541. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037//0022-3514.83.3.526.
Sohn, D. (2009). Disentangling the effects of social network density on electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM) intention. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 14(2), 352e367. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01444.x.
Spierings, N., & Jacobs, K. (2014). Getting personal? The impact of social media on
preferential voting. Political Behavior, 36(1), 215e234. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s11109-013-9228-2.
€ mba
€ck, J., & Kiousis, S. (2014). 6 Strategic political communication in election
Stro
campaigns. Political Communication, 18, 109.
Taylor, D. G., Lewin, J. E., & Strutton, D. (2011). Friends, fans, and followers: Do ads
work on social networks? How gender and age shape receptivity. Journal of
Advertising Research, 51(1), 258e275. http://dx.doi.org/10.2501/JAR-51-1-258275.
Tutaj, K., & Van Reijmersdal, E. A. (2012). Effects of online advertising format and
persuasion knowledge on audience reactions. Journal of Marketing Communications, 18(1), 5e18. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2011.620765.
Tuten, T. L. (2008). Advertising 2.0: Social media marketing in a web 2.0 world.
Greenwood Publishing Group.
Twitter. (2014). What are promoted tweets?. Retrieved from https://support.twitter.
com/articles/142101-what-are-promoted-tweets#.
Twitter Business. (n.d.). Barack obama. How can the incumbent U.S. president
mobilize supporters and keep voters informed in real time to win the 2012
election? Retrieved from https://biz.twitter.com/success-stories/barack-obama.
Van Dijck, J. (2011). Tracing twitter: The rise of a microblogging platform. International Journal of Media and Cultural Politics, 7(3), 333e348. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1386/macp.7.3.333_1.
Van Noort, G., Antheunis, M. L., & Van Reijmersdal, E. A. (2012). Social connections
and the persuasiveness of viral campaigns in social network sites: Persuasive
intent as the underlying mechanism. Journal of Marketing Communications,
18(1), 39e53. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2011.620764.
Van Norel, N. D., Kommers, P. A., Van Hoof, J. J., & Verhoeven, J. W. (2014). Damaged
corporate reputation: Can celebrity Tweets repair it? Computers in human
behavior, 36, 308e315. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.056.
Van Steenburg, E. (2015). Areas of research in political advertising: A review and
research agenda. International Journal of Advertising, 34(2), 195e231. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2014.996194.
Vergeer, M., & Hermans, L. (2013). Campaigning on twitter: Microblogging and
online social networking as campaign tools in the 2010 general elections in The
Netherlands. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 18(4), 399e419.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12023.
Walter, A. S. (2014). Negative campaigning in Western Europe: Similar or different?
Political Studies, 62(1), 42e60.
Wentzel, D., Tomczak, T., & Herrmann, A. (2010). The moderating effect of manipulative intent and cognitive resources on the evaluation of narrative ads. Psychology and Marketing, 27(5), 510e530. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mar.20341.
Wojdynski, B. W., & Evans, N. J. (2016). Going native: Effects of disclosure position
and language on the recognition and evaluation of online native advertising.
Journal
of
Advertising,
45(2),
157e168.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
00913367.2015.1115380.
Wood, N. T., & Burkhalter, J. N. (2014). Tweet this, not that: A comparison between
brand promotions in microblogging environments using celebrity and
company-generated tweets. Journal of Marketing Communications, 20(1e2),
129e146. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2013.797784.

