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The Effect of Mobile Image Exaggeration on Product Attitude

Namhee Yoon" and Ho Jung Choo®'

" Trendlab506 Inc.; Seoul, Korea
Z)Dept. of Textiles, Merchandising and Fashion Design, Seoul National University; Seoul, Korea

Abstract : This study investigated how the image exaggeration influence consumer attitude toward product in mobile
shopping. Image exaggeration was manipulated by adding light effects on image and adjusting the width for slender mirror
effect. Subjects were randomly allocated to four mock-mobile website stimuli. The overall results showed that the image
exaggeration had negative effect on product attitude mediated by diagnositicity. First, the mediation effect of diagnositicity
between exaggeration and product attitude was tested by bootstap method. The diagnositicity fully mediated between two
variables and exaggeration had negative total effect on diagnositicity. The image exaggeration had no direct effect on prod-
uct attitude. Second, to test the moderating effect of image congruence between the image exaggeration and diagnositicity,
conditional indirect effect of diagnositicity was analyzed. As a result, the moderating effect of image congruence was sig-
nificant. When consumers perceived high self-image congruence with picture image on mobile website, the exaggeration
had no negative effect on product attitude. This indicates self-image congruence counteracts the negative effect of the
exaggeration on diagositicity. And the moderating effect of image aesthetics between the image exaggeration and product
attitude was examinated by the conditional direct effect model. The analysis found that image aesthetics had significant
moderating effects particularly on high or low levels of aesthetics. When image aesthetics was perceived as high, image
exaggeration had negative effect on product attitude, whereas image aesthetics was low, image exaggeration had positive
effect on product attitude. This result indicated that the positive exaggeration effects existed when images were aes-

thetically appealing.

Key words : mobile shopping (E v} Y <t %), image exaggeration (©] U] A ] 3}), diagnositicity (% ©4d), image
congruence (°]1| X ¥ X]A), image aesthetics (] 7| A] A1 A)
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Hole ARTF U o] Hrlsk= Aol Utk Epley and
Whitchurch(2008y= Z134k] Q2AE w24l Az} uﬂ H3. 24 ojulA] ool ARAdAel wxE $4 9
G0l ke AZ WFOT A7k 10% AT sHA) G FE Aololuln] Yol wEFE AT Aok,

AT A B8R A Fol Ale] 92 Mes

She ARES AAIg A3, ARle] daEs AAET 1§ wiE A 2) o|uA] AmAde] Zslat
olgtx QMg 21 RIS ol ARl &Rl i) /‘]U]/“(aesthetlcs}— Ml 7184 7HA] Fe] =, BH
A oZ sle FEAYS ARES FHI Fo=, o] A3} o7 5% AFS Melshs AL ALl 7XHE I gk &
FALe A7 Aet = Aws ARAE A BT 9AF o)A ¢ (affirmation)?} 7% H3]—("l"ownsend & Sood, 2012). A3 Aol
U AR AlEA 9IS A dojd o AUtk = Al AmPge Q7] BFA o ke VIRE PEelr] |
£ M BEAol Eslol| oJst Hapt EAlskz] s, AaA e 4o F s TS, 53] AR A 3
TENAM AFRES A4 B EHole oW X|(flattering o] AL gRFoE HATEYo] U EARTIE X7 HE
image)E WHEo] Withs Al F¢J8laL Ark(Dunning, 1999). olu} A13|A HE ke UAlE EAw) o] ®rka st
E3] 217173} (self-enhancement) 3= THEd] 227 HolX] (Dion et al., 1972; Langlois et al., 2000). =, 4742 "HA|
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relevant)?] 2121l HeF wgo g HE 4 JckEpley & T+ Ut
Whitchurch, 2008). o= &M} 9= o|p|A|S Hal H1 Im and Ha(2011)2] A7ollde 220l JFAA 2olx
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A7t Ao} olu|R &} LR3-S RIS 2w 3HZ AFo A e = A, 7‘4&34 Ataragd = FAlel 4ege]
o]Foid F ASS AANE Z7%-(enjoyment)®] S7HFES ERISIAT o= o|u|A] HRA
EHO|EE df3H 2GARI Ao} olu|x] Yx|o] ETh g Fgolx] AR tigt o]'SHJ’VbJ’P BAlel 7H9H A EAE
I AT A, AEA e o 344 HEE 4 go] A dofd F AUSS SRIg o2, L dellA
371 f18 ARl oigh XA AtE s F Uk AAEE oluA7 2 AAR LHIRR AR RES & 5
Shapiro(1999)y= 23l A Z}o] o] AH|zk= 7] didzt & U T AVEE 7HE 7S BEE omRof g 284
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AR BB AGAES T3l JHdF 1787 (conceptual 735, v 2&stE ARE AEske oA FEER
fluencyys 4L F IS AFsIFH. aFF o= o=+ & 9] 23 (ambiguity)= =71 A2 4 ot AdAFdM =
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AolA ARk AREALE] ofw]R|eF ARARTEAL o) FF Aot 1992), 53] = JE7} 2H|AA =2HUAS W M)At
olm|A|] Aol E& W AFHIPF THAYS w3k = ol& dMa] Sl 2 #g AAE 4 5 Utk Berlyne,
=, AR ouA R BolR= - o) Aofote] Hlawg 1971). Farellx BAA A7t Fold wret LAt F&
77} ol = Qlrk. 53] Aopr1EH (self-descriptive)o] 7Lt g F 3l BeA] EAE o SRS =T ke SH
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A Z F A0S R 7gEr. FAH R AP o H so#ew vt a2l o2g Wrke A8 AFE
& AR A S S AFHwed 787 S vE F o A AFL S mEAdo] sAA AFRTME feske
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Fig. 1. Conceptual framework.
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Fig. 2. No exaggeration effect image and mock-mobile website.
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Table 1. Experiment subjects
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Fig. 3. Exaggeration (light and mirror) effect image.
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fﬁéﬂ% Jitatey 2 3

= 20~30t] dAe=
??é Sh= AWF Ode =

=2 1

He
é_

ARE-EF=
AH|RF
AA =
s

L

ks3]
=4

2
A

No-effect Light effect Mirror effect Light-mirror effect o
(n=48) (n=43) (n=46) (n=47) X
Smartphone usage duration 0.278
5.08 4.74 5.00 4.82
(year) (p=2842)
App usage 1.135
. 3.58 4.19 3.87 491
(average time per day) (p=2336)
App usage variety 6.97 7.37 7.36 7.85 (1?5129)
Internet shopping 77.1% 88.4% 76.1% 80.9% 2622

(purchasing experience)

(p=454)
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M
o
olo

g 5 JEE 9EoR muld ddelxe F
(URL)E wiE3IHL AnfEES Faf 2upd dso)=]of
&gk HARE oulA] XAl wE 9] A== /3
22 AEES sl F 1869 HolHE FH3aH,
B4 guks A9 HF 18479 SHAE BT T
A= wle] A=EC tial] 4378~48 2] 1T FEEHG O,
HadHo] 26942 v|E 78.8%S X3 9
38.6%= 7P Bkom, thsiA|gt o]}t 25.0%, thEkAAlE o]
o] 36.4%= ERSTE

SHAEC] B3 AnlEE] Hlle= MM (45.1%), &
(36.4%), LG(12.5%), 71EH6.0%)Z A A Ze] Has &
< uw2H, ¥l AFEZ SEA] AnEE AMES] Aol 4
T HOTHTable 1). 2VIEZE AR7|7HS AAHT 4.94, A%
& o ZgGA I ARRAIZLE 4.144]7), ojZEjAo) A ARRTiF
BAFEshE olEFEACIA i) T3VHE 4T B e
gk zlo|7F YePA] gdof, A58 A ZnlEE AMgS)
ol Ao zel7t fgieH FAl el &S Bt 7T
A= Jagk o)zt §lo] FEAA Fds I &

=

=
e
=]
k=1

o M

)

A3t

4. 2 2 =

41. =&tst HAS

o] AFES] dFol gk 228 4SS S8, 28R
=% A9l 344 (chronbach’s a=.756)2] Z}o|E A Wk
ot B4 3K (Table 2), 2P 7RSS 229 AER
o] Aol U, ZHEI| WE lo|7t YRR 9%t
3 ARt S FA F AFEC] HF 2248 s
) o

o
ore Aol vlal A e o2 Jehid 9% 24

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis

Table 2. Manipulation check

No-effect  Light Mirror  Light-mirror

(n=48) (n=43) (n=46) (n=47) F-value
o 265 253 295 3.01 -
Distortion B/C e B N 4491
“p<.01

o] gl AFEF AL £HEAHAE o] F AFE 74|
Ao thek the1Zd 7 (contrast)S AAS A=) F
4ol fogtk ztol7t Y THr=-3544, p=.019). L3}
2 Chang(2013)°] A3k Farel|He] omz] A4S EU=

Eukd A AAE FFARICE FES 2R olvAE
AA WEE F A tie 3R S4H ovA] F3

*J(imagery fluency)?] o1& A5t A, 4l A=5E7+9]
o1k Apols ERFA] SEROLH(F=1.947, p=124), = 2]
RE AFEHAALSH 2HIAES FA &= A7 thEEd
oM el zlol7k ek (=2.217, p=.028), K= &xke] 2}
o]2 HolE AL XHEAES B F AFES I 27

o AR Agsiel olF B4 AAs

42 ENET0| ElEE, MEE

SAHUTES] Ae) S A5 #13] Amos 18.09 9
3k Eeolx Q914 (confirmatory factor analysis)yd3}, 2214
3l 0.661~0.924% T Fols Yehton, md H3te
A 4E Chi-square=129.980 (df=71, p=0.00), Normed Chi-
square=1.831, GFI=906, CFI=965, RMR=048, RMSEA=
067 522 Yeht 24dnde wEsaye A2 Uelgth
7t 9219] AFEE 0.873~0.9342 UER} WA LA gl
3199om | AVEE 0.619~0.744, CRZFS 0.852~0.9372 SHE}

Std. Cronbach’s a

F I AVE
actor tem loading()) C\;{
Self-imace This outfit on picture is consistent with how I see me wearing this pants .892 934
con en%:e This outfit on picture reflects that I wear this pants .860 744
g This picture is a mirror image of me on this pants 854 937
. This picture is helpful for me to evaluate the product .843 831
Information L . . e .
diaenostici This picture is helpful in familiarizing me with the product 842 .619
£n ty This picture is helpful for me to understand the performance of product. .661 852
This picture is beautiful .867 .883
Image aesthetics This picture is aesthetically satisfied 911 723
This picture is worthy of appreciation 767 .891
I have good feeling toward this product. Favorable. .897
This product is in my favor. 924 873
P i ' ’ 692
roduct attitude This product would be useful. 720 906
This product is satisfied. 770 ’

All & were statistically significant at p<.01.

Chi-square=129.980 (d#=71, p=0.00), Normed Chi-square=1.831, GFI=.906, CFI=.965, RMR=.048, RMSEA=.067
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Table 4. Squared correlations, AVE

Congruence Diagnosticity Aesthetics Attitude
Image congruence 0.744
Information diagnosticity 0.121° 0.619
Image aesthetics 0.001 0.093 0.723
Product attitude 0.085 0.210 0.242 0.692
% Average variance extract, . Squared correlation among latent variables
%HE% §17"?_3}91‘:}(Tab0';3l 3). HeE7R] IHEIG RS 915} FH= HA= HAFEHE 95% Al FZH(confidence

4.3, XA j=0| A
Mol &zt
o] EHO|E

AEENOl 0jXl= H&ke| FE Fct

= 9}].-_5] x]-xb\]. ]o] /}}%—EHE@] il j]l: oﬂ
ghofl 9lo] AR XA e] miEHE #41817] 918l, Preacher
and Hayes(2004)7} #|eket F-EXE 3 (bootstrap method) HH
S ARSIt FEAERS TR AFEEE 7HsH] &
I HES FARE 355 whEste] 7 FioA w7 atke]
el eRletal milasrt SAE et o3 A3t
Fohe Wolth AR e A5 &

_(

oS A3

2ol AErd F denans AS5she 2d 40 ke

w AES 1000, 95% 21277 48 B8l ASHUTH
Fge WA R ey

ojnz] o] FFE el WX FIFS

T2 ke A Y FHF FFHEE F5W
A o=, AR S SHAse] ey 4o
Aoz ANk FH A R (R=044, F=4.342")3}
AEUE RHS(R=147, F=7975 ) BF SAZoE fols)
ATHFig. 4). olvA] f=o] FFei=el A= FPFl e
AR o] miE AF AFH(Table 5), oWIA] ¢ &

- 3

2L
[*]

Image

Information
Diagnosticity

interval)o] -.147 ~ 4142 A=Z77F Qe 02 sl
oEkA] e¥gkort,

A F
oulz] sfj=to] Hr FHAS vifE AJEE)
o mRe 2 EI= 95% AlF]F7e] -272 ~ -.0202 2 1}
ER 23t Aoz vEdth F, olwX| 93 AFE e A
oo Ar HrAe] ghAvlzl dgto] Il en, A1
Z olux] Fe HRAAAH A o FS(coefficient=
-340", LLCI=-.665, ULCI=-.016), ARATHL HJEe w0
A9 QFS wH(coefficient=-350" , LLCI=.176, ULCI
=.524) & WHEIE -1192 93 72 a3} oS o
AT} Wb olulx] g)Fo] HH NS wiZ AEE
Zol| P Q9] tigt /M 1e XA EAL FAH oz
DEN Zéi Aedel] ¥Aaxs v Rolghs 7 113,

AFE=e A4 G945 w3 Bolzghs /M 1-
2By olm|R] gt AFE e mlXE 7
g 7 2= 717

o

>}
fr
X
N
)
32
= 8 =

2

A m=H g ARlo|nA| 7t A EHAS W o] F
3 FEARE Jdsh=t] WelE D Ak, AEEH
T A Yol £ S-S oujgit). Auxle HEeE x4
Hts T ¢ Y 228 F= AHQXE AEHI B8
A Eed, Zukd 3] AgEe] o EHo|E 93H 3}
APl AA S AH|RlE dRHH o= 9 HHA A
o] FAFsled =E omR)7} FEst ARAGS Alske

Product

Exaggeration

Fig. 4. Path coefficient.

Table 5. Mediation effect of information diagnosticity

Attitude

95% Confidence interval

Path Effect
LLCI ULCI
Direct effect Exaggeration = Product attitude 133 -.147 414
Indirect effect Exaggeration = Diagnosticity = Attitude -119 -272 -.020

'p<.05, "p<.001
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Table 6. Moderating effect of image congruence on diagnosticity

Dependent variable Independent variable Coefficient

95% Confidence interval
LLCI ULCI

-251
139

*

382

Exaggeration
Diagnosticity Congruence

Exaggeration x congruence

-.565 .062
-.106 385
013 750

ok

183 6.835"

XT3

350
133

Diagnosticity
Attitude )
Exaggeration

176 524 wonk
.147 7.975
-.147 414

4.4 olojX| Lx|doil elsi =HEl ofFHE R

olul] el FFEES] AA o] FR Ko wizy
ade ovA YA o3 AEEA 2EE wiNES
(moderated mediation effectys AS3l7] ¢35 FEXSER ] 4
&3] B4 o] RYle UH7H“4 e BH
ol FEFE F= ZHEHSRI o
2w R FoA zelE &
(conditional indirect effect) He Fdo|t}k WA =
AN BAERe Thgaide JiAle] Sla eS| Hards
Z(Yi, 1994), FEXEY B45 A

srd 78 o

(mean-centeringyg A3k
A8kt

Aol W= (Table 6), FEAGA o thgk oln|=] o=
ojm|A] dAge] FFALEITF 95% AF T 013~75002
2ZF7E el 08 ERAL YA ekl o|nA] R o]
2] 3z ArZgge] Al folst 2Eg9E /e A
o= Jehgth AF R A gaE AHEY| S5, Ao} o]
u2] AX4e] HdFgh(mean=2.24yS F4OE HFgh ol
IR, vk Ao g e, ojulA] o3t of o) e
=} vlolF ko g Hisle] PR Aol g F Hee
o] A5AEAE G3E oA Az RIS
Fig 42 1B o} o|m|x] AXxAo] &8 AL o]u];q ofj 2]

ol wep R e xjolzt gl o, omA] &
S A, olvlA] FA] AR Fo] AHAES 3

EEHE it o]mA] S’—H%A =74

18] FJall, FEXER AeqA

Table 7. Conditional indirect effect of exaggeration on attitude

95% Confidence

Values of Moderator Effect interval
LLCI ULCI
Congruence mean -1SD  (-.740) -.187 -451 -.009
Congruence mean (.115) -.072 -.198 .029
Congruence mean +1SD  (.972) .042 -.115 .198

Image

3607 Congruence

—Low

340
3.20+

3.00

Image Diagnosticity

280

2,607

T T
no_effect Exaggeration effect

Image Exaggeration

Fig. 4. Interaction effect of image exaggeration and image congruence
on image diagnosticity.

Image
Asthetics

—Low
=== High

3259

3.001

Product Attitude

T T
no_effect Exaggeration effect

Image Exaggeration

Fig. 5. Interaction effect of image exaggeration and image aesthetics on
product attitude.

FoA wiESE 58 a9
A+=d(Table 7), ©]m=] %_HVJOl g vk
AZ|HZ 0o] Z3EA] ol FH e 7F
Ao Z eiylt) &, 2FgARL o|n]x]9} zlo}

LHEHA e 5
2] A=

(-.740) 95%
Hap) fol@

o 2L
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Table 8. Moderating effect of image aesthetics on product attitude

95% Confidence interval

Dependent variable Independent variable Coefficient R? F
LLCI ULCI
Diagnosticity 285 127 444
. Exaggeration .055 -.199 311 .
Product attitude ok 335 121.354
Aesthetics 544 328 759
Exaggeration *aesthetics -487" -784 -190
p=<.01, " p=.001
Table 9. Conditional direct effect of image aesthetics
95% Confidence interval
Path Effect
LLCI ULCI
Exaggeration > Attitude
Conditional Aesthetics mean -1SD  (-.806) 448 .094 .803
direct effect Aesthetics mean (.034) 039 -215 294
Aesthetics meant+1SD  (.874) -.370 -.729 -.010
Indirect effect Exaggeration = Diagnosticity = Attitude -.097 -.245 -015

S Aol st ol Aol YAl v
B geo] ZAISKL, Ao} olrlA] YxAe] Bk 4@

7% olu|R] 9ol AR el mX= e g3y}t VYRt
Bes & Atk wEbA 7 3 AR EH YT
4 EHO|ER oA E dfFehs A FHO| B
I8E T AF Ul Slo] ARAGA ] YeolAA e &
OJOI W (Herr et al, 1991), oJ& AFE|Ld] 24 aH=S
a2y 2RSS o] ARKlo] ¢St ARKIOMAE B
1, AES 222 AT w s wey A9 oz el
RG-S =A S olmA] ef=fe] FAF A= dHE
T USE AR

4.5. o|0|X| Alojde| =HE1}
olu|A] g3} AEE =]

Z4A Al AnE wEe] 2
dade Asa] A8 FEXEY HFRE 55 olgste] 2
72 A% a7H(conditional direct effectyE 41313t ZE ¥
TFEL oS v flsl Hawes AT 5 2

Aol TP AT

A IH(Table 8), dEehell tigh o|n]A] ei=te] Hazt
€ FYsA egkom, olnA] AnjAe] FEFE=e 3 F
TS 7HRIF FAlel omA] =3t o|u]A] A e AEE
Tof thet fold s ga et g ERIT F Ak F
EXE# BXA oln|R] 9Fe] 27F AHEI=(Table 9)
olmz] Aude] FHAFHEFAR T FhollA 95% A= F-7k
05 E3aRA] ot frolgh 2o vedth 53] ov|A] 4lv|

o] & wli=(mean-1SD=-.806) ©|F|A] ST FFE| =0
2 A 7EAY, olvA] Aulde] & W (meant1SD=
874) FAEHE T AR Yt 2EaHe] sMS
8] olmA] AwAde] Hagk(mean=2.81)2 71FOE L, AF

J

S TRkl A=l thEk owA] =zt Anidel d=
A8aAE Fig 52 SIsklt). ovlo] theh Anide] =2
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A 71718 ol A AEE Y g Al anAelA =
=57] 43, 2P 94 9 A2 AAF =8S S0 47
FES Rk S AR ok oled Bakd &% A
FollA ol B ERol=S o|uA7} df=E FFHRT}
AAE wf, 28 BT AR S ofuiREg PR o
g W7 S AXEE =85S sl "ok 53] avlAke
AAH = Foll =g oA AEE Wrkekel B
o] & FEJAAE At FE 3 Ao B S
]

vl &golA] AFEe] EROIEE dFH o]r]
2ol gt GHe] HrA o] FgoA LHRpe] B4 HR
2|3 ofulA] Angel] wWE 4 ARAE] A4 4
22 7IAE AT R} 7P BRld APelEE B AEd
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71l wel ZAE TR Aol ofm|A] g3 A AHas
AT mE omR] Awnide] g 739 AFEEE o
sk of3te] 83 a3t den, omA 4 ?
] 84 a3t e &, AR olmlR] L AA|7F H
Ao g W2l E e MRk oW|R] el s o 7tk
2 37 wkeS AXYAL & 4 9o, o|u|R] ZA|7F vk
297 X A9ols 384 A58 et 2PAKlol
=5 o 3 FFH/E oozt siME &+ Qi) w
ZhA] Eukd A AAIE AR oulR] ZpA €] Alu)H
o] wrha ke wolli= ovX|9] =g Bl XA
obd A4 olmx] HRAHLS AX FFe 394
7} o] FIX=E EAdsld 4 ).

AR olu) R 8] AwAd <o) s ARl ¢
2 Gi= ARIOHAZ} ES okl 1d] U ek o]
H2 Z2AEAL o IRET LHReA FES =Rl
PFAZ oA 7F FEd o2 Qe FAA FEH
Psl= AHE A Gk FadA A A= o)
el tiaire o] THH 2AHE 7K 7 U
A8 A (Beatty & Hawkins, 1989; Hawkins, 1970)%
st AAE B A REAEY RAATAN fIF 55

o] i, &, Ao Al FEellM 204 AHEd ASHAS

i

.\.;rJ

ot
LMoo o
N
3

o o
N o o 1o

\

24 o

T

o

Wy
j> =2

B

ol gb= gf=o] FraL AE FEelM Uepds &
A = AT 2 ofmiA] AW deE eTEHaL
£ ek AR om|A7E Al o] v A, =0l
FEHE S YL miFvE AL AAE oAIE o
2 SNk BEE7IA Arde SRkl A2 A2l

73l AA

AR & 5 glek ol @ Avhe muld 438
Sze] ofnlA] Alnlgo] Susly] $1a npY wo] Bag
< NARI,

B AT AR, BH £BEN AT HEAR)
F7h FaFolE B 1oslole AP, JF
AR o9 sho] JEeel ofwF FFS 1A & =
Aol vig Aeld 7S dEsiicked oot ok 35 A
Tole 344 dhe] g urh Ang AL vEes &
3g Ave Bart e Aol 293 ALl &7} ojw
Sl WAT 5 9leX) MRS Aol 7P i),

g SR e G Hol== A9 olwAE A8t



)Y o] AFIA 7o) 2H13] Y] T FF 403

B 2 9ol AR A o] Azh BadE wole Y S v
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