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The Impact of Content Quality and YouTuber Attributes on User
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Abstract

In this study, based on previous research on personal broadcasting, we indirectly measured content
quality, YouTuber attributes, user satisfaction, and behavioral intention, which are latent variables that
cannot be directly measured, as measurement variables, and then measured theoretically between the
latent variables. In order to analyze the causal relationship, we used a structural equation model to
determine to what extent the content quality of the YouTube mukbang channel and the YouTuber's
attributes influence behavioral intentions such as purchase, recommendation, and continued use according
to viewers' satisfaction with use. We intend to analyze and verify the relationship between related
variables. The research results are as follows.

First, the value, relevance, timeliness, completeness, and data quantity of content quality were found to
have no significant impact on user satisfaction. Second, the trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness, and
intimacy of YouTuber attributes were found to have a significant impact on user satisfaction, but the
similarity of YouTuber attributes did not have a significant impact on usage. Third, user satisfaction was
found to have a significant impact on behavioral intentions and purchase intentions. However, user
satisfaction was not found to have a direct significant impact on recommendation intentions or continued
usage intentions.
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[Figure 1] Research model
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intimacy scale 2
similarity 2
Likert
User . . .
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scale
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Characteristics job rank
education scale
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<Table 2> Data collection and methods

<Table 1> Questionnaire composition division contents
I tigati .
Survey . Number fvestisation Users watching YouTube
oms variable Measure of target
questions Survey period October 1 — October 5, 2023
value attribute 2 Number of
147 people
relevance 2 respondents
. . Likert I : 3
tigat . .
Cont.ent timeliness 5—point 2 ves lfa dl o self—inscription method
quality faithfulness scale 2 metho
Statistical . .
amount of 9 . Frequency analysis, factor analysis,
data analysis reliability analysis, structural equation
method ’
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<Table 3> Frequency analysis of survey respondents’
service use and experience

division item frequency |ratio (%)
less than 1 day 9 6.1
Number |More than 1 day but less
10 6.8
of than 3 days
viewing  |More than 3 days but less
days than 5 days 16 109
per week  |Nore than 5 days but less
(youtube) than 7 days 28 19.0
7 days (every day) 84 57.2
less than 1 hour 82 55.8
Average | More than 1 hour but less A1 979
weekly than 3 hours '
viewing More than 3 hours but
time less than 6 hours 15 10.2
(mukbang | \ore than 6 hours but 6 i1
channel) less than 9 hours '
9 hours or more 3 2.0
Highest recognition of
YouTubers 31 13.8
YouTube content suitable
Channel for algorithm 89 397
selection criteria video upload
criteria P 21 9.4
. speed
(multiple .
choice) Focus on subscribed
YouTube o7 254
Content W{th high video 96 116
views
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<Table 4> Demographic frequency analysis of
survey respondents

division item frequency | ratio(%)
male 81 55.1
gender
female 66 44.9
Under 20s 16 10.9
20s 114 77.6
age 30s 8 5.4
40s 4 2.7
Over 50s 5 3.4
self—employment 4 2.7
Professional/Freelance 10 6.8
Office
worker/technical 14 9.5
worker
Managgment/gdnﬁnistr 5 34
ative position
Technical/skilled
job workers/production 3 2.0
workers
Sales/Service 4 2.7
Agriculture/Forestry/L 9 14
ivestock/Fishing ’
Collesgti/égeri?uate 84 571
housewife 2 1.4
inoccupation 19 12.9
Middle Srckllzgie%raduate 3 5.4
attending or graduating
from high school 15 10.2
Attending or
graduating from 16 10.9
community college
level of -
education Attem;hng or
graduating from 101 68.7
university
Attending or
graduating with a 6 4.1
master's degree.
o |1 o
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<Table 5> Factor analysis of content quality
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<Table 6> KMO and Bartlett’ s test
KMO and Bartlett's test

Kaiser—Meyer—0Olkin measure of 0.800
sample adequacy
‘ Approximate chi—square 464.167
staleti S. t.e sit @i degree of freedom 45
sphericity
Probability of significance 0.000

<Table 6>°4 KMO$} Bartlette] A2 7} KMO %k
0.800, Bartlett %t 0.0002.% Q¢138A 13o] #alst
Ao Fehe,

<Table 7> Confidence statistics for content quality

Reliability statistic

Cronbach?] number of
alpha items
value 0.729 2
relevance 0.820 2
timeliness 0.636 2
fidelity 0.557 2
amount of data 0.636 2

L3t <Table 7>2] AlZ|% A% Cronbach’s alpha
ol 7Ex4 0.729, BEA 0.8202 k3 = oo
Fte ] HAIA 0.636, dlolE19] oF 0.636°2.% 48 7}
8 o gtk 1k 44 0.557 715 vl
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<Table 8> Factor analysis of YouTuber attributes

Rotated component matrix a

Rotated component matrix a
component

1 2 3
Value—1 0.758 0.099 0.261
Value—2 0.791 0.155 0.061
relevance—1 0.811 0.185 0.107
relevance—2 0.789 0.265 0.067
timeliness—1 0.010 0.191 0.771
timeliness—2 0.175 0.031 0.838
fidelity—1 0.221 0.311 0.602
fidelity—2 0.195 0.692 0.158
amount of data—1 0.159 0.737 0.273
amount of data—2 0.183 0.764 0.055

Extraction method: principal component analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

a. Factor rotation has converged in 5 iterative calculations

component

1 2 3 4

Reliability—1 0.002 | 0.672 | 0.244 | 0.181

Reliability—2 0.179 | 0.7567 | —=0.040 | —0.026

Expertise—1 0.028 | 0.046 | —-0.023 | 0.934
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Rotated component matrix a

component
1 2 3 4
Expertise—2 0.494 0.190 0.146 0.532

Attractiveness—1 | 0.588 | 0.485 | —0.109 | —0.002

Attractiveness—2 | 0.825 | 0.234 | —0.016 | 0.067
Intimacy—1 0.560 | 0.070 | 0.129 | 0.001
Intimacy—2 0.694 | —0.175 | 0.283 | 0.286
Similarity—1 0.368 | —0.019 | 0.688 | —0.006

-0.042 | 0.133 | 0.813 | 0.044

Extraction method: principal component analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

Similarity—2

a. Factor rotation has converged in 5 iterative calculations
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<Table 9> KMO and Bartlett’ s test

o] & TR Q9 BAE S8 AR B 2] FE
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<Table 11> Initial extraction results

commonality
early extraction
User satisfaction 1.000 0.646
User satisfaction—1 1.000 0.444
User satisfaction—2 1.000 0.608
User satisfaction—3 1.000 0.416

KMO and Bartlett's test
Kaiser—Meyer—0lkin measure of 0.799
sample adequacy
Approxmate 959,401
' chi—square
ot S. t.e st 01 degree of freedom 45
sphericity —
Pr.oba_lt?ﬂmy of 0.000
significance

<Table 10>9] A1F)% ZA% Cronbach’s alpha 4t°]
M 0.664% 58 7Fssh olw A4 0.334, A
4 0.502, 3124 0.495, FAMd 0.4172 alpha AlF
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<Table 10> Reliability statistics of YouTuber attributes

Reliability statistic
Cronbach?] number of
alpha items
reliability 0.334 2
expertise 0.502 2
intimacy 0.495 2
attractiveness 0.664 2
similarity 0.417 2

<Table 12> User Satisfaction—3 Result after removal

commonality
early extraction
User satisfaction 1.000 0.742
User satisfaction—1 1.000 0.550
User satisfaction—2 1.000 0.554

o1§ WEE 221 AF B 35l ATt 7}
[l

=
2181 37 SEFH 2l A Ayk= vk <Table 13>

<Table 13> Results of final user satisfaction factor analysis

Rotated component matrix a

component
1
User satisfaction 0.861
User satisfaction—1 0.742
User satisfaction—2 0.744

Extraction method: principal component analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

a. Factor rotation has converged in 5 iterative calculations

ol g TIEL 90l Qql
w2t 12 ARSI

<Table 14>°x KMOS2} Bartlette] A% Az} KMO
%k 0.608, Bartlett 3t 0.0000.%2 Q31824 m3jo] 23t
gk Z10® skt
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<Table 14> KMO and Bartlett’ s test

KMO and Bartlett's test
Kaiser—Meyer—0lkin measure 0.608
of sample adequacy
App_)roxmate 79.679
chi—square
Bartlett's test of
.. degree of freedom 3
sphericity Probabilit

e 0.000

of significance

= ot 9ol F Fujolr—1L Q¢ A 0.5 vt
of| st AAS ¢ A EAbghol] G Fof Fal
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<Table 17>¢4] KMOS} Bartlett®] 74 Az} KMO
%k 0.828, Bartlett #t 0.0000.% Q9134 o] 23}
3 Zlow e

<Table 17> KMO and Bartlett’ s test

KMO and Bartlett's test
E 9
<Table 15>2] A1=|%= FA| Cronbach’s alpha #4°] Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure of sample 0.828
ol g E 0.699% T8 7Fsd o ket adequacy ‘
. o . . Ap;_)roxmate 626.847
<Table 15> Reliability statistics for user satisfaction , chi—square
Bartlett's test of
Reliability statistic ey degree of freedom 55
Cronbach?] number Probability of 0.000
alpha of items significance ’
User
satisfaction 0.699 4

434 BT LY QURH B AT BA

<Table 16> Factor analysis of behavioral intention

Rotated component matrix a

component

1 2 S

Purchase intention 0.177 0.028 0.851

Purchase intention—1 0.259 0.059 0.802

Purchase intention—2 0.010 0.273 0.765

Purchase intention—3 0.146 0.369 0.342

el 0448 | 0649 | 0096
ntention
Sl 0312 | 0713 | 0123
intention—1
Recommendation | 117 | 4797 | 0108
intention—2

Recommendation
intention—3

0.386 0.691 0.083

Intention to continue use| 0.852 0.262 0.117

Intention to continue

0.830 0.238 0.135
use—1

Intention to continue

0.795 0.057 0.286
use—2

Extraction method: principal component analysis
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization

a. Factor rotation has converged in 5 iterative calculations

<Table 18>2] AlZ]% EA=F Cronbach’s alpha #t¢]
Tie % 0.715, FHE 0.752% Fadt 55 o]0
2 waem AEAR-OE 0.855% 93t 5 o)A o.
7 ek,

<Table 18> Reliability statistics of behavioral intention

Reliability statistic
Cronbach?] number of
alpha items
Purchase
. . 0.715 4
intention
Recommendation
. . 0.752 4
intention
Intenti _
n e_ntlon to 0.855 3
continue use
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o (CMIN/DF), EFAFAGT(RMESA), 234+
(CFI, TLD & S 232 A5 Hrlelsial, A
23 BYPATES] A G= <Table 19> 2t}

<Table 19> Verification of adequacy of
initial structural equation model

goodness of
fit acceptance level note
index
0.05 or more excellent Absolute
CHNip Reject if p<=0.05 fit index
CMIN/DF 3 or less excellent A.bgolute
fit index
0.06 or less

RMESA HI 0.8 or less iia?ri?éi

PCLOSE 0.05 or higher

goodness of

fit acceptance level note
index
TLI 0.9 or more Incremental
excellent fit index
CFI 0.9 or more Incremental
excellent fit index

IzIaIE II IIGI:HQIQIgaﬂl“'l@!:lglalal:

[Figure 2] Initial structural equation model

Z7] P2 BEe] A3 =X]= <Table 20>3}

2tk

<Table 20> Results of verification of suitability
of the initial structural equation model

Division Analysis Acceptance | Suitable or
level not
0.05 or more
1002.960/0.00 excellent
Iy 0 Reject if
p<=0.05
CMIN/DF 1.810 3 or less fitness
excellent
0.075 0.06 or less
HI90 = 0.082 |HI 0.8 or less )
RMESA | "ol osE = | PCLOSE 0,05 | UMitness
0.000 or higher
TLI 0.742 0.9 or more | gihess
excellent
CFI 0.760 0.9 or more | sihess
excellent
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<Table 20>°] A= AF
x] 0}0 ﬂzﬂb‘ﬂoﬂ q]z}l—
< 72 s uj
e A% *%—fm—%
ek

A= Qo1HAe 435}
sk Hyk2 CMIN/DF 9] gk
Agkslil, RMESA, TLI, CFI 9]
F5A] Iste] FrAdek Ao

ol

obgff [Figure 3] Q143 AlF| = F40% B
Aol ATE WFER 7Y T8 EEoltt

15

[Figure 3] Structural equation model after factor analysis

9 A B3] A% A9 3k <Table 21>7}

<Table 21> Results of verification of suitability of structural
equation model after factor analysis

Division Analysis | Acceptance level Su1til(3)1te or
0.05 or more
CMIN/p 920(')%%)8/0' excellent -
Reject if p<=0.05
CMIN/DF 1.787 3 or less excellent | fitness
0.072
HI90 = 0.06 or less
RMESA 0.080 HI90 0.08 or less | unfitness
PCLOSE = | PCLOSE 0.05 or
0.000 higher
TLI 0.761 0.9 or more unfitness
excellent
CFI 0.778 -9 or more unfitness
excellen

AS5A3 CMIN/DE 9] gho] 3ut} #tome 2 ggt
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<Table 22> Results of verification of suitability of the final

structural equation model

Acceptance | Suitable or
level not

Division Analysis

0.05 or more
excellent
373.345/0.001 Reject if

p<=0.05

CMIN/p

3 or less

CMIN/DF
excellent

1.272 fitness
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Acceptance | Suitable or <Table 25> Hypothesis test 3
Division Analysis - -
level not Hypothesis content Estimate| SE. | CR. | p
0.043 0.06 or less user satisfaction
’ HI90 0.08 or 3-1 —>purchase .201 .216 |1 .932 |.351
HI90 = 0.056 . . .
RMESA PCLOSE = less fitness Intention
0.802 PCLOSE 0.05 or user satisfaction
’ higher 3-2 —>recommendati| .744 | .123 |6.047| s#xx
0.9 or more i on intention
TLI 0.938 excellent fitness user satisfaction
F=3 —> Intention to | 1.143 | .138 |8.261 | #sx
CFI 0.948 0.9 or more fitness continue use
excellent

912] B3ol] CMIN #h 373.3450% o)A Fae] gha.
o FRasEo] Agle]o o o)Fslglon, CMINDFS] ais
1.272% 3ojslo|m2 Agket e o 2 sekety, RMSEA
Ak 9slrzzoln, CFL, TLI 94] 0.9 opos 95
$h kS 1o, 5709 AP RS TSN HERY
S EEsIlC) webr f1o] Anks BEdE A3 o] A5
HER S ARgato] B oo 71S ASsIgich

45 A7 7MY AT

o}g)e] <Table 23>%E] <Table 26> H&E %44
2 RS B ©E5F 7MY 1A djo|tk

<Table 23> Hypothesis test 1
Estimate | SE. | CR. | p

Hypothesis content

- | vale user | s | 160 3.978 | s
satisfaction

1-2 rRleranTE > 979 | .117 | 8.377 | wx
user satisfaction

#p<0.05 1 ##p<0.01°14 FAA 0= fro)eh

<Table 26> Hypothesis test results (Synthesis)

Verification

Hypothesis explanation
e . results

Hypothesis

The value of content quality will have
1-1 a positive (+) effect on user
satisfaction.

Acceptance

The relevance of content quality will
1-2 have a positive (+) effect on user | Acceptance
satisfaction.

Timeliness of content quality will
1=3 have a positive effect on user
satisfaction.

Acceptance

Fidelity of content quality will have
1-4 a positive (+) effect on user
satisfaction.

Acceptance

The amount of content quality data
1-5 will have a positive effect on user | Acceptance
satisfaction.

The reliability of YouTuber
2—1 attributes will have a positive (+) | Acceptance
effect on user satisfaction.

timeliness —>user

1-3 . . 671 | .137 [4.910] ##x
satisfaction

-4 | Hdelity 2 user| oy | 1ag 15309 | v
satisfaction
amount of data

1=5 —>user 742 130 [ 5.722 | #wx
satisfaction

#*p<0.05 @ *xp<0.019] A EAH o= Folst

<Table 24> Hypothesis test 2

The expertise of YouTuber
2-2 attributes will have a positive (+) | Acceptance
effect on user satisfaction.

The attractiveness of YouTuber
2-3 attributes will have a positive (+) | Acceptance
effect on user satisfaction.

The familiarity of YouTuber
2—4 attributes will have a positive (+) | Acceptance
effect on satisfaction.

Hypothesis content Estimate | S.E. | CR. D
g1 |relbility=>user) 5y | 50511 749] 081
satisfaction

Similarity of YouTuber attributes
2=5 will have a positive (+) effect on user| Rejection
satisfaction.

expertise —>user

2=2 . .
satisfaction

1.123 |.679 [1.654 | .098

User satisfaction will have a positive
3-1 influence on purchase intention and| Rejection
behavioral intention.

gg |Aractveness =21, o9 |1 17619196 | 034

user satisfaction

intimacy —>user

2—4 2431 |1.151]2.112].035

User satisfaction will have a positive
3-2 (+) effect on behavioral intention | Acceptance
and recommendation intention.

satisfaction

#p<0.05 1 #p<0.010014] BAZ = o8

User satisfaction will have a positive
3-3 (+) effect on behavioral intention and | Acceptance
continued use intention.
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