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Impact of green certification and argument strength on green food brand trust:

Based on moderating effects of consumer’s need for cognition
YANG Zhi*, XU Jin', JIANG Xin?

(1.School of Business Administration, Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China;
2.Department of Management, Changsha Medical University, Changsha 410219, China)

Abstract: According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model and based on 389 experimental samples, this study chose green
certification and argument strength as independent variables, consumer’s need for cognition(NFC) as moderating variable,
to test the impact of green certification and argument strength on green food brand trust by using independent samples T
test and multiple factor analysis of variance method. The results show that both green certification and argument strength
can improve consumer’s green food brand trust. Moreover, need for cognition moderates the impact of green certification
and argument strength on green food brand trust. Lastly, green certification and argument strength have an interaction
effect on low NFCs’ brand trust ,while no interaction effect for high NFCs.
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