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Abstract

With the growing popularity of online shopping and social networking, it is more convenient to
share their viewpoints online. Just like the word of mouth in the real world, the electronic word
of mouth (e-WOM) exists in the virtual community and plays more and more important role in
consumers’ daily life. It impacts the reputation of a product and buyers purchase decisions. It
could even be used as tools of e-marketing for companies. So we would like to explore the
factors influencing the adoption of e-WOM, and how people digest the information contained in

the online reviews.

To complete this task, a new research model is proposed based on the Information Acceptance
Model (IAM). Furthermore according to our new research model and some previous papers, we
developed a questionnaires (refers to Appendix A). The whole survey collects valid and usable

201 respondents, and all the data collected was analyzed using SPSS.

The research result shows that e-WOM adoption depends on the sufficiency, accuracy and
validity of the argument quality and also some factors influencing the source credibility, such as
sender’s expertise, tie strength and prior experience. In addition, the moderating effect of
recommendation consistency also exists in the relationship between the source credibility and the

information usefulness.

This research provides some insights and implications to virtual community administrators and
online stores for better managing their products and reputation. It also provides some advices to
message receivers for easily and efficiently identifying the useful information, which will be

used in the purchase decision making process.



1. Introduction

According to the consumer purchase decision making process, customers will search the related
information of products or services before they make the purchase decisions. The traditional
channels of information search are advertisements, leaflets, promotion events, personal selling
and some informal channels like families, friends, colleagues or even strangers. All the
information get from the communities falls into the concept of word of mouth (WOM).
Westbrook (1987) defines that WOM refers to information related to assess all the attributes,
including tangible and intangible ones, of particular products and services circulated in the
informal communications. So what’s the difference between WOM and other traditional
channels? The answer is that WOM is distinguished from other traditional channels by the
communicator’s independence from a commercial source. In addition, some research found that
WOM even has a more significant impact, either in coverage or time, on the customers' behavior

than those traditional means (Goldsmiths & Horowitz, 2006).

Since the prosperity and development of information technology, internet has become a platform
for customers to share and communicate their opinions of products and services without the
limitation of time and space. Moreover, the appearance of Web 2.0 creates some new
communication channels, including review sites, private blogs and some social networking sites
like face book and twitter (Goldsmith, 2006). The information communicated on those platforms
is called electronic word of mouth (e-WOM) or word of mouse. Specifically, information online
could influence readers’ attitudes toward a product, finally, it could affect the intention to buy to
product. That is online consumers’ discussion is not only just a sharing, but also a significant
power of influence on readers who intend to use online reviews as their purchase decisions
reference. Consequently, the world of e-WOM goes far beyond simply a virtual meeting place

for consumers, but it can also determine many consumer activities.

If we compare e-WOM with the traditional one, we can see a lot of differences between them.
Firstly, the traditional WOM focuses on the immediate intimate communication, while e-WOM
could not react in time due to the diversity of the time and places. The hysteresis of e-WOM
impedes the vividness and efficiency of the informal communication (Dellacrocas, 2003).
Secondly, WOM has relatively specific target, while e-WOM could be reached by unlimited

internet users to share their opinions and experiences. Although breaking the limitation of the



time and space could bring some advantages to e-WOM users, it also could bring some troubles
to the users. Because there is no limitation in expressing opinions, it induces the information
explosion for the on-line world. The e-WOM users must spend a lot of time and effort in
searching the useful and exact information they need. Thirdly, in most cases of traditional WOM,
senders and receivers know each other; thereby the source credibility is relatively clear to the
recipient. While due to the private nature of e-WOM, lots of unfiltered information is developed
by unknown participants. So it is difficult for receivers to judge the source credibility. We
noticed a lot studies only focusing on the traditional WOM, and due to the significant difference
between e-WOM and traditional one, we decided to research on e-WOM. Additionally, different
people have different standard to assess the information quality of e-WOM. For one particular
message, different people may have different interpretations. Therefore, studying the factors

influencing customers’ adoption of e-WOM becomes an important and useful topic.

Our study will be based on the Information Acceptance Model. Information Acceptance Model
(IAM) by Sussman & Siegal (2003) showed that argument quality and source credibility have
positive effect on the information perceived usefulness and that the information usefulness leads
to the information adoption. Current studies mostly emphasized on the antecedents driving
consumers to share information online and the formation of e-WOM. However, very little
attention was paid to the determinants driving consumers to use e-WOM. The objective of our
study firstly is to figure out which factors could be used to measure the argument quality and
source credibility, secondly is to see whether argument quality affect e-WOM usefulness
differently when the product nature is different, thirdly is to see whether the relationship between
source credibility and information usefulness will be moderated by the recommendation
consistency of different pieces of messages. Thus this research will look into detailed factors that
will influence the argument quality and the source credibility and will also look into the
moderating effect of product nature and consistency in the process of evaluating information

usefulness.

The remaining of this paper is demonstrated as follows. Firstly, we introduce our research
framework by providing a review on the literature and then propose the hypotheses. Secondly,
we describe the research methodology, which includes measures and data collection. Next, we

analysis the collected data and examine the validation of hypotheses based on the statistical



results. Finally, we discuss the research, the implications, the limitations and the future
prospective of our research. We believe this research shall provide some new insights in this
research area, as well as some useful inspirations for online stores and online discussion forum

administrators to better manage the online information.

2. Research Framework: A Modified Information Acceptance Model
IAM (Information Acceptance Model) focuses on the influence of argument quality and source

credibility on information usefulness and finally causing the intention to adopt information
(Sussman & Siegal, 2003). The model integrates dual process models of informational influence
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) with Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989). Some
researches applying TAM showed that perception about the information usefulness significantly
influence the final step of adoption (Davis, 1989). Thus based on TAM, Sussman & Siegal (2003)
proposed that perceived usefulness of information should forecasts intentions of adopting the
information. Although TAM is useful in understanding the mechanism of intentions toward
adopting information, it could not explain the differences in informational influence for different
individuals and contexts (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). On the other hand, according to Elaboration
likelihood Model (ELM), in different contexts, the impact of a same message will vary in
difference message recipients, and these differences of elaboration likelihood, together with
other factors, determines the success of informational influence (Sussman & Siegal, 2003). ELM
indicates that informational influence could happen in two elaboration levels with two routes: a
central route of influence with the high elaboration level and a peripheral route of influence with
the low elaboration level (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). At high elaboration level, information
recipient carefully considers the content of the message, which is the central route of influence,
while at low elaboration level, peripheral route of influence become dominant in affecting
consumers’ beliefs, attitudes and perceptions. Thus like the central route of influence, if an
information recipient is willing and able to perceive and process a message, the argument quality
of the message will determine the strength of informational influence (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).
But if individuals follow the peripheral route, other factors beside the content of information will

play the important role. Compared with ELM in the physical world, some factors are less likely



to be significant when applied in the contexts of computer-mediated communication (CMC),
which is different from face to face or other visually richness communications (Sussman &
Siegal, 2003). Therefore, in the CMC contexts, Sussman & Siegal (2003) suggested argument
quality as one critical factor of information usefulness at high elaboration level and source
credibility as another significant determinant at low elaboration level. Argument quality
represents a central route to influence information usefulness, while source credibility represents

a peripheral route. Figure 1 shows the Information Acceptance Model.

\ Information Information

Usefulness _ﬂ Adoption
Source Credibility /

Argument Quality

(Figure 1)

In this study, we will explore our extended model (Figure 2) by showing factors that influence
argument quality and source credibility, as well as the moderating effect of product nature and

consistency. We discuss the every detailed hypothesis as follows:

As there is very few studies investigating the antecedents of argument quality, we base our own
hypothesis on research by Fulkerson (1996), which teaches readers how to write a proper
argument, study by Areni (2003) and some other previous literatures. After a little adjustment,
we firstly identify three antecedents, which are sufficiency, relevance and accuracy, from the
researches related to information quality and the research by Fulkerson (1996). There is a large
overlap between the information quality and the argument quality, because both the contents
consist of words. Thus we can see that those factors influencing the information quality also
appear in the studies researching the argument quality. Then due to the nature of the internet
world, timeliness is another major issue for the argument quality of e-WOM. The last antecedent
but not the least one is the validity, which is identified from Areni’s (2003) study. It highlights

the difference between the argument quality and the information quality.
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Sufficiency and Argument Quality

The sufficiency of an argument means the extent to which the volume of the information in the
argument is enough and appropriate for the purpose of the argument (Xu & Koronios,
2004/2005). Although it is not easy to figure out how much information a sound and logical
argument requires, the purpose of an argument is to persuade receivers to accept the sender's
opinion. For this reason, the argument need enough and appropriate amount of evidence and
facts to support it. Wixom and Todd (2005) also suggested that sufficiency is an important element in
deciding the argument quality. Therefore, the more sufficient the messages are, the more persuasive
and the higher quality of the argument will be:

H1: the higher degree of the perceived sufficiency of an argument, the higher the argument

quality will be.
Relevance and Argument Quality

The relevance is defined as the extent to which an argument meets the recipients’ needs for both
coverage and content (Brackstone, 1999). In other words the relevant information is applicable
and helpful for the e-WOM' users (Xu & Koronios, 2004/2005). Past researches has found that
Internet users rarely read the whole content of the eWOM, the recipients prefer to scan those
eWOM that related to the information they need or desire (Madu & Madu, 2002). Recipients of
eWOM want to spend the least effort to find information they want. (Nah & Davis, 2002). Some
previous researches (Dunk, 2004 and Citrin, 2001) also support that relevance plays a dominant
role in the argument quality under the concept of e-WOM. Thus the more relevant an argument
is, the less effort the user will put, the more persuasive and the higher quality of the argument
will be:

H2: the higher degree of the perceived relevance of an argument, the stronger the

argument will be.
Accuracy and Argument Quality

The accuracy of arguments refers to the degree to which argument express the reality correctly
(Xu & Koronios, 2004/2005). Usually accuracy is assessed by how much an argument agrees

with identified verified, qualified and correct facts or evidences (Loshin, 2006). For instance, if
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the evidence used in an argument is not accurate, the argument will be judged unsound, the
persuasive strength of the argument will weaken, and the quality of the argument will decline.
Therefore the more accurate an argument is, the truer the argument will be to the fact, the more
trust the recipients will put, the higher quality of the argument will be. The results of Wixom &
Todd (2005) and Citrin (2001) also support this hypothesis:

H3: the higher degree of the perceived accuracy of an argument, the higher the argument

quality will be.
Timeliness and Argument Quality

The timeliness refers to whether the information of e-WOM is sufficiently up to date with the
latest world of news or knowledge (Xu & Koronios, 2004/2005). Because there is too many
obsolescent information on-line, recipients need to put more effort to distinguish the updated
message for those outdated ones. If the e-WOM is not updated consistently, the outdated
information cannot catch up the recipients' attention and cannot satisfy the recipients’ needs, the
persuasive strength of the argument will reduce, and the quality of the argument will decline

( Madu & Madu ,2002). Wixom & Todd (2005) and Citrin (2001) also found the positive
relationship between timeliness and argument quality. Therefore, the more up-to-date the argument of
e-WOM is, the more attention the recipients will put, the higher quality of the argument is:

H4: the higher degree of the perceived timeliness of an argument, the stronger the

argument will be.
Validity and Argument Quality

The validity of an argument highlight relationship between conclusions and premises (Areni
2003). That means an argument is valid if the truth of its conclusion follows from the truth of its
premises. Thus for a logic argument, the validity is necessary. But very few studies investigate
the relationship between validity and argument quality. We picked up validity from Areni (2003)
and then proposed this hypothesis based on the definition of validity. Therefore, the more valid
the argument is, the higher quality of the argument:

H5: the higher degree of the perceived validity of an argument, the stronger the argument

will be.

10
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Sender’s Expertise and Source Credibility

Sender’s Expertise refers to the extent to which the information sender is perceived to be capable
of providing correct message. Sender’s expertise tends to lead to persuasion because the
receivers trust the sender’s authority and don’t double check the sender’s assertion by using their
own thoughts and knowledge (Bristor, 1990). According to our past experience, consumers
prefer to trust an information sender who is knowledgeable and experienced in a specific field.
And in normal situations, adoption of that expert’s information could enhance the consumers
purchase decision process. Bansal & Voyer (2000) have also found that when the degree of
sender’s expertise is higher, the received message will be more positively perceived. An expert
with higher expertise is more knowledgeable to product alternatives in current market (Mitchell
& Dacin, 1996). Thus, sender’s expertise is useful for receiver when receiver is searching
information to make a purchase decision (Bansal & Voyer, 2000):

H6. The higher degree of the perceived sender’s expertise, the higher degree of perceived

source credibility will be.
Tie strength and Source Credibility

Tie strength is defined to be a multidimensional construct that shows the strength of
interpersonal relationships (Money, Gilly & Graham, 1998). When consumers receive
information from different types of sources, the effect is unlikely to be the same. If the
information is from those with whom the consumer has close relationship, the likelihood that the
consumer will adopt the information is very high. According to the research of Duhan et al.
(1997), WOM sources could be classified by the extent of closeness of the relationship between
the message receiver and sender. Brown & Reingen (1987) found that strong ties have greater
impact on the message receiver than weak ties and information seekers tend to be more actively
seek information from strong tie sources than weak tie sources. In the online world, there are
also many virtual social networks and online discussion communities. In this research, we apply
concept of tie strength to the electronic world. Steffes & Burgee (2009) classifies social tie into
strong ties and weak or non-existence ties. Some research state that many social relationships are
weak ties, but some ties in virtual forms could also change to strong ties, especially when they

lead to face-to-face physical meetings (Pénard & Poussing, 2010). Frenzen & Davis (1990)

11



suggested four interpersonal dimensions of tie strength: closeness, intimacy, support and
association. In the electronic world, we interact with families and friends offline and online; we
also meet new friends with whom we share same interests and interacted frequently. Therefore
such relationships could also be classified as strong tie. It is stated by Bansal & Voyer (2000)
that the stronger tie strength between the information sender and receiver, the more credible the
WOM information:

H7. The stronger the tie strength, the higher degree of perceived source credibility will be.
Prior experience and Source Credibility

Prior experience means customers’ previous experience with the message sender. There is
possibility that the message recipient have read and used the sender’s e-WOM before. Here
because our definition of prior experience is different from others’, we hardly find studies that
support this hypothesis. So according to common sense, when the message recipient meets with a
previous sender, the prior feelings and judgments will affect his or her perception about the
current credibility of the sender. If the previous message is adopted and finally found to be very
helpful and trustworthy, the message sender will be assumed to be more credible. On the other
hand, if the previous message is found to be a less helpful or even a fake message after adopting,
the message sender will be evaluated to be less credible:

H8. The better prior experience with the sender, the higher degree of perceived source

credibility will be.
Argument Quality and Information Usefulness

Bhattacherjee & Sanford (2006) defined argument quality as the persuasive strength of an
argument. According to the ELM, when an individual processes some persuasive information,
the quality of the argument will play a critical role (Sussman & Siegal, 2003). If the argument is
a high quality argument (strong argument), it will be more persuasive than a low quality
argument (weak argument). In the Internet world, e-WOM can influence the consumer purchase
decisions and behavior. Based on the investigation of the “China Internet Community User
Development Report 2006” (iResearch Consulting Group, 2006), “Content” is treated as the
most important factor for e-WOM. Once the informational argument meets the recipients' needs

and requirements, it will be considered to be useful. It is also stated by Sussman & Siegal (2003)
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that the higher the quality of an argument is, the stronger the persuasive strength of the argument
is, the more useful of the information the recipient will perceived to be:

H9: The stronger of an argument is, the higher degree of the perceived usefulness of the

information will be.

Product Nature as a moderator of the effect of Argument Quality on Information Usefulness

Different product type will generate different product information under e-WOM, leading to
different customer perceptions and behaviors. While examine a product, customer may
categorize its attributes into two groups: Objective and Subjective. Attributes like capacity,
warranty and power falls into objective standards, whereas attributes like color and design style
stands for the subjective standards (Lee, Lee & Shin, 2011). The fundamental difference between
the two types of evaluation standards is whether there is a unified and universal standard for the
product's evaluation or not (Moers, 2005). If a customer wants to buy an MP3 player and other
attributes such as promotion and price are the same, a 2 G MP3 player is more favorable than 1
G MP3 player in terms of the capacity. Because there are accepted ranking-based standards
among different products, the types of these products are regarded as objective ones. On the
other hand, because different people have different taste, attributes like design style and color
cannot have a unified evaluation standards. Some customers may prefer blue clothes to a yellow
one while others may like the yellow one much more than a blue one. As there is no objective-
based ranking for blue and yellow, we can conclude that color, design style and other similar
attributes are considered to be subjective ones. Because different people have different tastes and
preferences about particular product types, it is not easy for recipient to make a decision based
on the subjective standards. Therefore the effect of argument quality on information usefulness
will be higher while recipient is searching for the information of an objective product rather than

a subjective product.

H10: The argument quality will affect the perceived information usefulness more while e-
WOM recipient is reviewing information about an objective product instead of a subjective

product.
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Source credibility and information usefulness

Source Credibility refers to an individual’s perceived credibility of the information source, no
matter what the information content is. It represents a peripheral route to affect information
usefulness in ELM. Although it is not related to the information itself, it influences customer’s
perception of the information usefulness. Customer’s perception of information usefulness will
decrease, if the source is less credible. Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon (2008) stated that in online world
people could post any argument comment without disclosing the real identity. That’s why it is
harder for consumers to identify the useful information for their purchase decisions in Internet.
According to McKnight & Kacmar (2007), when customers search the information in the virtual
community, they would find it more useful to make purchase decision if they think the

information to be credible:

H11. The higher degree of perceived source credibility, the more useful the information

will be.

Consistency as a moderator of the effect of Source Credibility on Information Usefulness

According to Zhang & Watts (2003), consistency is the degree to which one particular e-WOM
review is consistent with other message sender’s reviews. In the electronic world, it is convenient
for people to search information about one product from different sources. As a result, users will
judge the credibility of the information source by seeing whether there is any difference between
one particular piece of message and other received messages. If the online review is consistent
with other reviews, the effect of source credibility for the particular message on information
usefulness will be higher (Zhang & Watts, 2003). On the other hand, if the online reviews in the
discussion forum have lower degree of consistency for the same product, the effect of the source

credibility on information usefulness will be lower (Vandenbosch & Higgins, 1996):

H12. The higher consistency of the received information with other received information,

the more perceived source credibility affects perceived information usefulness.
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Information usefulness and information adoption

Information usefulness means information receivers believe that using the information will
improve their performance (Davis, 1989). And information adoption is the final step of IAM,
where information receivers finally use the information. The relationship between information
usefulness and information adoption is easy to interpret. If the information is more useful, the
consumer is more likely to use the information in making purchase decision. The study of
Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon (2008) also supported our hypothesis. Therefore, the higher perceived
information usefulness perceived by customers, the higher intention they have to adopt the

information for purchasing decision. (Cheung et al, 2009):

H13. The higher degree of perceived information usefulness, the higher degree of

information adoption will be.
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3. Methodology

Data collection of this research was conducted by questionnaire. The target group of people was
customers who have prior experience of going shopping online. Taobao.com was the main

research source as it has a complete and mature e-WOM processing platform.

Taobao.com

Taobao.com (www.taobao.com) is a Chinese online shopping website founded in 2003. The
major business models are customer-to-customer (C2C) and business-to-customer (B2C). It
provides a platform for businesses and individuals to open a virtual shopping store. Figure 3
displays the homepage of the Taobao website. Once you open the homepage, you can search any
product you want to buy and any shopping store you want to buy from. After you decide which
virtual store to enter and you click it, you can see all the products within this store and all the
comments under each particular product. Figure 4 demonstrates an example of the online review

list under a specific product.
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Figure 3 Homepage of Taobao com ' Figure 4 comment list for a particular product

3.1 Subject
To test the factors affecting e-WOM adoption from the Taobao.com, both offline questionnaire

and online questionnaire were distributed. Three versions of questionnaires, English, Traditional
Chinese, and Simplified Chinese, were prepared. Internet was our main channel to distribute and
collect questionnaires. We posted the questionnaire link to the public on some social networking
websites, such as Facebook, Weibo, Renren. While for the offline questionnaires, we distributed

at the campus of Hong Kong Baptist University. A total of 294 questionnaires were received.
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The target respondents of this research were people who went shopping on Taobao.com and had
some experience on the online review platform. 83 of the questionnaires were uncompleted,
which were abandoned from the data analysis. So totally we get 201 usable questionnaires, in

which 20 of them were from offline.

Refers to Table 1 (See Appendix B), it summarizes the demographic characteristic of the
respondents. As Table 1 shown, total 201 respondents have different occupations; 35% are
employed, 7% are self-employed, 54% are students, and 4% are others (retired, housewife, and
unemployed). Among these 201 respondents, 60% are females. And most participants of our
research are young people (132 out of the 201 participants are in age of 19-25). Through
analyzing the research results, we can see that the education level of most Taobao users is
undergraduate (around 88%), and 84% respondents’ salary is below HK$ 4,000, furthermore half
of them even don’t have any income.71.5% of the respondents regard Taobao as the first choice
of their online shopping website, and 32% of respondents reported that they had more than 3
years of experience in using Taobao.com. Although Taobao is someone’s first choice of online
shopping, most of the respondents (43.3%) search for Taobao even not more than 10 times per

year.

3.2 Measures
We adopted the measures from previous researches, and then made a little modification of words

to let all the measures fit into our research topic and contexts (Taobao.com) Seven-point Likert
scales (from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7)) were used to measure most of the
variables except product nature. Under Appendix A, Three versions of the questionnaire are
attached. In addition, Table 2 (See Appendix C) summarizes all the items as well as their sources.
We discuss the every detailed item, which is used to measure each of the variables, as follows:

3.2.1 Sufficiency

We developed three questions for measuring sufficiency of the argument based on Wixom &
Todd (2005) and adopted to the use of Taobao.com. Three statements, “The comment
sufficiently completed your needs, the comment included all necessary product characteristics

that you need, and the comment provided comprehensive information”, were used.
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3.2.2 Relevance

The relevance of the argument was measured by three items, which were adapted from Cheung,
Lee & Rabjhon (2008). Three items, such as” the comment was relevant/ appropriate/ applicable”

were used.
3.2.3 Accuracy

We also developed three questions for measuring accuracy of the argument based on Cheung,
Lee & Rabjhon (2008) and adopted to the use of Taobao.com. Three statements, such as “The

comment was accurate/ reliable/ correct”, were used.
3.2.4 Timeliness

The measurement scale developed for timeliness was based on Wixom & Todd (2005). Two

questions were asked, and the scale.
3.2.5 Validity

We developed our own sale to measure Validity of the argument based on Areni (2003). Areni
(2003) used three items to demonstrate this construct, such as valid, logical, and sound. We

decided to follow Areni’s suggestions by using a three-item scale.
3.2.6 Argument Quality

We adopted three items from Cheung et al. (2009) and one from Wixom & Todd (2005) to
measure the argument quality, which is related to the comment that respondents reviewed in

Taobao.com.
3.2.7 Product Nature

We have developed a new item according to Lee, Lee & Shin (2011) to measure the product
nature. Product nature is divided into two groups: Subjective Products and Objective Products.
Respondents were asked to indicate their perception of one product that they previously bought
in Taobao.com. According to a passage of introducing product nature, which we put into the

questionnaire before Q6, respondents decided which type of product nature their product leans to
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be. A five scale ranging from purely objective product (1) to purely subjective product (5) was

used.
3.2.8 Sender s Expertise

In terms of sender’s expertise, we will see whether it will influence the source credibility or not.

Two items were adapted from Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon (2008) to measure the sender’s expertise.
3.2.9 Tie Strength

Tie strength was measured using an adapted items from Bansal & VVoyer(2000). Three statements,
“the relationship with the reviewer is strong, you interacted frequently with the reviewer, and

there is likelihood of sharing a personal confidence with the reviewer”, were used.
3.2.10 Prior Experience

We developed our own scale to measure prior experience, because our definition of prior
experience is significantly different from a lot of previous research papers. In others’ researches,
prior experience means prior beliefs, knowledge or expectations about the reviewed product or
service. Thus when the consumers receive the similar information with their prior belief,
knowledge or expectations, they will treat the received information more credible and adopt the
information to make subsequent purchase decisions. This definition of prior experience is more
about the content of the comment. However in our research, prior experience is more about the
one who writes the comment. To measure the prior experience, we developed three items. The
first question was asking about whether you have read and used the reviewer’s prior comments to help
you make purchase decision ,with an answer either yes or no. The remaining two questions were asking
about whether the reviewer’s prior comments were useful/good or not if you have used the reviewer’s

comments before.
3.2.11 Source Credibility

Respondents were asked their opinion about the reviewer of the comment that read in
Taobao.com, whether the reviewer was reputable/good/ trustworthy/ highly rated by other site
participants or not. Four items were used to measure and they were all adapted from Cheung et al.
(2009).
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3.2.12 Consistency

Consistency is important to the user’s perception of the review. If one particular review is
consistent or similar with other reviewers, the reader is likely to perceive the credibility of this
review to be higher. Two measuring items from Cheung et al. (2009) were adopted to measure

the consistency.
3.2.13 Information Usefulness

Information usefulness was measured using three items adapted from Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon

(2008). The questions, “the comment was valuable/informative/helpful” were used.
3.2.14 Information Adoption

Information adoption is the final result of the e-WOM. Four questions were used for measuring
the information adoption of the respondents. The first question, adapted from Cheung, Lee &

Rabjhon (2008), was asking whether the respondents agreed with the opinion suggested from the
comment. And the remaining questions, adapted from Cheung et al. (2009), were about whether

the comment had some influence or not.
3.3 Data analysis

To analyze the data, our study uses the statistical package for social science (SPSS) 20.0. We use
factor analysis to test the discriminant validity of the measurement scales. The measuring items
should load higher on its associated variable than on any other variables. The Cronbach alpha is
used to assess the internal consistency and reliability of the scale. Besides, multiple regression

analysis was also used to test the proposed model.
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4. Finding and Results

This section demonstrates the statistic results of our research model and the hypotheses. We
firstly assess the discriminant validity and reliability of our measurement scales. Secondly, we do

the multiple regression analysis. Finally, we will show our summary of the research results.

4.1 Construct validity and reliability of instrument
To make sure that we use a set of valid and reliable measurement scales, we demonstrate the

factor analysis and reliability analysis before the multiple regression analysis. We used factor
analysis to analyze the interrelationship among the variables and to refine the scales items. The
39 items which measures the 14 constructs belongs to principal component factor analysis.
Because our items were adopted from the previous researches, both Eigenvalues and fixed
number of factors were used to refine scales items for further analysis. Finally we got 28 refined
items to measure 14 constructs (refer to table 3 of the Appendix C). A promax rotation was also
used to enhance our analysis. The factor analysis results are demonstrated in Table 4 of
Appendix D with all factor loadings less than 0.3 suppressed. Factor loadings were all higher
than 0.5 on the expected factors. Thus, each item loaded higher on its associated construct than
on any other construct. According to Hair et al. (1998), if a factor loading is higher than 0.4, it
will be considered statistically significant at an alpha level of 0.05 for a sample size of 200.
Therefore, applied to our factor analysis results, all the refined items loaded significantly on their

own factors.

In terms of the reliability test, we used Cronbach’s alpha to analyze the internal consistency of

the measurement scales. As can be seen in Table 4 of Appendix D, the Cronbach’s alpha were

from 0.791 to 0.968, which was greater than 0.7. In other words, the scales used in our research
are both valid and reliable.

4.2 Multiple Regression Analysis
We use multiple regression analysis to test the relationship between several independent or

predictor variables and the dependent variable. If p-value is less than 0.05, the independent
variables will affect the dependent variable (significant level). If not, the relationship does not

exist.
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4.2.1 Explaining Argument Quality

For the following regression, Argument Quality is the dependent variable and Sufficiency,
Relevance, Accuracy, Timeliness, and Validity are the independent variables. This multiple

regression is to test Hypothesis 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5:

Argument Quality [AQ] = a + B1*Sufficiency [S] + p2* Relevance [R] + B3*Accuracy [A] +
B4*Timeliness [T] +p5*Validity [V].

The results, shown in Table 5, present support for Hypotheses 1, 3 and 5 as Sufficiency,
Accuracy, and Validity are significant predictors of Argument Quality. However, Relevance and
Timeliness is insignificant because p-value is over 0.05. Therefore, hypothesis 2 and 4 are not
supported. Additionally, the results of R-square (R?=0.462) indicated that 46.2% of the variance
in Argument Quality could be explained by Sufficiency, Accuracy, and Validity.

Table 5 Regression Result of Argument Quality

Coefficients®

Model Beta t Sig.

(Constant) 2.373 .010
Sufficiency .159 2.208 .014
Relevance .081 1.039 .150
Accuracy .162 1.897 .030
Timeliness .057 775 .220
Validity .360 4.452 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Argument Quality

4.2.2 Explaining Source Credibility

In the following regression, Source Credibility is the dependent variable and Tie Strength, Prior
Experience, and Sender’s Expertise are the independent variables. This regression is to test
Hypothesis 6, 7, and 8:

Source Credibility [SC] = a + B1*Tie Strength [TS] + B2* Prior Experience [PE] + p3*Sender’s
Expertise [SE].
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The results, shown in Table 6, present support for all the three Hypotheses 6, 7, and 8 as Tie
Strength, Prior Experience, and Sender’s Expertise are significant factors of Source Credibility.
Moreover, the R-square (R2=0.484) indicated that 48.4% of the variance in Source Credibility

could be explained by Tie Strength, Prior Experience, and Sender’s Expertise

Table 6 Regression Result of Source Credibility

Coefficients?

Model Beta t Sig.

(Constant) 3.075 .001
Tie Strength .286 3.828 .000
Prior Experience .201 3.268 .001
Sender's Expertise .338 4.555 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Source credibility

4.2.3 Explaining Information Usefulness

In the third regression, because of the moderating effect of the Product Nature and Consistency
that we proposed in our hypothesis part before, Argument Quality, Source Credibility, Argument
Quality*Product Nature, and Source Credibility*Consistency are the independent variables. And
the dependent variable is the Information Usefulness. This regression is to test Hypothesis 9, 10,
11 and 12:

Information Usefulness [IU] = a + B1*Argument Quality [AQ] + p2* Source Credibility [SC] +
B3*Argument Quality [AQ] *Product Nature [PN] + p4* Source Credibility [SC]
*Consistency[C].

The results, shown in Table 7, support for Hypotheses 9, 11 and 12 as Argument Quality,
Source Credibility ,and Source Credibility*Consistency emerged as significant predictors of
Information Usefulness. However, Argument Quality*Product Nature is insignificant because p-
value of regression coefficient is larger than 0.05. Therefore, hypothesis 10 is not supported.
Additionally, the significant change in R-square (R2=0.461) indicated that 46.1% of the variance
in Information Usefulness could be explained by Argument Quality, Source Credibility, and

Source Credibility*Consistency.
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Table 7 Regression Result of Information Usefulness

Coefficients?

Model Beta Sig.

(Constant) 6.678 .000
Argument Quality 334 4.496 .000
Source credibility .235 2.265 .013
ﬁ;gtz:;ent Quality * Product 041 674 51
Source Credibility * Consistency .198 1.813 .036

a. Dependent Variable: Information Usefulness

4.2.4 Explaining Information Adoption

In the fourth regression, Information Adoption is the dependent variable and Information

Usefulness is the independent variables. This regression is to test Hypothesis 13:

Information Adoption [IA] = a + B1*Information Usefulness [IU].

The statistical results, shown in Table 8, support for Hypotheses 13 as Information Usefulness is

significant predictors of Information Adoption because its p-value of regression coefficient is
smaller than 0.05. Further, the R-square (R?=0.561) indicated that 56.1% of the variance in
Information Adoption could be explained by the Information Usefulness.

Table 8 Regression Result of Information Adoption

Coefficients?

Model Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 4,111 .000
Information Usefulness 751 15.627 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Information Adoption

4.3 Summary of Results

After the factor analysis and regression analysis, a summary of results is presented in Figure5.

The model indicates that Information Usefulness (B=0.751) was a strong determinant of
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Information Adoption. Besides, Argument Quality (B=0.334) is the most significant determinant

for Information Usefulness, followed by Source Credibility (p=0.235) and Source
Credibility*Consistency (p=0.198). Moreover, Validity (p=0.360) is the most significant
antecedent for Argument Quality, followed by Accuracy (f=0.162) and Sufficiency (f=0.159).

Finally, Sender’s Expertise ($=0.338) is the most significant antecedent for Source Credibility,
followed by Tie Strength (8=0.286) and Prior Experience (f=0.201). The test results for the

whole model are presented in Table 9 (See Appendix E).
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5. Discussion
This research applied a modified Information Acceptance Model to find out factors determining

e-WOM adoption in Taobao.com. The statistical results reveled that argument quality and the
source credibility affect the information usefulness, and finally affect information adoption,
which is in line with the original model. However, some of the detailed determinants and
moderators are found to be insignificant. We will discuss each relationship in the following.

From the research results, it shows that sufficiency, accuracy and validity are all significant
antecedents to affect the argument quality. If the reviewer could provide more sufficient
information to support his or her argument, the perceived argument quality will be higher. The
reason is that if buyers could get plenty of information from one piece of e-WOM, the argument
will be a well-founded argument to the message receiver. This result is consistent with the
research by Xu & Koronios (2004/2005). Secondly, only by applying accurate e-WOM can the
reviewer create a high quality argument to the receiver. If some of the information in the
argument is false, the receiver will take it as a low quality argument even though the argument
conclusion is right. This result is different from the research result of Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon
(2008), which showed that accuracy is an insignificant antecedent to determine argument quality.
As to the validity of the argument, higher validity generates higher argument quality. A valid
argument is sound and logical. As we mentioned before, validity highlights the difference
between information quality and argument quality. However few prior studies listed validity as
one of the factors to determine argument quality, but in our research this antecedent is found to
be the most significant factor compared to sufficiency and accuracy (refers to the coefficients of
Figure 5). We could imagine that if the argument is confusing and misunderstood, the quality

will be low even though if it contains sufficient and accurate information.

According to the result, sender’s expertise, tie strength, prior experience are all significant to
determine source credibility. And the strength of significance for the three antecedents is all
found to be very high. If the reviewer is perceived by the message receiver to be knowledgeable
about the reviewed product, the receiver will trust the information more. Because of the expertise
of the sender, the receiver will perceive the e-WOM to be more credible and reliable. However,
sender’s expertise is found to be insignificant to determine source credibility in research by

Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon (2008). It may due to the difference of research context for these two
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researches. Secondly, if the relationship of the sender and receiver is close, namely, the tie
strength between them is strong, high source credibility will be gained. Just like the case of face
to face relationship, in the virtual community, once the relationship is set up, people tend to seek
information from strong social ties. And they will trust the information more from strong tie
relationships than weak tie relationship. This result of our study confirms the research by Bansal
& Voyer (2000). In this study, we also find that the better prior experience with the reviewer, the
more credible the message receiver will perceive the source to be. If the buyer has used the
review of message sender before and find it matches with what the reviewer said, and then he or
she will put more trust on the sender the next time. It is worthy of mentioning that few previous
studies have identified this kind of prior experience as a factor to determine the source credibility.
For all the three important antecedents of source credibility in our research, sender’s expertise
plays the dominant role in the relationship (with the coefficient of 0.338), followed by tie

strength and prior experience with the coefficients of 0.286 and 0.201 respectively.

Additionally, the moderating effect of recommendation consistency exists. When a piece of e-
WOM is more consistent with other e-WOM, the same source credibility will generate more
perceived information usefulness. Namely, the relationship between source credibility for one
particular message and information usefulness will be stronger if that piece of review shows a
consistency with other online reviews. It is also found by Zhang & Watts (2003) that the effect of
source credibility for one particular message on information usefulness will be higher if the

online review is consistent with other reviews.

According to the findings, the relevancy is found to be a statistically insignificant antecedent to
the argument quality. However, this result is different from the research results by Cheung, Lee
& Rabjhon (2008). The result in this study may due to that the intention of the buyers themselves
is not clear when they are seeing the online reviews. Instead of searching reviews for one
particular product, they may just reading lots of reviews and then integrate all the information
adopted and finally make a purchase decision about what and which product they are going to
buy. So when they meet with a review, they may take the relevancy not that important.

Timeliness is also an insignificant antecedent determining the argument quality in our study,

which is consistent with the research result by Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon (2008). When people are
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browsing the online reviews, they may neglect timeliness of the message. We think because of
the lack of information of receivers, they could not distinguish which is exactly updated
information and which is not. As time goes on, they are accustomed to read the information
without paying attention to the timeliness of one particular message. In addition, the most
content in e-WOM is just some permanent viewpoints of the message senders’ about the
evaluated product. That means as long as the evaluated product remains unchanged, no matter
how much time passed, the comment always stands for the sender’s opinion. And receivers do
not care whether the comment is same with ones a few years ago. For instance, a review said
“the material of this T-shirt was bad and uncomfortable, especially after washing it after the first
time”. This review does not give additionally information about the timeliness to the buyer, but

the buyer may still think this argument to be a good quality argument.

The moderating effect of product nature is also insignificant. Namely, there is not much
difference between objective products and subjective products in terms of the effect on the
relationship between argument quality and information usefulness. That means, no matter the
product leans to objective product or subjective product, people think the information to be more
useful as long as the argument quality is higher. The reason of this result may be that not only
objective products could be described by every standard, such as the capacity of a hard disk and
the length of battery power, but also subjective product could have another method to describe.
The unified standard of objective product could make it easier for receiver to evaluate a product
depending on the information the sender provides. While evaluating subjective product, the
sender could use storytelling, self-experience to make the receiver think that the comment is easy
to understand and useful. Another reason may be there is an unclear line between objective
goods and subjective goods, as a result, people do not consider too much about the nature of the

product when they are reading the reviews.
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6. Implication
This study has both theoretical and practical implications. Those implications could be applied to

conceptual and empirical areas under the contexts of online product reviews.
6.1 Theoretical implication

This research can provide more understanding of the existing e-WOM research in many ways.
This research is based on a modified IAM by Sussman & Siegal (2003). This model
demonstrates the factors affecting people to adopt information. Current researches applied IAM
to study online behaviors. Our research identifies five determinants of argument quality, namely,
sufficiency, relevance, accuracy, timeliness and validity. The relevance and timeliness is not
statistically supported for this research under the context of e-WOM in Taobao.com. However,
one model may have different results under different context. Therefore, future researches could
examine effect of relevance and timeliness on argument quality again. Additionally, future
research could also explore other different factors that influences argument quality, such as
comprehensiveness (Cheung, Lee & Rabjhon, 2008), understandability (Srinivasan, 1985) etc. In
terms of the antecedents influencing source credibility including sender’s expertise, tie strength,
prior experience, they are supported in our research. However, in addition to the sender’s
expertise, it could be inferred that the receiver’s expertise is also a possible antecedent to
influence the source credibility. As to the moderator effect of product nature, it is not statistically
supported. But it should be explored whether the product nature have other effect on the

information usefulness under different conditions.
6.2 Practical implication

The findings of this research can give some suggestion to administrators of various online
discussion forums in order to help them better manage the information in order to present useful
information, as well as inspirations to the online stores to attract more customers, increasing their
product sales and creating a reputable e-WOM. If the information contained in the online

reviews could be sufficient, accurate, and valid, the information will be found to be more useful,
which may have high possibility of adoption. When the administrators design their systems, they
could have a feedback mechanism to let buyers evaluate the e-WOM after reading it. By this way,

the reviews with high degree of sufficiency, accuracy and validity will have a highly rated score,
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and the buyers will feel more convenient and time-saving when browsing the reviews. Moreover,
if the tie strength with the reviewer is strong, the expertise of the reviewer is high, and the prior
experience is perceived to be good, the e-WOM will be regarded to be more credible. So online
shopping websites could add more social networking features in their discussion forum to help
forum participants to set up closer relationships with each other. Additionally, the results reveal
that the recommendation consistency with other reviews could also make one piece of e-WOM
more credible. From the view of online stores, if the stores find that many of the reviews have a
consistent opinion towards one particular product, they had better pay attention to the opinion.
For example, if the opinion is talking about the delay of logistic, then the store will look into the
logistic part and try to make improvements. From another point of view, it could also provide an
implication for buyers. When they are reading the reviews, they could compare the consistency
between different review sources to make more efficient purchase decisions. All this together,
give implications to the administrator to better manage the review, help the online stores to
create a good online reputation and also help buyers to get useful information for efficiently.

7. Limitation
For this study, we should also consider several limitations. At first, even though the sample size

is not too small (N=201), the sample is not representative. The reason is that the sample of this
research is not randomly selected. The respondents who were younger, from Mainland China and
university students were overrepresented in our sample. A better sampling technique should be
used to obtain more representative data. Secondly, except the discussed antecedents, some
antecedents affecting the e-WOM adoption were not included and measured in our research, for
example, a factor which would influence the source credibility, the receiver’s expertise. If the
receiver has much higher expertise, he or she will know more about the products in terms of the
prices, product features, and other suppliers. So, for one piece of same e-WOM, a knowledgeable
receiver would show less trust to the message than a normal receiver who does not know much
about the product. A more extensive model could be developed to extend this study. Thirdly, the
respondents are all users of Taobao.com website. Therefore, this research only represents one
type of online consumer communities. Attentions should be paid if applying the findings to other

online communities.
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8. Conclusion

Under the context of e-WOM in Taobao.com, the result of our research reveals that, e-WOM
adoption mainly depends on the argument quality message senders can provide, as well as the
source credibility receivers perceived. In this research, the argument quality is closely related
with sufficiency, accuracy, and validity, while the source credibility is determined by sender’s
expertise, tie strength, and prior experiences. And there is also moderating effect of
recommendation consistency on the relationship between source credibility and information

usefulness.
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Appendix A

Hello! We are two final year students studying Information Systems & e-Business Management in Hong
Kong Baptist University. We are now conducting a survey about product comments in Taobao.com.
Please kindly spend about 5 minutes to answer the following questions. The information you provided

will be used for academic purpose only.

If you have any enquiry, please feel free to contact Miss. Susan Wang via email: 09050221 @hkbu.edu.hk
or Miss. Wendy Chen via email: 09050515@hkbu.edu.hk . Thank you for your cooperation.

Part A. The Usage and Experience of Taobao.com

Please provide your information by ticking the appropriate box.

1. Have you ever used Taobao.com before?
[1Yes [1 No (If you choose No, it is the end of the questionnaire, Thank you!)
2. Taobao.com is your first choice of shopping online.
LlYes L) No
3. How long have you used Taobao.com to go shopping online?
[ILess than 1 year (11 year [12 years [13 years [1More than 3 years
4. How many times do you search on Taobao.com every year?
[J1-10 [111-20 [121-30 [131-40 [141-50 [IMore than 50

Part B. Product Nature
Please recall the last time you planned to buy a product from Taobao.com and

answer Q5 & Q6.
5. What was the product?

According to the product you write down above, please read the following information and then answer
question below.
When evaluating a product, customers may perceive its attributes using two types of evaluation standards:

objective versus subjective standards.
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Obijective Product: There is an accepted ranking-based standard for evaluating this kind of product.
Normally some attributes like capacity, warranty, power and size are treated as
objective standards. E.g. with other attributes such as price being the same, a2 G
MP3 player is better than a 1 G MP3 player.

Subjective Product: Customers focus on their personal preference when evaluating a product. Attributes
like color, design and style are treated subjective standards.

6. Would you consider the product that you put down in the Q 5 lean to be an objective product or a

subjective product (please circle your choice)?

Purely 1 2 3 4 5 Purely
objective subjective
product product

Part C. Quality of The Argument

Please recall one piece of comment you have read in Taobao.com when you plan to

buy the product in Q5 and answer the following question by circling the appropriate

number.
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
7. The comment sufficiently completed your 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
needs.
8. The comment included all necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
product characteristics that you need.
9. The comment provided comprehensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
information.
10. The comment was relevant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. The comment was appropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. The comment was applicable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. The comment was accurate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. The comment was reliable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. The comment was correct. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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17. The comment provided the most recent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

information.

19. The argument in the comment was 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
logical.

21. The argument in the comment was 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

convincing.

23. The argument in the comment was 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

persuasive.

25. The comment was consistent with other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

reviews.

Part D. Information Usefulness and Adoption

Please answer the following question by circling the appropriate number.

27. The comment was valuable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

29. The comment was helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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from the comment.

31. Information from the comment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
contributed to your knowledge of discussed

product/service.

32. The comment made it easier for you to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
make purchase decision.

33. The comment enhanced your 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

effectiveness in making purchase decision.

Part E. Source Credibility

For the following questions, they are about the reviewer of the piece of the comment

you have recalled for Part C & Part D. Please answer the following question by

circling the appropriate number or ticking the appropriate box.

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
34. The reviewer was knowledgeable in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
evaluating products.
35. The reviewer was expert in evaluating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
products.
36. The relationship with the reviewer is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
strong.
37. You interacted frequently with the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
reviewer.
38. There is likelihood of sharing a personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
confidence with the reviewer.
39. You believe the reviewer was reputable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
40. You believe reviewer was highly rated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
by other site participants.
41. You believe reviewer was good. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
42. You believe reviewer was trustworthy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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43. You have read and used the reviewer’s prior comments to help you make purchase

decision (please tick your choice).

[IYes [ No
Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
44. If yes, the reviewer’s prior comments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
were useful.
45. If yes, the reviewer’s prior comments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
were good.

Part F. Personal Information

Please provide your information by ticking the appropriate box.

46. Please tick your gender.
LI1Male L] Female
47. Please tick your age.
(J18 or below  [119-25 []26-35 (136 or above
48. Please tick your education level.
[1Below secondary school [1Secondary school [IUndergraduate [1Postgraduate [1Abo
49. Please tick your occupation.
L1Employed [ISelf-employed [Student  [Others (retired, housewife, unemployed)
50. Please tick your monthly income.
[INo income [(OBelow HK$4,000  [1HK$4,000 - HK$7,499 OHK $7,50
[THK$10,000 - HK$14,999 [JHK$15,000 - HK$19,999 C1Over HK$19,99

This is the end of the questionnaire.

Thank you !
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Appendix B

Table 1 Demographic Statistics of Respondents

Measures (Sample Value Frequency | Percentage

size=201)

Gender Female 120 60.3
Male 79 39.7

Age Below 19 0 0
19-25 132 66.0
26-35 39 19.5
36 or above 29 14.5

Education level Below secondary 1 0.5
school
Secondary school 9 4.5
Undergraduate 175 88.4
Postgraduate or above 13 6.6

Occupation employed 70 35.2
Self-employed 14 7.0
student 108 54.3
Others(retired, 7 35
housewife,
unemployed)

Monthly income No income 83 41.3
Below HK$4,000 86 42.8
HK$4,000-HK$7,499 20 10.0
HK$7,500-HK$9,999 4 2.0
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HK$10,000-HK$14,999 6 3.0
HK$15,000-HK$19,999 1 0.5
Over HK$19,999 1 0.5
Taobao.com is your first Yes 143 71.5
choice of shopping online No 57 28.5
How long have you used Less than 1 year 33 16.6
Taobao.com to go shopping | 1 year 31 15.6
online? 2 years 47 23.6
3 years 24 12.1
More than 3 years 64 32.2
Measures (Sample Value Frequency | Percentage
size=201)
How many times do you 1-10 87 43.3
search on Taobao.com 11-20 34 16.9
every year? 21-30 25 12.4
31-40 11 5.5
41-50 7 3.5
More than 50 37 18.4
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Appendix C

Table 2 Measurement Items

Factor

Items

Source

Sufficiency [S]

[S1] The comment sufficiently completed your

needs.

[S2] The comment included all necessary product

characteristics that you need.

[S3] The comment provided comprehensive

information.

Wixom and Todd
(2005)

Relevance [R]

[R1] The comment was relevant.

[R2] The comment was appropriate.

[R3] The comment was applicable.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Accuracy [A]

[Al] The comment was accurate.

[A2] The comment was reliable.

[A3] The comment was correct.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Timeliness [T]

[T1] The comment provided the most current

information.

[T2] The comment provided the most recent

information.

Wixom and Todd
(2005)

[AQ2] The argument in the comment was strong.

[AQ3] The argument in the comment was

Validity [V] [V1] The argument in the comment was valid. Areni (2003)

[V2] The argument in the comment was logical.

[V3] The argument in the comment was sound.
Argument [AQ1] The argument in the comment was Cheung et al. (2009)
Quality [AQ] convincing.
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persuasive.

[AQ4] In general, the argument in the comment

provided me with high-quality information.

Wixom and Todd
(2005)

Product Nature
[PN]

[PN] Would you consider the product that you put
down in the Q 5(refer to questionnaire) lean to be

an objective product or a subjective product?

Self-developed

Sender’s
Expertise [SE]

[SE1] The reviewer was knowledgeable in

evaluating products.

[SE2] The reviewer was expert in evaluating

products.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Tie Strength [TS1] The relationship with the reviewer is strong. | Bansal &
[TS] [TS2] You interacted frequently with the reviewer. | \/oyer(2000)
[TS3] There is likelihood of sharing a personal
confidence with the reviewer.
Prior [PE1] You have read and used the reviewer’s prior | Self-developed

Experience [PE]

comments to help you make purchase decision.

[PE2] The reviewer’s prior comments were useful.

[PE3] The reviewer’s prior comments were good.

Source
Credibility [SC]

[SC1] You believe the reviewer was reputable.

[SC2] You believe reviewer was highly rated by

other site participants.

[SC3] You believe reviewer was good.

[SC4] You believe reviewer was trustworthy.

Cheung et al. (2009)

Consistency [C]

[C1]. The comment was consistent with other

reviews.

[C2] The comment was similar to other reviews.

Cheung et al. (2009)
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Information
Usefulness [IU]

[IU1] The comment was valuable.

[IU2]. The comment was informative.

[IU3] The comment was helpful.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Information
Adoption [IA]

[1A1] You agreed with the opinion suggested from

the comment.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

[IA2] Information from the comment contributed to

your knowledge of discussed product/service.

[IA3] The comment made it easier for you to make

purchase decision.

[IA4] The comment enhanced your effectiveness in

making purchase decision.

Cheung et al. (2009)

Table 3 Refined Measurement ltems

[S2] The comment included all necessary product

characteristics that you need.

Factor Items Source
Sufficiency [S] | [S1] The comment sufficiently completed your Wixom and Todd
needs. (2005)

Relevance [R]

[R3] The comment was applicable.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Accuracy [A]

[A1] The comment was accurate.

[A2] The comment was reliable.

[A3] The comment was correct.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Timeliness [T]

[T1] The comment provided the most current

information.

[T2] The comment provided the most recent

information.

Wixom and Todd
(2005)
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Validity [V]

[V1] The argument in the comment was valid.

[V2] The argument in the comment was logical.

[V3] The argument in the comment was sound.

Areni (2003)

Argument

Quality [AQ]

[AQ4] In general, the argument in the comment

provided me with high-quality information.

Wixom and Todd
(2005)

Product Nature
[PN]

[PN] Would you consider the product that you put
down in the Q 5(refer to questionnaire) lean to be

an objective product or a subjective product?

Self-developed

Sender’s
Expertise [SE]

[SE1] The reviewer was knowledgeable in
evaluating products.

[SE2] The reviewer was expert in evaluating

products.

Cheung, Lee and
Rabjhon (2008)

Tie Strength [TS1] The relationship with the reviewer is strong. | Bansal &
[TS] [TS2] You interacted frequently with the reviewer. | \/oyer(2000)
[TS3] There is likelihood of sharing a personal
confidence with the reviewer.
Prior [PE2] The reviewer’s prior comments were useful. | Self-developed

Experience [PE]

[PE3] The reviewer’s prior comments were good.

Source
Credibility [SC]

[SC3] You believe reviewer was good.

[SC4] You believe reviewer was trustworthy.

Cheung et al. (2009)

Consistency [C]

[C1]. The comment was consistent with other

reviews.

[C2] The comment was similar to other reviews.

Cheung et al. (2009)

Information

[IU2]. The comment was informative.

Cheung, Lee and
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Usefulness [IU]

[IU3] The comment was helpful.

Rabjhon (2008)

Information
Adoption [IA]

[IA3] The comment made it easier for you to make

purchase decision.

[1A4] The comment enhanced your effectiveness in

making purchase decision.

Cheung et al. (2009)
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Appendix D

Table 4 Result of Factor Analysis (with factor loading less than 0.3 suppressed)

Pattern Matrix?®

Factors

Measures

Component

7

8

10

11

12

13

14

alpha

Tie Strength [TS]

Accuracy [A]

Information Adoption [I1A]

Validity [V]

Consistency [C]

Timeliness [T]

Prior Experience [PE]
Source Credibility [SC]

Sufficiency [S]

Sender’s Expertise [SE]

Product Nature [PN]

Argument Quality [AQ]

Relevance [R]
Information Usefulness [1U]

[TS3] There is likelihood of sharing a personal
confidence with the reviewer.

[TS1] The relationship with the reviewer is strong.
[TS2] You interacted frequently with the reviewer.

[A3] The comment was correct.

[A2] The comment was reliable.

[A1] The comment was accurate.

[IA4] The comment enhanced your effectiveness in
making purchase decision.

[IA3] The comment made it easier for you to make
purchase decision.

[V2] The argument in the comment was logical.

[V1] The argument in the comment was valid.

[V3] The argument in the comment was sound.

[C2] The comment was similar to other reviews.

[C1] The comment was consistent with other reviews.
[T2] The comment provided the most recent information.
[T1] The comment provided the most current
information.

[PE3] The reviewer’s prior comments were good.

[PE2] Y The reviewer’s prior comments were useful.
[SC3] You believe reviewer was good.

[SC4] You believe reviewer was trustworthy.

[S1] The comment sufficiently completed your needs.
[S2] The comment included all necessary product
characteristics that you need.

[SE1] The reviewer was knowledgeable in evaluating
products.

[SE2] The reviewer was expert in evaluating products.
[PN] Would you consider the product that you put down
in the Q 5 lean to be an objective product or a subjective
product.

[AQ4] In general, the argument in the comment provided
me with high-quality information.

[R3] The comment was applicable.

[1U2] The comment was informative.

[IU3] The comment was helpful.

961

.947
922

323

.983
897
.785

.928

.903

423

971
913
718

.996
771

.966
.818

919
.902

942
.895

.899
.816

.826
737

.998

.888

.765

.629
.540

.968

931

943

.909

791

.818

.837

.926

.815

.894

.858

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.




Appendix E

Table 9 Summary result of hypotheses

Hypotheses Result

H1: the higher degree of the perceived Accepted
sufficiency of an argument, the higher the

argument quality will be

H2: the higher degree of the perceived Rejected
relevance of an argument, the stronger the

argument will be

H3: the higher degree of the perceived Accepted
accuracy of an argument, the higher the
argument quality will be.

H4: the higher degree of the perceived Rejected
timeliness of an argument, the stronger

the argument will be

H5: the higher degree of the perceived Accepted
validity of an argument, the stronger the

argument will be.

H6: the higher degree of the perceived Accepted
sender’s expertise, the higher degree of

perceived source credibility will be.

H7: the stronger the tie strength, the Accepted
higher degree of perceived source
credibility will be.

H8: the better prior experience with the Accepted
sender, the higher degree of perceived
source credibility will be.

H9: The stronger of an argument is, the Accepted
higher degree of the perceived usefulness

of the information will be.




H10: The argument quality will affect the
perceived information usefulness more
while e-WOM recipient is reviewing
information about an objective product

instead of a subjective product.

Rejected

H11: the higher degree of perceived
source credibility, the more useful the

information will be.

Accepted

H12: the higher consistency of the
received information with other received
information, the more perceived source
credibility affects perceived information

usefulness.

Accepted

H13: the higher degree of perceived
information usefulness, the higher degree

of information adoption will be.

Accepted




