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Abstract

This research aims to examine the customer behavior in online shopping
by measuring product characteristics, information sources, perceived risk,
perceived value, electronic word of mouth, suspicion and purchase decision
with both mediation and moderation effect. The research data were collected
through online questionnaires by convenience sampling method, in total 360
questionnaires link were send through email to the university’s student and
those employed in Phnom Penh city, Cambodia and 358 valid questionnaires
were collected, then the study applied regressions analysis to test the hypothesis
and mediating, moderating effect. The study found that there is a relationship
among different variables and perceived value mediate the relationship of
information sources and purchase decision, also the study found that perceived
risk and suspicion moderates the relationship between information sources,
electronic word-of-mouth and purchase decision. Encourage people to give a
review on your product truthfully and never try to add the positive or delete any
negative review as it will arouse suspicion from the prospect to impact on

purchase decision.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research Background and Research Motivation

In the emerging of information technology and technology for last
decades, the context of online shopping has transformed the ways people shop
from traditional shopping to the process of using technology as an instrument
for shopping. The trend causes the customers to prefer online-shopping because
they can save more time, inspect the product and select the product from their
electronic device, this phenomenon of online-shopping using electronic device
reflexes the individual attitude toward online-shopping and the market itself.
Past research suggests that regarding the online-purchase decision-making
factors such as information sources and the electronic word of mouth (eWOM)
will be playing a crucial role. Before deciding to purchase customers
conducting their own research regarding the product they interest first by either
asking others or going online to read the product reviews.

Shopping in stores and shopping online have different characteristics, even
though the two compliment and generate each other (Farag et al., 2007). The
customer can perceive the product characteristics in a store like the physical
product, price, seller and buyer interaction. However, for shopping online the
customer tends to focus more on how the product can offer differently than the
others likes how the product better than others; how the consumer perceiving
the new product into the person’s experience, belief, needed; difficulty to
understand and grasp or how it can provide a trial run and test before purchase.
So, the online product characteristics can be defined as the capabilities or
attributes of the product.

Recently the essential influence to purchase decision would be Word of
Mouth (WOM) (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Researched suggest such WOM

1



is the most potent tools in purchase decision making (Basri et al., 2016) and in
the online-platform customers rely on the eWOM likes product comments and
reviews but there are numerous sellers who manipulate those resources for their
benefit (Hu et al., 2011). So the confidant of customers regarding the eWOM
also varies regardless to what they think how good the comments or review are
but if they suspect that the given information is being manipulated it unlikely
that they would trust the information at all.

The information sources regarding products is a massive resource, it can
come from individual, acquaintances and strangers as previous research suggest
that it highly possible for peoples to make purchase when influenced by others,
when they receive enough information and the value they place in the product
(Steckel et al., 2005; Park & Lee, 2009; Jin & Phua, 2014); even though there
are benefits to online shopping but there also risks to it and it can affect the
decision as well, but they lack research of what criteria that can cause the
customers to less likely to go shopping online, basically how perception of risk
can mitigate the online-purchase decision.

Cambodian people like to do online-shopping especially youth, since the
emerging of social-media it hard to see anyone doing anything besides playing
with their phone or surfing the social-media, the trend push many people to
start their online-shopping pages, as some even have two to three pages
promoting different kind of product and it either self-made, or the seller buy it
from another country, and the majority of consumer are university students and
workers who can’t find time to fit long shopping excursions into their busy
schedules (Eng & Hay, 2014). Regarding what mention above the research of
this field in Cambodia remains untouched. Also, there is the fact that lack of
studies about the interrelationship among product characteristics, information
sources, perceived value, eWOM, perceived risk, suspicion and purchase

decision in Cambodia in general. Besides, researches about how moderator and
2



mediator variables effect on the relationship of some others variables have been
a great way to conduct a study. Therefore, expanding topics have been a high
motivation for students to study.

Concerning the purchase decision, it has always been an exciting topic for
the researchers, but most are focused more on the factors that influence the
purchase decision rather than factors that can moderate the purchase decision.
This study aimed to find out the connection between product characteristics,
information sources, perceived risk, perceived value, eWOM, suspicion and
purchase decision in Cambodia university students and currently employed
people. The result can help the online sellers understand the keys factor to avoid
when doing business online and factors to enhance in their business model for
making a better business decision and generate more sales. Thus, the more

customers purchase the product, the more successful business.

1.2 Research Objective

There are five primary objectives in this study to give a clear view of what

this study is all about

- To examine the connection between the seven variables: product
characteristics, information sources, perceived risk, eWOM, suspicion,
perceived value, and purchase decision

- To explore the mediation influence of eWOM and information sources while
product characteristics in relation with purchase decision

- To study the mediation effects of perceived value while information sources
in relation with purchase decision

- To investigate the moderation effects of perceived risk, suspicion while

information sources and eWOM in relation with purchase decision



- To discover the sources of contrast based on the demographic characteristics
like: genders, ages, educational levels, incomes, and online purchase

frequencies.

1.3 The Procedure and Research Structure

First of all, this research chose a human topic related to the university
students and the employed, then showed the research background, objectives
and motivations. After that, a literature review was shown in relation to product
characteristics, information sources, perceived risk, perceived value, eWOM,
suspicion, and purchase decision, especially about the interrelationship among
seven research constructs above. Thirdly, the conceptual model and hypotheses
with interrelationships between each construct were explored. Then, the
questionnaire and data sample was designed, focused on the Cambodia
university students and the employed. Next, data analysis and test had occurred.
After that, the discussion about these variables had been shown based on the
results. Finally, the conclusions and implication were showed base on the
results of this thesis. The respondents are Cambodia university students who
are studying in Cambodia and the currently employed people who are working
in Cambodia. The methodology to analyze data and hypotheses will be these
techniques:

- Descriptive Statistic Analysis

- Factor Analysis and Reliability

- The Independent Sample t-test

- ANOVA (one-way analysis of variance)

- Regression Analysis (Simple Linear Regression, Multiple regression, and

Hierarchical Regression).
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Figure 1-1 Research Process

Source: Original Study

The content of this study was divided into five chapters which are
summarized of each chapter below:
- Chapter One: Introduction
Chapter one will show the research background and research motivation of the
study and then based on the research process and the establishment of a
conceptual model to raise the objectives.

- Chapter Two: Literature review



In chapter two, the relationship of literature concerning product characteristics,
information sources, perceived risk, perceived value, eWOM, suspicion and
purchase decision will be mentioned. The definition of each research constructs
will also be explained.

- Chapter Three: Research method

In this chapter, the framework model and construct measurements with the
research design for this study were outlined. Besides, sampling plan,
questionnaire design, data collecting process, and technique methodologies
have been discussed as well.

- Chapter Four: Research analysis and finding

The rate of respondents’ characteristics was showed in the first table. After that,
will be the table of descriptive statistics for questionnaire items. Next, the result
table of factor loading and reliability for each item of research constructs was
presented in the middle part of chapter four. Then the result of Independent
Sample T-test and One-way ANOVA for the demographic characteristics of
the respondents will be shown as well. After that, the results for each hypothesis
would be presented to discuss.

- Chapter Five: Conclusions and suggestions

The last chapter will summarize the main results of this study as well as the
discussion. Based on the results, the suggestion for future researches will be

presented.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter discussed the previous studied regarding the seven constructs
and related theories. The flow of these categories: product characteristics,
information sources, eWOM, perceived value, perceived risk, suspicion,

purchase decision and the interrelations among variables.

2.1 Product Characteristics

The researches of product characteristics have been changed again and
again because of the advancement of human lifestyle, technology, and
innovation alike. Historically, one of the most commonly accepted
classification of products proposed by Copeland (1923) has been that of the
customer style of shopping, conveniences, and specialty goods, so it can be
based on the habit of customers. Most marketers assume the definition of
products is related to the physical attributes and psychological factor to
influence the purchase (Hansen, 1961). Aspinwall (1962) did propose ‘’The
Characteristics of Goods Theory,’” but despite the proposition, the theory only
focuses on the channels distribution and promotional policy, so the theory still
has some loophole. A lot of research had discovered that those who shop online
and the non-internet shopper could behave differently in shopping online
(Donthu & Garcia, 1999; Soopramanien & Robertson, 2007; Saprikis,
Chouliara & Vlachopoulou, 2010). Online shoppers are those who used the
internet as a tool to purchase online (Swinyard & Smith, 2003). Donthu and
Garcia (1999) found that for non-internet shoppers they concerned about their
motivation and attitude to purchase, while the internet shopper tends to seek
convenience, innovative, less risk-averse. So, the characteristics of products
can be different due to the perception of the customers. The past has not

7



explained more detail about how the internet shopper perceived the online
product characteristics so far. In Roger (1962) diffusion to innovation theory,
the adoption of innovation which has similar notions to enrich Donthu and
Garcia (1999) previous finding.

The diffusion of innovations research field has developed a few
approached in the last decades. Bass (1969) did proposed a mathematical
framework regarding the diffusion to innovation theory, but the widely
accepted definition was made by Rogers (1962), as it provides clearer insight
to the theory. So, in this study product characteristics can de define as the
capability of the online product such as how it better than others; how the
consumer perceiving the new product into the person’s experience, belief,
needed; difficulty to understand or grasp or how it can provide a trial run and

test before purchase.

2.2 Information Sources

According to Chatterjee (2017), anything that can be obtained or discover
can be called sources and the object that can provide the information can be
called information source, so the information sources can come from anywhere
and anything that can be obtained.

The variety of information sources have cause past researchers to debate
the classification of information sources. Gitelson and Crompton (1983) said
internal and external sources are the two categories of information sources.
Difference from the past research, recent study from Chatterjee (2017) divided
the information sources into three that include human, institutional and
documentary. However, since the classification is a little bit complicated and
doesn’t fit well with this study, the study turns to Ghuman and Mann (2015)
who gave more in-depth classification about information sources as they found

three components that are intrapersonal sources, interpersonal sources and
8



third-party sources. This study defines information sources as all the sources of

information that can be obtained.

2.2.1 Intra and Interpersonal Sources

The intrapersonal source can refer to the experience of the consumer. It is
the information that they learned from the past and stored in their mind (Murray,
1991). Consumers consider that source to be reliable as they had to interact
directly with it and did not involve or influence by any external party.
Furthermore, it is always available. Although, the memory is not always easy
to retrieve and the human mind does not always a hundred percent accurate. To
access information can also difficult from one situation to another and one point
to another. Thus, gathering information form intrapersonal sources can prove
to be challenging. But sometimes it is sufficient if we make purchase frequently
but not if it an unknown product to the customer (Anderson & Hair, 1972).

Interpersonal sources are the unbiased and reliable sources (Jarvis, 1998)
that the customer can get from those they know like a friend, acquaintance also
family, so it can be considered as non-commercial sources. It can reduce the
doubt of customers as well (Mourali, Laroche & Pons, 2005). This study
defines intra and interpersonal sources as the past experience of the individual

or non-commercial sources that are easily accessible and readily available.

2.2.2 Third-party Sources

Those are independent sources that seller cannot control, and it can include
news or reports from radio, TV or magazine that can be about awards or product
ranking in the market, so it can be reliable and unbiased (Jarvis, 1998). On the
other hand, for the consumer, it is not meant for helping the customer to directly
considered to purchase. Therefore the information is unorganized to the

requirement of the potential customer (Olander, 1975). So, the sources are in
9



needs of more detail to sink into the mind consumers also it is complicated than
the commercial sources (Beatty & Smith, 1987). Plus, it is not always available
and it takes more time also effort. It can be defined as the uncontrollable sources

besides from the seller or buyer.

2.3 Perceived Value

Perceived value can be more accessible to understand when analyzed
through customer behaviour (Nilson, 1992; Ostrom & Iacobucci, 1995;
Woodruff & Gardial, 1996; Heskett, Sasser & Schlesinger, 1997). In the like of
marketing practitioners and researchers, the concept of perceived value has
been recognized as one of the most crucial measurement tools (Holbrook, 1999;
Cronin, Brady & Hult, 2000).

Although the value concept is obsolete in the study of consumer behavior,
there is a lack of interest in perceived value among researchers (Dodds, Monroe
& Grewal, 1991; Jensen, 1996). Thaler (1985) original work was the first to
raise the idea of the perceived value function which still has many limitations.
The construct of value can explain in different factors of consumer behavior:
product choice, purchase intention and repeat purchases as well as customer
loyalty (Dodds & Monroe, 1985; Zeithaml, 1988; Nilson, 1992; Parasuraman
& Grewal, 2000). The value concept is really complicated and has many
concepts. Just the term “value” itself is very diverse and vagueness in nature,
not only consumer perceived the meaning differently (Zeithaml, 1988), but
among researchers also defined the term value differently (Lai, 1995) and even
for practitioners as well (Woodruff & Gardial, 1996). However, the conceptual
propose by Zeithaml (1988), which give a little bit clearer insight is the most
universally accepted definition of perceived value.

There has been much dispute between knowledge and information, while

some author suggests that information and knowledge are different (Nonaka &
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Konno, 1998), some implying that information is a form of knowledge (Kogut
& Zander, 1992). Knowledge can be seen as a form of innovation since it can
represent innovation characteristics. How individuals perceived knowledge or
information could trigger their decision to accept or reject the information
(Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Taylor & Todd, 1995; Venkatesh et al., 2003).
Pacharapha and Ractham (2012) studied shows that perceived value does have
a significant impact on individual knowledge acquisition, with the result from
that study we will use it to conduct our study but rather than use knowledge we
will test with information sources instead. So, this study defines perceived
value as for how the product information can share the same or similar

cognition to the customer.

2.4 Electronic word of mouth

Electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) is popular among research studies.
eWOM can be seen as an evolves form of word-of-mouth (WOM) because of
the growth of information technology. Once seen as just an oral form of
communication are now becoming a borderless fast direct and indirect
communication phenomenon. eWOM refers to any positive or negative
statements made by potential, actual, and former customers of the product via
the internet (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). The advances of the Internet offer a
constructive for eWOM communication. eWOM has unmistakenly been a
dominant phenomenon. For the last few decades, studied witnessed evolving
literature concerning the eWOM effectiveness (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006;
Davis & Khazanchi, 2008). But, the discovery on it impact is rather too broad,
relatively unclear and inconclusive, even though the investigation of eWOM
were conducted by various researchers.

Past studies on the impact of eWOM communication can be classified into

two levels: market-level analysis and individual-level analysis (Lee & Lee,
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2009), but the focus on Individual-level are more salient concerning the
purchase decision. At the individual-level analysis, researchers postulated
eWOM as a process of personal influence, in which communications between
senders and receivers can change the receiver’s attitude and purchasing
decision (Kiecker & Cowles, 2001; Park & Lee, 2008; Cheung, Lee & Thadani,
2009).

To conceptualize the difference between WOM and eWOM. Shannon and
Weaver (1949) explain how the information is presented by a receiver (Gerbner,
1956; Johnson & Klare, 1961; Al-Fedaghi, Alsaga & Fadel, 2009). From the
generic communication model, it appears that both WOM and eWOM share
similar characteristics in having the components of sources, messages and
receivers. Even so, the difference between WOM and eWOM suggest that the
same factor of influence cannot apply to both, but evidently the conceptual
studied of eWOM really is complicated than WOM. Factors that can describe
the difference between the two found by Tham, Croy, and Mair (2013) were
used in this study consist of information solicitation, channel variety and

message retention can give a clearer insight of the impact of eWOM.

2.4.1 Information solicitation

To make a decision the most important thing that decision maker concern
about is the solicitation of information. Receiving more information’s can
decrease the risks of making a wrong decision (Kasavana & Teodosic, 2010).
However, the receiver still needs to solicit the information for the reliability
and creditability, and interpreted it correctly to make a good decision afterward.
For the case of eWOM, information can be solicited by those in the online
communities because more opinion can gain from broader pools of sources
(Hung & Li, 2007; Cheung et al., 2009). When someone initiate the online

search, it can be mean that they ready to be affect by that information, in spite
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of whom they solicited the information from and who actually provides the
information (Doh & Hwang, 2009; Hung & Li, 2007; Sun et al., 2006). It can

be defined as the willingness to be influenced by the information provided.

2.4.2 Channel variety

Channel variety is concerning the place of communication occur. WOM
1s about personnel to personnel that can be direct or indirect communication
with another one, often is someone with whom the receiver can see, know or
have some kind of relationship with. This kind of channels and relationships
provide a little bit more credibility to the information (Buttle, 1998). On the
contrary, for eWOM, the relationship is conceived through technology, and so
it has less creditability, or it gives greater chance to misinterpret the information
intention (Hennig-Thurau & Walsh, 2003). However, it has been viewed that
internet technology is a large online community with a lot of people that can
give more diverse views, so that information can either provide credibility or
make it less credible (Sun et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2007) because of that,
eWOM are in greater need for solicitation. Xiang and Gretzel (2010); Arsal et
al. (2010) still insist that channel variety of eWOM still provided more
creditability for the decision maker, even though the senses of more
information do not always mean that it is reliable. So channel variety can be
defined as the information individual can obtain through the communication

channel of online-community.

2.4.3 Message retention

eWOM messages can be stored and give broader audience convenience
accessibility (Smith et al., 2007; Steffes & Burgee, 2008; Cheung et al., 2009),
the idea of finding and retrieving the information is more convenience than

traditional WOM. 1t is straightforward for information searcher to access the
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storage and exploit the information all they want if the information has not been
removed that is, and also retrievable when the information is needed (Chen &
Xie, 2008). So, this study defines message retention as the extent to access or

re-access the given information.

2.5 Perceived risk

Sweeney, Soutar, and Johnson (1999) defined perceived risk as the
consumer's comparison to expectations gained and losses. By definition it
means that the unanticipated consequences can occur from seller and buyer
which he or she is not certain, also can lead to undesirable results (Liljander,
Polsa & van Riel, 2009). The risk can be high when customer tries to purchase
unknown products rather than the one that they used to use, so when there is
risk involved customer will likely to select what suit them the best.

Mitchell (1998) argues that perceived risk is a “multidimensional
phenomena” which can be divided into various different risk components.
Since there always some risks involves in the process of shopping customer are
most likely try to reduce it. Hong and Y1 (2012) found that in electronic
business shopping online, the risks and risks reduction play an essential role in
purchase decision. Taking above literature, this study aims to conduct an
analysis of three risks components that we think are the most critical that is

functional risk, social risk and financial risk by Hong and Yi (2012).

2.5.1 Functional risk

When the functions of the product does not match the expectation and its
promises can be called functional risk (Horton, 1976; Shimp & Bearden, 1982;
Agarwal & Teas, 2001), it can be called as performance risk as well, as it
conveys the consumer's fear that the product does not live up to its reputation

promises and disappointing performance. It shows prospect doubtfulness of the
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product quality, and how they can believe the given information about its
operational function (Mitchell, 1998; Mieres, Martin & Gutiérrez, 2005). The
higher the risks, the more customer negatively perceive the product to be. The
extent of risk perceived in function relies upon experience and search. These
two types are driven by the product characteristics, whether it needed to search
for information or one used to experience the product before decided to
purchase it (Batra & Sinha, 2000). Inexperience product gives customer a
higher functional risk perception, as it gives more vagueness, therefore, give
more doubtful to the product function (Erdem & Swait, 2004; Glynn & Chen,
2009). Hence this study defines functional risk as the fear that a product or

service will fail to deliver promised functions or benefits.

2.5.2 Social risk

Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007) defined social risk as the possibility of
image or status loss after purchasing of a particular product. It was defined by
Semeijn, van Riel, and Ambrosini (2004) as the extent of negative judgment by
others people because of individual choices of product. Social risk is one of an
important factor of perceived risk as it considered how customers’ purchase
decision could be influenced by purchase decision. Glynn and Chen (2009)
suggest that customer will likely to buy a well-known product when they
examine the consequence of purchase. Dunn, Murphy, and Skelly (1986);
Baltas (1997) supported the theory; they believe that customer think the well-
known product is safer. Customers perceived the unknown product to be unsafe
and uncertain, and it can put their social standing at risk (Mieres et al., 2005;
Martinez & Montaner, 2008). So, this study gives the definition of social risk
as the possibility that buying a product or using a service can reduce a person’s

status with friends, family or neighbors.
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2.5.3 Financial risk

Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007) defined financial risk as “the possibility of
a monetary loss from a poor purchase choice/decision” which mean, the
possibility of losing cash because of incompetent or unaccustomed product
purchase. Schiffman and Kanuk (2004); Mitchell (1998) extended it more by
saying that it is when the product is not worth the price; as well as when there
are products better with a cheaper price (Lu & Hsu, 2005). Sweeney et al.
(1999); Mieres, Martin, and Gutiérrez (2006); Liljander et al. (2009) agreed
that financial risk is linked to the perceived price and quality. Financial risk can
be defined as the fear that a potential purchase can tax or outstrip a person’s

monetary resources, now or in the future.

2.6 Suspicion

In the last couple of decades, the internet is become very important to our
daily life, if not irreplaceable, also information searching tools and
communication within society (Fallows, 2005). The access to online
information, link with the reliance of information by searchers raise issues of
the credibility of that information. The result from the availability of various
sources 1s less reliable and credible. On the internet, however, the author can
be anyone, as authority is not necessary for the provided information. Different
from those published, internet information may not be done by experts, and it
often lacks the authorization to indicate the identity of the author or
professional establishments. Furthermore, there are no regulations for online
information posting, and that information can be easily compromised, copy,
misrepresented, or anonymously with false identity (Johnson & Kaye, 2000;
Fritch & Cromwell, 2002; Rieh, 2002; Metzger, Flanagin et al., 2003).

Additional to advertisements, the reliance on product reviews to make

purchase decision have increased enormously. Given it impact a lot of firms
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choose to manipulate it to increase their sales by posting good reviews or
deleting the bad one (Hu, Liu & Sambamurthy, 2011). Hu et al. (2011); Jindal
and Liu (2008) found almost half are fake reviews from the internet, and they
assume that consumers are aware the manipulation takes place but they decide
to go with their own instinct and defined as to how they see fit according to
themselves instead. However, Hu et al. (2011) claimed that consumers might
not be able to detect those manipulation since the nature of the review is
uncertain because if the review was done by previous buyers, it may not be not
fake or manipulated. To gain the customer trust and increasing sale firms or
seller may manipulate the information on different areas of the internet
platforms. Various studies were conducted about the fake positive reviews
(Mayzlin, Dover & Chevalier, 2014; Luca & Zervas, 2016; Sabnis & Valkanas,
2016), the studies of deleting negative review have only been done by Zhuang,
Cui, and Peng (2018) so far. To being able to detect the manipulation both
adding positive and deleting negative must take into consideration. Absolutely,
the cost and benefits of the two manipulations are different. Since the nature of
manipulation is different, the studied of it has been neglected. Nevertheless,
researchers have used different methods to investigate the online reviews
manipulation nature (Hu et al., 2012). They assert that the complex nature of
manipulation makes it complicated for the normal customer to detect or aware
of the bias. Luca and Zervas (2016) found that successful business firms are
less likely to manipulate the review since they already gain their trust. Their
results confirm that by contrast, less successful and start-up firm engage in the
manipulation activities more because they need to increase their reputation and
customer awareness.

Studies of review manipulation typically use secondary data, and the effect
of suspicion to purchase decision have not been examining yet. Plus, if the

suspicion of manipulation arises does the customers reevaluate their decision
17



of the review also remains unexplored. Studies of consumer information
processing assume that the fall short of expectation can lead to suspicion of
manipulation, and the communication manner of seller also assist consumers to
assess the salience of its nature as well (Ahluwalia & Burnkrant, 2004). When
the manipulators restrict the message contents by adding fake positive reviews
it left more trail of manipulative intent, thus inflate stronger suspicion. But,
deleting negative reviews leaves little evidence for information searcher,

although less amount or absence of it can still arouse suspicion.

2.6.1 Adding Positive Review

Previous studied demonstrated, if posting fake positive reviews can give
more information about the product also when it provides enough reviews, the
information can be reliable and trustworthy (Dellarocas, 2006). The value of
online information reviews from authentic customers, who had experienced the
product provide more valuable and reliable information about the products
because the information from authentic customer are immune to the review
manipulation but it depends on whether the information received from
anonymous information provider or verified authentical information provider
(Walther et al., 2009). In the online platform, verification is crucial for
searchers to find the authenticity of review providers, such as real picture, name
and the purpose for posting reviews, which can make the reviews less suspicion.
It can seem easy to add some fake positive reviews to avoid suspicion, the more
fake review they added, the harder it gets for them to avoid detection. The
suspicion can also increase with excessive adding of fake positive reviews
(Anderson & Simester, 2014) while also decreasing the value of information
regarding the reviews and reputational risk of damaging product image
(Mayzlin et al., 2014). In other words, when reviews are manipulated to the

point that they arouse consumer suspicion, the product creditability becomes
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questionable. So, this study defines adding positive review as the act of seller

adding own positive review on online-platform.

2.6.2 Deleting Negative Review

Additionally, in the context of review manipulation tactics differ regarding
the number of evidence, the extent of disguise and level of detection. Adding
fake information is consider as manipulation by people who are searching for
the information. Even though hiding or deleting negative reviews does not
present false information, it still can convert the chemistry of the reviews layout.
Using tool such as search engine optimization, the negative reviews can be a
push to further down where it cannot be seen in the front page (Quipp, 2008).
By definition, deleting negative reviews can be defined as lying or deception
by omission (Fulmer et al., 2009), because the hidden or deleted messages are
commonly not visible to readers, so compare to adding fake positive review,
deleting leave less evidence for deception (Hu et al., 2011). Thus, the disguise
of hiding or deleting review less likely to be found out; but even deleting cannot
be a perfect crime, because some prospects do wants to search for negative
reviews as reference and comparison (Cui et al., 2012), so deleting negative
review still give the customer the sense of suspicion. Therefore, this study
defines deleting negative review as the act of seller deleting others negative

review on the online platform.

2.7 Purchase Decision

According to previous studies, information processing approach can be
used to describe the consumer purchase decision-making (Howard & Sheth,
1969; Bettman, 1979). Consumers will try to find the information then evaluate
it before making a choice either to purchase or not. Various research models

have been developed to describe this behavior. The purchase decision-making
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process is constructive and is shaped by the consumer in the context of decision
making (Bettman, Luce & Payne, 1998), It is therefore different between
individuals, decisions, and contexts (Xia & Sudharshan, 2002). Exploring
consumer information processing behavior in traditional purchasing, which
occurs through in-store shopping, has long attracted the attention of researchers
(Su, 2007), resulting in comprehensive knowledge of behavior in the setting.
Karimi (2013) found that online consumer behavior, in particular, is a complex
phenomenon as it relies heavily on information gathering, evaluation of a
significant amount of information, using decision aid systems and making a
purchase in a self-service environment.

To analysis, the term of purchase decision in online context this study will
use Kotler (2003) purchase decision terms which have been by widely used and
studied among researchers. Following the literature, this study defines purchase
decision as the extent of willing to purchase the products online regarding the

circumstances considering conveniences and payment methods.

2.8 Hypotheses Development
2.8.1 Interrelationship between Product Characteristics with Purchase
Decision

For many years the measure of product characteristics and purchase
decision has been conducted by using conjoint analysis (Green & Srinivasan,
1978, 1990). Vickers (1993) also used conjoint analysis to examined the
product characteristics in health care to purchase intent by using a multilevel
approach, and it has claimed to be positive. In the study of Burton et al. (2001)
also conducted the researched of food product characteristics, which also
described as positive effect to purchase decision as well.

However, Moskowitz (1994) test has found that there are others factors

besides product characteristics to influence the customer purchase decision.
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Teichert (2000) experiment has shown that some product characteristics have
different results from different contexts and factors. Kotler and Keller (2012)
studied results have cleared the doubt of classifying product attributes which
they include product information, quality, and prices had positive effects on

purchase decision.

2.8.2 Interrelationship between Product Characteristics with Information
Sources

The customer is usually going through multiple sources to find out more
about the product they want to buy or interest (Jin & Phua, 2014). No and Kim
(2015) studied found that there are positive significant between attributes and
information sources in the context of tourism; while Kotler and Keller (2012)
found that product information sources had positive effects on product

characteristics in-term of marketing.

2.8.3 Interrelationship between Information Sources with Purchase
Decision

Goodrich and De Mooij (2014) implied that the use of information sources
that impact the online purchase decision varies across cultures. Porter and
Heppelmann (2014) support the previous study by describing that before
making a purchase, people will research a lot of information about the product
first. Shankar et al. (2016) tested also support this theory by founding product

information trigger the consumers' interests and purchase.

2.8.4 Mediation influence of Information Sources while Product
Characteristics in relation with Purchase Decision
Nowadays, people rely on information sources to consider making the

purchase online (Porter & Heppelmann, 2014; Steckel et al., 2005), because
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more information they can receive the better they can make the judgment.
Regarding what kinds of products, they are looking for, the customer will go
online to search about that information’s from multiple sources (Jin & Phua,
2014; Steckel et al., 2005; Park & Lee, 2009) as to the more, the better. Lascu
and Zinkhan (1999) found that a consumer's level of susceptibility to
informational influence is related to how influential they find different types of
online sources of related information. Past researches also show that consumers

favor sources they know more than those they don’t (van Beuningen et al.,

2009).

2.8.5 Interrelationship between Product Characteristics with eWOM

Few studies had conducted concerning product characteristics and eWOM
so far. One of them was by Kuan, Yang, and Cheng (2005) discover that eWOM
would be either increase or weaken by services and quality of products that
customers found commendable or outrageous, it merely means that the
relationship between eWOM and product characteristics depends on how the
customer perceived to the product to be. Knoll (2015) also found that in order
to influence the purchase decision customer must depend on the perception of

products attributes.

2.8.6 Interrelationship between eWOM with Purchase Decision

The Internet is regarding as a massive network for extracting information
and communication channel. Goodrich and De Mooij (2014) asserted that
eWOM as an internet channel, could deliver the original and influential
suggestion to the consumer's product decision. A lot of people would go to the
internet to search for the product they want to buy and ask for suggestion and

the eWOM assist those people in making their decision. Munir et al. (2018)
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discovery suggest that eWOM have a positive impact on purchase decision but
through social media. Instead of trying to test for themselves first they will try
to see how the others who experience the product have to say. Tanimoto and
Fujii (2003); Lim (2015) solidify the theory by finding that eWOM is an

essential resource for a potential purchaser.

2.8.7 Mediation influence of eWOM while Product Characteristics in
relation with Purchase Decision

According to Steckel et al. (2005), nowadays people rely on eWOM a lot
when making a decision; but that does not necessary a hundred percent true.
Even though some researchers found that customers tend to believe on eWOM
more because they think that customer-to-customer sources are reliable (van
Beuningen et al., 2009; Kim & Gupta, 2012; Berger, 2014). Some still believe
that when the sources are unknown, the information is not trustworthy and not
valuable for those who want to make the decision to purchase (Mathwick,
Wiertz & De Ruyter, 2008). But Gruen, Osmonbekov, and Czaplewski (2007)
found that using eWOM sources help customers to make purchase decision
since it can provide the sense of security for them. Knoll (2015) found that the
influence to purchase online taking the information from social media must
depend both on the information sources and customer perception of the product

itself.

2.8.8 Interrelationship between Information Sources with Perceived Value
Taylor (1986) stated that user-based and context-based are the components
used to define the value of information and the determining factor of

information source value are the characteristics of the information itself.
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Choo (1993) studies show in the context of business management they
preferred personal sources of information over external sources because the
personal source is convenience and better quality in terms of reliability.
likewise, Xu and Chen (2006) found that information reliability and level of
understanding significantly affect personal relevance. Even though, some
researchers favor the ease of use sources and accessibility as the dominant
factors in sources selection (Andersen et al., 2001; Yitzhaki & Hammershlag,
2004) meaning as long as it’s easy to access no matter if its internal or external
sources customer still prefers those sources. But Martinsons and Davidson
(2007) suggested that people still prefer their own perception of information to
make decision making, while Lin, Cole, and Dalkir (2014) confirm the theory.

2.8.9 Interrelationship between Perceived Value with Purchase Decision
An early study by Munir et al. (2018) demonstrated the trustworthy
sources from the internet would positively impact consumers’ purchase
decision making. Fang et al. (2016) previous studied suggest that the value
customer put in will reflect to whether or not they should to purchase and
repurchase the product. The value we put in something can influence our
decision regarding that thing later on, as Zeithaml (1988) study found that
decision making is an individual trait that is mostly influenced by how we

perceived something to be.

2.8.10 Mediation influence of Perceived Value while Information Sources
in relation with Purchase Decision

Past research found that customer tends to trust in their own perception of
information rather than others people (Bouchet et al., 1988; Choo, 1993;
Frishammar, 2003), because trusting oneself can be more reliable than the

others. Lin et al. (2014) studied supported the previous researched that
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customer prefers the personal information sources rather than external personal
sources. When we about to purchase a product, we tend to ask ourselves first
how we much we know about the product before asking others. This was also
applied in the business management context as it has been found that business
manager also prefers personal information sources (Specht, 1987; Daft et al.,
1988; Elenkov, 1997; Choo, 2001). Zeithaml (1988) implies that the construct
of customer value can be defined by their product choices. The choices that the

customers make must base on how they perceived the product to be.

2.8.11 Interrelationship between Perceived Risk with Purchase Decision
The psychological study of perceived risk to the online-purchase decision
was first introduced by Bauer (1964). The relationship between perceived risk
and purchase decision had been found to influence each other (Antony, Lin &
Xu, 2006). For a customer to be cautious of online purchase is common when
they find that the risk is overwhelming. Also Kim, Ferrin, and Rao (2008)
finding of the negative effect of perceived risk to purchase decision support the

theory.

2.8.12 The Moderation of Perceived Risk on Information Sources and
Purchase Decision

Consumers will buy the same brand as a safe means of avoiding risk or
loss (Chen & Xie, 2008). Bhukya and Singh (2015) studied suggest that the
perceived risks have negative effects on consumers’ intention to purchase,
while Beneke et al. (2012) found that only some risks are affecting the purchase
decision. Also supporting this theory Glynn and Chen (2009); Erdem, Zhao,
and Valenzuela (2004) found that perceived risks is significantly affected

customer purchase decision dramatically. Previous studied had suggested that
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the perceived risk can impact the purchase decision significantly but regarding

the informational perceived risk still need to be tested.

2.8.13 Interrelationship between Suspicion with Purchase Decision

Since it only been conducted by using secondary data and never explored
the manipulation effect and suspicion, however, Benedicktus et al. (2010) did
found that generalized suspicion led to a reduction in both the benevolence and
reliability of a seller and therefore undermine customer purchase intention, but
the suspicion of customer relating to purchase decision has remained a few, this
study will aim to do so. The first ever to raise the topic regarding that was
Zhuang et al. (2018), where they found that there are positive relationships and

significantly related to those two variables.

2.8.14 The Moderation of Suspicion on eWOM and Purchase Decision

Hu et al. (2011) said that a lot of business try to manipulate their prospect
and customer may not being able to detect those manipulations, but some reject
those finding. Even though the manipulation occurred the online
recommendation still credible for the consumer (Mayzin, 2006) and for the
rival firm, they can take that manipulation information to their advantages to
improve their own product. Previous studies suggested that by manipulating
online review, the firm can boost their sale on the market (Hu et al., 2011).
Taking it into account of the suspicion of the customer to manipulation and how

it affects the purchase decision still questionable.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The objectives of chapter three are to explain the framework model and
the hypotheses with the measurement of the seven research constructs. Besides,
it also introduces the research method to test the hypotheses mentioned above.
First of all, the chapter will describe the proposed conceptual framework and
hypotheses to be tested. Next, are the sampling plan, questionnaire design, and

the data analysis techniques would be showed in this chapter as well.

3.1 Research Model
This study had developed a research framework based on the literature
review in chapter two; then, the hypotheses would be mentioned according to

the model, (see Figure 3.1).

HI10
Information
Sources ,
Perceived Risk
H2 /
H6 HE
Product X Purchase
Perceived Value e
Characteristics H12 Decision
H4 H9
Suspicion
EWOM
HII

Hl

Figure 3-1 Research Model
Sources: Original Study
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Product characteristics, information sources, and eWOM are considered

as independent variables, while purchase decision is considered as a dependent

variable. In addition, information sources, eWOM, perceived value acts as

mediating variables and perceived risk, suspicion treated as moderating

variables. According to Figure 3-1 and above literature mentioned the

hypotheses were constructed as below:

HI1.

H2.

H3.

H4.

HS.

He6.

H7.

HS.

HO.

H10.

HII.

There is a significant effect between product characteristics and purchase
decision.

There is a significant effect between product characteristics and
information sources.

There is a significant effect between information sources and purchase
decision.

There 1s a significant effect between product characteristics and
electronic word of mouth.

There is a significant effect between electronic word of mouth and
purchase decision.

There is a significant effect between information sources and perceived
value.

There is a significant effect between perceived value and purchase
decision.

There is a significant effect between perceived risk and purchase
decision.

There is a significant effect between suspicion and purchase decision.
Information sources mediates the relation between product
characteristics and purchase decision.

Electronic word of mouth mediates the relation between product

characteristics and purchase decision.
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H12. Perceived value mediates the relation between information sources and
purchase decision.

H13. Perceived risk moderates when information sources in relation with
purchase decision.

H14. Suspicion moderates when electronic word of mouth in relation with

purchase decision.

3.2 Instrument

There is a survey conducted to collect data for variables of the study. The
research questionnaire with 70 items is developed to obtain the responses from
university students who currently study and the employed who currently
working in Cambodia. The research questionnaire was divided into two parts.
The first one consisted of seven constructs: product characteristics (10 items),
information sources (Intra and interpersonal sources: 6 items, Third-party
sources: 4 items), electronic word-of-mouth (Information solicitation: 4 items,
Channel variety: 3 items, Message retention: 5 items), perceived value (7 items),
perceived risk (Functional risk: 4 items, Social risk: 5 items, Financial risk: 5
items), suspicion (Adding positive review: 4 items, Deleting negative review:
5 items), and purchase decision (8 items). The second part was demographics
which included gender, age, education level, incomes and online shopping
frequencies (see appendix). The detailed contents of the questionnaire are
shown in the Appendix. The five-point scale named Likert-type scales with “1”
equals to “strongly disagree”, “2” equals to “disagree”, “3” equals to “neutral”,
“4” equals to “agree”, and “5” equal to “strongly agree”. This scale was used

to measure the variable. The respondents were asked to rate for the survey.
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3.3 Translation

To collect the data for research, the principal respondents are Cambodia
universities students and the employed. Therefore, the Khmer language plays
an essential role in data collection. In typically, the survey was designed by
English, after that, the second language Khmer was used to translate all
questionnaire items into Khmer. It is to provide convenience to respondents to
answer fast. The last but not least is to translate the questionnaire items back to
English to check for incorrection. To complete this questionnaire, three Master
degree graduated from National Cheng Kung University, who major in
business management and have excellent skills in English as well as Khmer, in
Cambodia, were asked to give their suggestion for all the items from English
to translate into Khmer, to ensure that nothing is different between the Khmer
version and English version. Then, double check by translating Khmer back
into English one more time to make sure. After that, the incorrect words were
removed. The final version of the questionnaire in the Khmer language was

completed after being carefully discussed and modified.

3.4 Pilot Test

A trial test was conducted in Khmer version to strengthening the
questionnaire‘s effectiveness. A pilot test was handled using google form
sending to the respondents in Cambodia, and 80 responses were collected.
Consequently, this trial data is analyzed in reliability test to get the internal
consistency of each item and factors. An acceptable level of internal
consistency would be reflected in the a value of no less than 0.60 for the study.
The results of the Cronbach‘s a showed that the questionnaires of each variable

had relatively high coefficient a higher than 0.60.
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3.5 Construct measurement

This study has studied seven research constructs, after that the inter-
relationship among these variables also be assessed. The main identified
constructs are product characteristics, information sources, eWOM, perceived
value, perceived risk, suspicion, and purchase decision. Each construct has its
operational conceptions, and measurement items and the appendix tables

present the questionnaire items for this study.

3.5.1 Product characteristics

Product characteristics can define as the capabilities of the product such
as how it better than others; how the consumer perceiving the new product into
the person’s experience, belief, needed; difficulty to understand or grasp or how
it can provide a trial run and test before purchase by adapting Roger (1962)
diffusion of innovation theory and product characteristics like the physical
product, price, seller and buyer interaction, and so on as a core for this study.
the 10 items questionnaires as shown below:
(PC1) I prefer the new product information in the online market that just came
out.
(PC2) 1 prefer the online product information that I am very comfortable
adopting new ideas of products.
(PC3) I prefer the online product information that I can check products reviews
online.
(PC4) I prefer the online product information I have knowledge about.
(PCS) I prefer the online product information I can easily purchase.
(PC6) I prefer the online product information that gives out a trial run.
(PC7) I prefer the online product information that I get to interact with seller

and buyer before actual purchase.

31



(PC8) I prefer the online product information that I can understand after a trial
run.

(PC9) I prefer the online product information that I can compare with the
products and the price.

(PC10) I prefer the online product information because I can compare with the

products and the prices.

3.5.2 Information sources

As mention above, according to Ghuman and Mann (2015) there are three
kinds of information sources, but this study combined the “intrapersonal
sources” and “interpersonal sources” together that have six items, and “third-
party sources” with fours items. The list of ten questionnaire items for construct
“Information sources” was mention below.
Intra and Interpersonal sources
(IS1) I have seen that product information before.
(IS2) I have experience using that kind of product before.
(IS3) I have used that types of product before.
(IS4) I have heard about that product information before.
(IS5) My colleague told me that product is good.
(IS6) My friend told me that product is excellent.
Third-party sources
(IS7) I saw the information about the product on the magazine or TV.
(IS8) I saw the product received numerous rewards from magazine or TV.
(IS9) The news of the product was posted in the newspaper.

(IS10) The product received numerous opinions from professional critics.
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3.5.3 Electronic word of mouth

To collect data for electronic word of mouth based on Tham et al. (2013),
this study divided into three sub-categories which are “Information solicitation”
included four items, “Channel variety” included three items and “Message
retention” included five items. The list of all “Electronic word of mouth” twelve
questionnaires items are shown in the following:
Information solicitation
(WM1) I’'m ready to be influenced by the information.
(WM2) I’'m willing to accept the information as a suggestion.
(WM3) I’'m willing to accept the information into consideration.
(WM4) I’'m willing to share the information with others.
Channel variety
(WMS5) Online-channel is a massive community, so the potential information I
can receive 1is large.
(WM6) ’'m willing to accept diverse information regarding the product through
different online-channel.
(WM?7) I’m willing to receive a different kind of information and review from
different online-platform.
Message retention
(WMBS) I can easily access the online platform to read the review of the product.
(WMD) I can read the review of the product from others on the online platform.
(WM10) I can re-access to read the review again on the online platform.
(WMI11) I can access and re-access both positive and negative review of the
product.
(WM12) I’'m willing to accept both positive and negative review online

information as a suggestion.
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3.5.4 Perceived value

Perceived value can be defined as how the product information can share
the same or similar cognition to the customer. In order to measure perceived
value, seven items were designed based on Pacharapha and Ractham (2012).
Below will shows the list of all “Perceived value” seven questionnaires items:
(PV1) I believe the products information I received is reliable.
(PV2) I believe the information can help me later on.
(PV3) I believe the information can help me to make the decision.
(PV4) I believe the products information is enough so I can feel at ease.
(PV5) I like the product information as it is within my understanding.
(PV6) I like the products information that is easy to understand.
(PV7) The products information provided was interpreted in such a way that

everyone can understand the products.

3.5.5 Perceived risk
Based on Hong and Y1 (2012), this study divided the perceived risk into
three factors such as “Functional risk” included four items, “Social risk”
included five items, and “Financial risk included five items, so the list of all
fourteen questionnaire items for “Perceived risk™ is shown below:
Functional risk
(PR1) I fear the product information might be not as what it seems.
(PR2) I fear that the product information might not as I expected to be.
(PR3) I fear that the product might break after a while.
(PR4) I fear that the product might be spoiled or expire.
Social risk
(PRS) I fear that my family might think that it is useless or wasteful.
(PRO6) I fear that my friend might make fun of me.

(PR7) I fear that my colleague might think negative about me.
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(PRS) I fear that my partner might think that it doesn’t suit me.

(PR9) I fear I might get criticized for what I want to purchase.

Financial risk

(PR10) I fear that I might waste my money.

(PR11) I fear that I might get scam and lose my money without getting the
product.

(PR12) I fear that I might purchase more expensive than others.

(PR13) I fear that after I purchase I won’t receive the original product.

(PR14) I fear that I might waste my money on an unsuitable product.

3.5.6 Suspicion

To measure Suspicion, based on Zhuang et al. (2018), there are two factors
that arouse “Suspicion” and they are “Adding positive review” included four
items and “Deleting negative review” included five items. The list of the
questionnaire items is shown below:
Adding positive review
(S1) I will detect adding positive review when the positive review lacks detail.
(S2) I will detect adding positive review when the positive review providers
writing style almost identical.
(S3) I will detect the adding positive review when they are duplicate.
(S4) I will detect adding positive review when positive review provides with
unreasonable fact.
Deleting negative review
(S5) I will detect deleting negative review.
(S6) I will detect deleting negative review when only positive reviews are

appearing, but negative doesn’t.
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(S7) I will detect deleting negative review when only a few reviews and all are
very positive review even though the product has launched for quite a while
now.

(S8) I will detect deleting negative review when the argument of between
review providers seems like one is talking to himself.

(S9) I will detect deleting negative review when the comments of the review-

provider are out of topic.

3.5.7 Purchase decision

To collect data about “Purchase decision”, eight items was adopted based
on Kotler (2003). Using Likert five points scale the items is shown below:
(PD1) I will purchase the product online if the information shows it easy to buy.
(PD2) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that it is what
I needed.
(PD3) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that are
popular.
(PD4) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that it the
product I used to experiences.
(PDS) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that the
payment is cash on delivery.
(PD6) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that the
payment is safe.
(PD7) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that the
payment secures my privacy.
(PD8) I will purchase the product online if the information shows that it is

convenience.
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3.5.8 Demographic

The demographic characteristics had designed to investigate the different
features among every respondent, who took part in this survey. According to
others studies in the past and the measurement needed for this study, the
individual demographic features could be measured by the following indicators:
e Genders
e Ages
¢ Education levels
e Incomes

¢ Online shopping frequencies

3.6 Sampling Plan and Data Collection

The data in this thesis was collected by sending 360 questionnaires to
universities students and workers in Cambodia. The sampling plan was
developed to assure that certain forms of respondents are encompassed in this
study. The students and employees, who are studying and working in Phnom
Penh city of Cambodia, were asked for answering the survey. Due to the time
and convenience of collecting data, a part of the survey questionnaires was sent
to 360 students directly through the dean of the universities. It took
approximately two months (from August to September 2018) for the survey to
complete. In total, 360 survey questionnaires were delivered directly to the
students and employees afterward 358 were returned and used. Data collection
consisted of five steps. Firstly, identifying related research variables through
literature review and advice from the thesis advisor. The second step was to
complete the drafting of the survey questionnaire. Next, the third step,
translating the research questionnaires into Khmer and then translate back into

English one more time to double check the meaning of the items remained the
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same. Fourthly, running a pre-test of the Khmer questionnaires to check o
(Alpha) value. 80 respondents were invited for the pre-test. Based on the pre-
test, an internal consistency reliability coefficient of each item was computed.
If the consistency reliability coefficient of each question cannot be achieved,
the questionnaire will be modified one more time as a result to reach the greater
consistency. The final step was delivery the Khmer questionnaire indirectly and
directly to Cambodian respondents. When the data was totally completed, it

could be used for analyzing in the following step.

3.7 Data Analysis Procedure
The software program named SPSS version 20 was used to calculate the
data. To test the hypotheses developed from this study, six methodological
techniques were adopted:
¢ Descriptive Statistic Analysis
e Factor Analysis and Reliability
e Independent Sample t-test
e One-way analysis of variance ANOVA
e Simple Linear Regression Analysis
e Multiple Regression Analysis

 The Hierarchical Regression Analysis

3.7.1 Descriptive Statistic Analysis
To measure the characteristics of the variables, the method named
Descriptive Statistic Analysis is extremely useful. It calculates the means of

each variable, plus the standard deviations also mentioned.
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3.7.2 Factor analysis and Reliability
Factor analysis:

The goal of factor analysis is to examine the underlying variance structure
of the set of correlation coefficients. Factor analysis not only is used to
summarize or reduce data but also exploratory or confirmatory purpose.
Factory analysis assumes that a small number of unobserved variables are
responsible for the correlation between a large number of observed variables.
In other words, the latent cannot be directly observed, but they affect other
observable variables. Factor analysis use to assumes that the variance of each
observed variables comes from two parts: a common part shared with other
variables that stimulus correlation among them, and a unique part that is
different from other variables. The common parts are called factors, and these
factors represent the latent constructs. Measurement items with factor loadings
greater than 0.6 will be selected as the member of a specific factor.
Reliability:

After running reliability test, Item-to-total Correlation and Cronbach‘s a
will be shown. These results measure the correlation of each item to the sum of
the remaining items within one factor. This approach presumes that total score
1s valid and thus the extent to which the item correlates with the total score is
indicative of convergent validity for the item. Items with correlation lower than

0.5, will be deleted from analysis process.

3.7.3 Independent Sample t-test

To test whether the differences between two groups in relation with single
variable, independent sample t-test is used for this case. In this study, it was
applied to compare the differences between male and female in the seven
constructs: product characteristics, information sources, electronic word of

mouth, perceived value, perceived risk, suspicion, and purchase decision.
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3.7.4 One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

To test whether the differences between more than two groups in relation
to one variable, one-way ANOVA is used in this case. In this study, it was
applied to compare the differences between demographic variables (i.e.,
Genders, Ages, Educational Levels, Incomes, and Online Shopping
Frequencies) of the respondents in the seven constructs: product characteristics,
information sources, eWOM, perceived value, perceived risk, suspicion, and
purchase decision. The analysis will be significant with t-value higher than 1.96,

also the p-value lower than 0.05.

3.7.5 Regression Analysis
Simple Linear Regression

The simple linear regression analysis is used to analyze the relationship
between two variables or factors, which the value being predicted is the
dependent variable and the value used to predict is called independent variable.
It is commonly used in research as it establishes that a correlation exists
between variables. The goal of simple linear regression analysis is to indicate
how variables are related or to what extent variables are associated with each
other. In this study, the simple linear regression analysis was conducted to
examine the relative impact between the seven constructs comprise of product
characteristics, information sources, eWOM, perceived value, perceived risk,
suspicion, and purchase decision.
Multiple Regression Analysis

The multiple regression analysis is used to analyze the relationship
between a single dependent variable and several independent variables. Thus,
the primary purpose of multiple regression analysis is to predict the dependent

variable with a set of independent variables. Another objective of multiple
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regression is to maximize the overall predictive power of the independent
variables as represented in the variate. Multiple regression analysis can also
meet an objective comparing two or more sets of independent variables to
determine the predictive power of each variate. The analysis will be significant
when the R? higher than 0.1 (R?>>0.1), correlation higher than 0.3 and F-value
1s higher than 4. In this study, the multiple regression analysis was conducted
to examine the mediating variable of information sources between independent
variable of product characteristics and dependent variable of purchase decision,
mediating variable of eWOM between independent variable of product
characteristics and dependent variable of purchase decision, mediating variable
of perceived value between independent variable of information sources and
dependent variable of purchase decision.
Hierarchical Regression Analysis

To test how moderating variable of perceived risk effect on the
relationship between the independent variable of information sources and the
dependent variable of purchase decision and moderating variable of suspicion
effect on the relationship between the independent variable of eWOM and the
dependent variable of the purchase decision, and the method named

hierarchical regression analysis was conducted.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This chapter includes a section of the empirical results of the research.
The first section is the descriptive analysis of the respondents including the
response rates, characteristics of the respondents, and the measurement results
of variables. The second section is the results of factor analysis and the
reliability tests of measurement scales which consist of principal component

factor analysis, item-to-total correlation, and Cronbach’s a. The third section is

the confirmatory factor analysis. The final parts present the results of data

analysis associated with each research hypothesis.

4.1 Descriptive Analysis
Descriptive Analyses is presented in this section to provide information
about the characteristics of respondents and means and standard deviations of

relevant research variables. The respondent rate is also presented in this chapter.

4.1.1 Characteristic of Respondents
The respondents® characteristics are displayed in Table 4-1. Five major
categories: genders, ages, educational levels, incomes, and shopping

frequencies were collected and measured.

Table 4-1 Characteristic of Respondents in This Research (n=358)

Item Description Frequency Percentage %
Male 189 52.8
Genders
Female 169 47.2
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Table 4-1 Characteristic of Respondents in This Research (n=358)

(continued)
Item Description Frequency Percentage %
Under 20 38 10.6
20-29 229 64.0
Ages
30-39 73 204
Over 40 18 5.0
Fresh graduate 33 9.2
from high school
Educational

Levels Bachelor 120 33.5
Master 178 49.7
Doctorate / PHD 27 7.5
Under $200 / per 58 16.2

month
$200 - $349 / per 128 35.8

Incomes month
$350 - $499 / per 84 23.5

month
Over $500 88 24.6
Rarely 70 19.6
Once awhile 93 26.0
Online Shopping | At least once a 106 29.6

Frequencies month
More than once a 89 24.9

month

Source: Original Study
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Table 4-1 shows that there are 52.8% of respondents are male and 47.2%
are female. 10.6% of the respondents are under 20 years old, while 64%, 20.4%,
and 5% are from 20 to 29 years old, 30 to 39 years old and over 40 years old,
respectively. 9.2% of the overall respondents are fresh graduate from high
school, whereas 33.5% are bachelors, 49.7% are masters, and 7.5% are
doctorate or Ph.D. About income, the rate of the respondents that receive less
than $200/per month is 16.2%, about 35.8% of the respondents receive an
income between $200 to $349/per month, also 23.5% of the respondents are
those who receive a monthly income around $350 to $499 and the percentage
of total number of respondents receive more than $500/per month is 24.6%.
Most of the respondents are those who participate in online shopping at least
once a month (29.6%), 26% of them are those who do online shopping once
awhile and about 24.9% of the respondents are those who do online shopping
more than once a month and 19.6% of the respondents are those who rarely do

online shopping.

4.1.2 Measurement Results for Relevant Research Variables

The descriptive statistics of the questionnaire items are presented in
Table 4-2. The descriptive statistics identify the mean value and the standard
deviation of the research questionnaire. Table 4-2 also illustrates the description
of each item. This descriptive analysis recruits 10 items for product
characteristics, 10 items for information sources (6 items for intra and
interpersonal sources, 4 items for third-party sources), 12 items for electronic
word of mouth (4 items for information solicitation, 3 items for channel variety,
5 items for message retention), 7 items for perceived value, 14 items for

perceived risk (4 items for functional risk, 5 items for social risk, 5 items for

44



financial risk), 9 items for suspicion (4 items for adding positive review, 5 items

for deleting negative review) and 8 items for purchase decision.

The mean value and standard deviation describe the tendency of the
participants for each relevant construct. The overall tendency of our

questionnaire participant‘s opinions are summarized in Tables 4-2.

Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
Product Characteristics
PC1 | I prefer the new product information in the 4.30 493
online market that just came out.
PC2 | I prefer the online product information that 1 4.38 525
am very comfortable adopting new ideas of
products.
PC3 | I prefer the online product information that I 4.42 532
can check products reviews online.
PC4 | I prefer the online product information [ have | 4.42 538
knowledge about.
PC5 | I prefer the online product information I can 4.48 538
easily purchase.
PC6 | I prefer the online product information that 4.40 528
gives out a trial run.
PC7 | I prefer the online product information that | 4.42 532
get to interact with seller and buyer before
actual purchase.

45



Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
PC8 | I prefer the online product information that I 4.37 522
can understand after a trial run.
PC9 | I prefer the online product information that I 4.35 S13
can compare with the products and the price.
PC10 | I prefer the online product information 4.48 533
because I can compare with the products and
the prices.
Intra and Interpersonal sources
IST | I have seen that product information before. 4.21 132
IS2 | I have experience using that kind of product 4.21 740
before.
IS3 | T have used that types of product before. 4.22 142
IS4 | I have heard about that product information 4.19 762
before.
IS5 | My colleague told me that product is good. 4.18 729
IS6 | My friend told me that product is excellent. 4.18 136
Third-party sources
IS7 | I saw the information of the product on the 4.16 746
magazine or TV.
IS8 | I saw the product received numerous reward 4.18 729

from magazine or TV.
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Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
IS9 | The news of the product was post on the 4.16 720
newspaper.
IS10 | The product received numerous opinion 4.17 27
from professional critics.
Information solicitation
WM I’m ready to be influenced by the 4.19 .780
information.
WM2 | I’'m willing to accept the information as 4.18 .804
suggestion.
WM3 | I’m willing to accept the information into 4.08 .843
consideration.
WM4 | I’'m willing to share the information to 4.17 .849
others.
Channel variety
WMS5 | Online-channel is a massive community, so 4.10 .849
the potential information I can receive is
large.
WM6 | I’'m willing to accept diverse information 4.18 815
regarding the product through different
online-channel.
WM7 | I’'m willing to receive a different kind of 4.08 .856

information and review from different

online-platform.
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Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
Message retention
WMBS8 | I can easily access the online platform to 4.18 .833
read the review of the product.
WM9 | I can read the review of the product from 4.08 875
others on the online platform.
WMI1O0 | I can re-access to read the review again on 4.11 .870
the online platform.
WMI1 | I can access and re-access both positive and | 4.07 .859
negative review of the product.
WM12 | I’'m willing to accept both positive and 4.07 .844
negative review online information as a
suggestion.
Perceived value
PV1 |Ibelieve the products information I 3.90 875
received is reliable.
PV2 | Ibelieve the information can help me later 4.18 .807
on.
PV3 | I believe the information can help me to 4.21 728
make the decision.
PV4 | Ibelieve the products information is enough | 4.21 11
so | can feel at ease.
PV5 | Ilike the product information as it is within | 4.14 .860

my understanding.
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Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
PV6 |1 like the products information that is easy to | 4.22 750
understand.
PR7 |1 fear that my colleague might think negative | 4.10 1.006
about me.
PR8 | I fear that my partner might think that it 4.29 810
doesn’t suit me.
PRY | I fear I might get criticized for what I want 4.11 960
to purchase.
Financial risk
PR10 | I fear that I might waste my money. 4.12 980
PR11 | I fear that [ might got scam and lose my 4.31 814
money without getting the product.
PR12 | I fear that I might purchase more expensive 4.09 967
than others.
PR13 | I fear that after I purchase I won’t receive 4.11 964
the original product.
PR14 | I fear that [ might waste my money on an 4.11 979
unsuitable product.
Adding positive review
S1 | I will detect adding positive review when the | 4.00 785

positive review lack detail.
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Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean
Deviation
S2 | I will detect adding positive review when the | 4.11 .866
positive review providers writing style
almost identical.
S3 I will detect the adding positive review when | 4.10 771
they are duplicate.
S4 I will detect adding positive review when 4.18 785
positive review provides with unreasonable
fact.
Deleting negative review
S5 I will detect deleting negative review. 4.10 196
S6 I will detect deleting negative review when 4.12 .809
only positive reviews are appearing, but
negative doesn’t.
S7 I will detect deleting negative review when 4.03 851
only a few reviews and all are very positive
review even though the product has launch
for quite a while now.
S8 | I will detect deleting negative review when 4.13 776
the argument of between review providers
seems like one is talking to himself.
S9 | I will detect deleting negative review when 4.05 .803

the comments of the review-provider are out

of topic.
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Table 4-2 Descriptive Analysis for Questionnaire Items (continued)

Std.
Items Descriptions Mean Deviation
Purchase decision

PD1 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.21 132
information shows it easy to buy.

PD2 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.23 814
information shows that it is what I needed.

PD3 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.25 720
information shows that are popular.

PD4 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.24 710
information shows that it the product I used
to experiences.

PD5 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.30 JT17
information shows that the payment is cash
on delivery.

PD6 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.31 765
information shows that the payment is safe.

PD7 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.22 .836
information shows that the payment secures
my privacy.

PD8 | I will purchase the product online if the 4.30 JT17

information shows that it is convenience.

Source: Original Study
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4.2 Factor Analysis and Reliability

In order to identify the dimensionalities and reliability of the research
constructs, the measurement items* purification procedure was conducted as
necessary. The purification process includes factor analysis, which contains
factor loading, the eigenvalue of the factors extracted from the measurement
items. After factor analysis, to identify the internal consistency and reliability
of the construct measurement, the item-to-total correlation, Cronbach‘s alpha

are calculated.

e Factor loading higher than 0.6

e Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) higher than 0.5
e Eigenvalue higher than 1

e Reliability test: Item-to-total correlation equal to or higher than 0.5;

Cronbach’s Alpha equal or higher than 0.6.

4.2.1 Product Characteristics

According to the previous chapter, product characteristics which were
measured by 10 questionnaire items. Table 4-3 presented the results of factor
loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance explained, item-to-total
correlation, Cronbach’s o for the measurement of product characteristics
construct. After conducting factor analysis and reliability process, the
dimensions of factor identified to explain the product characteristics, there are
10 items that used to explain product characteristics has been divided into 2
factors, following Roger (1962), characteristics of innovation factor 1 will be
named as compatibility which has has 6 items and factor 2 as relative advantage

which has 4 items.
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All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and the highest is PC2
with a factor loading of 0.950 indicating this item had the highest relation to
compatibility. All of the item to total correlation are greater than 0.5,
Cronbach’s a greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue greater than 1 as shown below,
compatibility Cronbach’s a = 0.952 and FEigen-value = 4.850; relative
advantage Cronbach’s a = 0.897 and Eigen-value = 3.072. Relative advantage
components had accumulated a total of 79.214% of explained variance which
shows these are important underlying factors for this construct. Based on all
criteria, we can conclude that the reliability and internal consistency of this

factor are acceptable.

Table 4-3 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Product

Characteristics
Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It:::tl:lo- Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (a)
correlation
PCS1 4.850 48.498% 0.952
PC2 0.950 0.923
s PC7 0.935 0.901
Z -~ |PC3 0.883 0.832
£% | Pc4 0.876 0.831
E= | PC6 0.872 0.827
So |PC8 0.854 0.798
§ 5 PCS2 3.072 79.214% 0.897
- PC1 0.895 0.790
& PC10 0.883 0.804
PC9 0.864 0.747
PC5 0.840 0.740

Note: PCS1= Compatibility, PCS2= Relative Advantage
Source: Original Study
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4.2.2 Information Sources

Information sources are intra and interpersonal sources and third-party
sources which were measured by 10 questionnaire items with 6 items for intra
and interpersonal sources and 4 items for third-party sources. Table 4.4
presented the results of factor loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance
explained, item-to-total correlation, Cronbach’s o for the measurement of
product characteristics construct. After conducting factor analysis and
reliability process, the dimensions of factor identified to explain the
information sources, 10 items have been divided into 2 factors, factor 1 is third-
party sources has 6 items, factor 2 is intra, and interpersonal sources have 4
items. All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and the highest is IS4 with
a factor loading of 0.993 indicating this item had the highest relation to intra
and interpersonal sources. All of the item to total correlation are greater than
0.5, Cronbach’s a greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue greater than 1 as shown
below, third-party sources Cronbach’s o= 0.984 and Eigen-value = 5.544; intra
and interpersonal sources Cronbach’s a = 0.988 and Eigen-value = 3.868. intra
and interpersonal sources components had accumulated a total of 94.122% of
explained variance which shows these are important underlying factors for this
construct. Based on all criteria, we can conclude that the reliability and internal

consistency of this factor are acceptable.

Table 4-4 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Information

Sources

Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It::tl;tlo- Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (a)

correlation
ISS1 5.544 55.437% 0.984

IS7 0.987 0.986

IS8 0.963 0.948

IS6 0.961 0.947
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Table 4-4 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Information

Sources (continued)

Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative Itc:(r)t:;tlo- Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (a)
correlation

" IS5 0.960 0.945

§ — 1S9 0.944 0.924

28 [1810 0.942 0.919

E f ISS2 3.868 94.122% 0.988

20 1S4 0.993 0.991

2 (12 0.979 0.964

<% I8l 0.975 0.959

- 1S3 0.974 0.960

Note: ISS1= Third-party Sources, ISS2= Intra and Interpersonal
Source: Original Study

4.2.3 Electronic Word of Mouth

Electronic word of mouth are information solicitation, channel variety
and message retention which were measured by 12 questionnaire items with 4
items for information solicitation, 3 items for channel variety and 5 items for
message retention. Table 4-5 presented the results of factor loadings,
eigenvalue, the percentage of variance explained, item-to-total correlation,
Cronbach’s a for the measurement of electronic word of mouth construct. After
conducting factor analysis and reliability process, the dimensions of factor
identified to explain the electronic word of mouth 12 items have been reduced
into 2 factors; factor 1 is message retention has 7 items, factor 2 is information
solicitation has 5 items. All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and the
highest is WM11 with a factor loading of 0.975 indicating this item had highest
relation to message retention and WM4 with a factor loading of 0.975
indicating this item had the highest relation to information solicitation. All of

the item to total correlation are greater than 0.5, Cronbach’s a greater than 0.6
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and Eigenvalue greater than 1 as shown below, message retention Cronbach’s
a = 0.990 and Eigen-value = 6.578; Factor 2 Cronbach’s a = 0.985 and Eigen-
value = 4.762. information solicitation components had accumulated a total of
94.505% of explained variance which shows these are important underlying
factors for this construct. Based on all criteria, we can conclude that the

reliability and internal consistency of this factor are acceptable.

Table 4-5 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Electronic Word

of Mouth
Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It::::lo_ Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (o)
correlation
WMSI1 6.578 54.821% 0.990
WMI11 0.975 0.984
= WM9 0.970 0.979
‘g WMI12 0.966 0.965
= ~ WMS5 0.963 0.958
T2 [wMm7 0.962 0.964
S [wMIo 0.954 0.953
o | WM3 0.935 0.934
25 WMS2 4762 | 94.505% 0.985
£ = WM4 0.975 0.985
5 WM6 0.965 0.967
WM2 0.956 0.944
WMS 0.954 0.948
WMI 0.947 0.931

Note: WMS1= Message Retention, WMS2= Information Solicitation

Source: Original Study

4.2.4 Perceived Value

Perceived value was measured by 7 questionnaire items. Table 4-6
presented the results of factor loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance
explained, item-to-total correlation, Cronbach’s a for the measurement of

perceived value construct. After conducting factor analysis and reliability
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process, the dimensions of factor identified to explain the perceived value, 7
items have been divided into 2 factors, factor 1 will be named as information
understandability which has 4 items, factor 2 will be named as information
reliability has 3 items. All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and the
highest is PV1 with a factor loading of 0.886 indicating this item had the highest
relation to information reliability. All of the item to total correlation are greater
than 0.5, Cronbach’s o greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue greater than 1 as shown
below, information understandability Cronbach’s a = 0.853 and Eigen-value =
2.739; Factor 2 Cronbach’s a = 0.818 and Eigen-value = 2.256. information
reliability components had accumulated a total of 71.352% of explained
variance which shows these are important underlying factors for this construct.
Based on all criteria, we can conclude that the reliability and internal

consistency of this factor are acceptable.

Table 4-6 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Perceived Value

Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It:::tl:lo- Cronbach’s
Constructs Items | Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (a)
correlation

PVS1 2.739 39.125% 0.853
o PV3 0.830 0.740
2o | PV7 0.816 0.696
> = PV6 0.812 0.701
! L |Pvs 0.735 0.630

3 S PVS2 2.256 71.352% 0.818
2% |pvi 0.886 0.749
PV4 0.856 0.760
PV2 0.716 0.516

Note: PVSI= Information Understandability, PVS2= Information Reliability

Source: Original Study
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4.2.5 Perceived Risk

Perceived risk are functional risk, social risk and financial risk which
were measured by 14 questionnaire items with 4 items for functional risk, 5
items for social risk and 5 items for financial risk. Table 4-7 presented the
results of factor loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance explained,
item-to-total correlation, Cronbach’s a for the measurement of perceived risk

construct.

After conducting factor analysis and reliability process, the dimensions
of factor identified to explain the perceived risk, 14 items have been divided
into 3 factors, factor 1 is financial risk has 6 items, factor 2 is functional risk
has 4 items, and factor 3 is social risk has 4 items. All items have factor loading
greater than 0.6, and the highest is PR1 with a factor loading of 0.974 indicating
this item had the highest relation to functional risk. All of the item to total
correlation are greater than 0.5, Cronbach’s a greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue
greater than 1 as shown below, financial risk Cronbach’s a = 0.993 and Eigen-
value = 5.780; functional risk Cronbach’s a. = 0.974 and Eigen-value = 3.750;
social risk Cronbach’s a = 0.870 and Eigen-value = 2.887. Social risk
components had accumulated a total of 88.688% of explained variance which
shows these are important underlying factors for this construct. Based on all

criteria, we can conclude that the reliability and internal consistency of this

factor are acceptable.

Table 4-7 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Perceived Risk

Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative Iti::::io_ Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (o)
correlation
PRS1 5.780 41.286% 0.993
PR7 0.946 0.994
PR3 0.938 0.969
PR14 0.935 0.978
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Table 4-7 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Perceived Risk

(continued)
Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative Iti:::lo_ Cronbach’s
Constructs Items Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (a)
correlation
PR10 0.932 0.978
PR12 0.925 0.961
PR13 0.922 0.967
PRS2 3.750 68.069% 0.974
%3 |PRI 0.974 0.962
%2 |PRII 0.958 0.946
g I PR4 0.949 0.916
> g PR2 0.942 0.916
& % PRS3 2.887 88.688% 0.870
PR6 0.848 0.784
PRS 0.777 0.722
PRS5 0.725 0.713
PRY9 0.653 0.668

Note: PRS1= Financial Risk, PRS2= Functional Risk, PRS3= Social Risk

Source: Original Study

4.2.6 Suspicion

Suspicion are adding positive review and deleting negative review
which was measured by 9 questionnaire items with 4 items for adding positive
review and 5 items for deleting negative review. Table 4-8 presented the results
of factor loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance explained, item-to-
total correlation, Cronbach’s a for the measurement of suspicion construct.
After conducting factor analysis and reliability process, the dimensions of
factor identified to explain the suspicion, 9 items have been divided into 2
factors, factor 1 is adding positive review has 5 items, factor 2 is deleting
negative review has 4 items. All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and
the highest is S7 with a factor loading of 0.826 indicating this item had the
highest relation to deleting negative review. All of the item to total correlation
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are greater than 0.5, Cronbach’s a greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue greater than
1 as shown below, adding positive review Cronbach’s a = 0.879 and Eigen-
value = 3.310; deleting negative review Cronbach’s a = 0.866 and Eigen-value
= 2.936. Deleting negative review components had accumulated a total of
69.397% of explained variance which shows these are important underlying
factors for this construct. Based on all criteria, we can conclude that the

reliability and internal consistency of this factor are acceptable.

Table 4-8 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Suspicion

Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It::::lo_ Cronbach’s
Constructs Items | Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (o)
correlation
SS1 3.310 36.777% 0.879
S2 0.815 0.726
S1 0.811 0.720
I |S3 0.770 0.740
£%2 s 0.739 0.682
LY 0.736 0.683
é % SS2 2.936 69.397% 0.866
< |s7 0.826 0.706
S5 0.821 0.783
S8 0.796 0.705
S6 0.751 0.670
Note: SS1= Adding Positive Review, SS2= Deleting Negative Review

Source: Original Study

4.2.7 Purchase Decision

Purchase decision was measured by 8 questionnaire items. Table 4-9
presented the results of factor loadings, eigenvalue, the percentage of variance
explained, item-to-total correlation, Cronbach’s o for the measurement of
purchase decision construct. After conducting factor analysis and reliability
process, the dimensions of factor identified to explain the purchase decision, 8

items have been divided into 2 factors, factor 1 will be named as buying
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convenience has 4 items, factor 2 will be named as payment method has 4 items.
All items have factor loading greater than 0.6, and the highest is PD4 with a
factor loading of 0.906 indicating this item had the highest relation to buying
convenience. All of the item to total correlation are greater than 0.5, Cronbach’s
a greater than 0.6 and Eigenvalue greater than 1 as shown below, buying
convenience Cronbach’s a = 0.871 and Eigen-value = 2.927; payment method
Cronbach’s a = 0.875 and Eigen-value = 2.917. Payment method components
had accumulated a total of 73.050% of explained variance which shows these
are important underlying factors for this construct. Based on all criteria, we can
conclude that the reliability and internal consistency of this factor are

acceptable.

Table 4-9 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests on Purchase

Decision
Research | Research | Factor | Eigen- | Cumulative It::::lo_ Cronbach’s
Constructs Items | Loading | value | Explained . Alpha (o)
correlation
PDS1 2.927 36.582% 0.871
PD4 0.906 0.820
2= |PDI 0.889 0.812
g2 PD3 0.794 0.690
8 < PD2 0.723 0.576
20 PDS2 2917 73.050% 0.875
$Z |pDs 0.899 0316
£~ [pD7 0.855 0.724
PD6 0.846 0.757
PD5 0.721 0.634

Note: PDSI= Buying Convenience, PDS2= Payment Method
Source: Original Study

4.3 Independent Sample t-test
The aim of this part is to identify the differences between male and

female into the above 7 constructs. The independent sample t-test used to
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compare means for male and female respondents on their opinion of product
characteristics, information sources, electronic word of mouth, perceived value,
perceived risk, suspicion and purchase decision in this study. The significant
results were p-value less than 0.05, and t-value could not be lower than 1.98.
The independent t-test results were presented in Table 4-10. It showed that
female respondents only have higher the mean score in third-party sources
(ISS1) and message retention (WMS1), while male respondents have a higher
mean score in the other factors and constructs. However, t-test results indicated
that there are differences between male and female incompatibility (PCS1) and

buying convenience (PDS1).

Table 4-10 T-test Results

Construct Factor Male pemale t-value | p-value
n=189 | n=169

Product PCSI 44515| 43462 2.100]  .036

Characteristics | pCS2 4.4193 4.3846 722 471

Information | ISS1 41623 | 4.1854| -310| 756

Sources ISS2 4.2328 4.1760 733 464

Electronic Word of | WMS1 40620 | 41082 -523 601

Mouth WMS2 4.1926 4.1692 278 781

, PVS] 42183 | 4.1272| 1308 192

Perceived Value = o 41182 40710| 652 515

PRSI 41314| 4.0888 421 674

Perceived Risk | PRS2 43294 | 43062 295 768

PRS3 42381 4.1361| 1266 206

N 3S1 41079 |  4.0639 627 531

Suspicion 32 41230 |  4.0651 796 427

~ |pDsI 43003 | 4.1598| 2.118 035

Purchase Decision 43360 | 42263 1577] 116

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Source: Original Study
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4.4 One-way Analysis of Variance ANOVA

To compare the dissimilarity of the dimensions® mean score based on
respondent‘s ages, educational level, incomes, and online shopping frequencies,
the one-way ANOV A was conducted.

This method is widely used to studies involving two or more groups.
With the aim of gaining further understanding, one-way ANOVA was
performed so as to find the significant difference factors of product
characteristics, information sources, electronic word of mouth, perceived value,
perceived risk, suspicion and purchase decision among each group. The one-
way ANOVA produces a one-way analysis of variance of a quantitative

dependent variable by a single factor as known as an independent variable.

4.4.1 Ages
There is no significant difference in most of the factors within the seven
constructs among different age groups except for functional risk (PRS2) and
buying convenience (PDS1) where the respondent age group of 20-29 mean are
higher than age group of 30-39.
Table 4-11 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Age Levels

Factor Ul;(i)er 22;)2 ? 3((););9 O:(;: ' V;;e vz?l;le Scheffe
e} 4)
PCS1 | 44386 | 4.4148 | 4.3470 | 4.3796 466 .706 NS
PCS2 | 4.3355 | 4.3941 | 4.4452 | 4.4861 720 .540 NS
ISS1 | 4.1623 | 4.1339 | 4.2922 | 4.2130 957 413 NS
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Table 4-11 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Age Levels (continued)

Factor Ul;doel’ 22;)2 ? 3(();;9 O:Oe ' V:l:le Vz?l;le Scheffe
1) 4)

ISS2 | 4.2632 | 4.1583 | 4.3151 | 4.2500 966 409 NS
WMSI | 4.0752 | 4.0661 | 4.0665 | 4.3968 .892 445 NS
WMS2 | 4.3421 | 4.1721 | 4.1589 | 4.0556 .700 552 NS
PVS1 | 4.1382 | 4.1834 | 4.1301 | 4.3333 510 676 NS
PVS2 | 4.0526 | 4.1252 | 4.0320 | 4.0741 408 747 NS
PRS1 | 4.0395 | 4.0728 | 4.2397 | 4.2315 729 535 NS
PRS2 | 4.4342 | 44105 | 40616 | 3.9444 | 6208| 000 (2)>(3)
PRS3 | 4.2105 | 4.1517 | 4.3014 | 4.1806 731 534 NS
SS1 4.0684 | 4.1249 | 4.0247 | 3.9000 966 409 NS
SS2 42632 | 4.0295 | 4.1918 | 4.1944 2.109 .099 NS
PDS1 | 4.1974 | 4.2893 | 4.0342 | 4.4167 3.664 0131 (2)>(@3)
PDS2 | 4.2303 | 4.2937 | 4.2705 | 4.3333 .149 931 NS

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Source: Original Study
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4.4.2 Educational Level

There is no significant difference in most of the factors within the seven
constructs among different educational levels except for intra and interpersonal
sources (ISS2), financial risk (PRS1), social risk (PRS3) and adding positive
review (SS1) where master is higher than bachelor; also in information
solicitation (WMS2) and information reliability (PVS2) where fresh graduate
from high school are higher than master and bachelor; lastly is deleting negative
review (SS2) where the respondents from fresh graduare from high school are

the highest.

Table 4-12 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Educational Levels

Fresh
graduate
Doctorate
Factor fr.om Bachelor | Master / PHD F- p- Scheffe
high 2) (R)] value | value
“4)
school
)
PCS1 4.4545 4.3361 | 4.4242 4.4815 1.283 | .280 NS
PCS2 4.4015 43313 | 4.4382 4.4907 1.705| .166 NS
ISS1 4.3434 4.0972 | 4.1742 4.2963 1.392 | .245 NS
ISS2 4.3561 3.9771 | 4.3272 4.2407 |6.313 | .000| (3)>(2)
WMS1 | 4.2684 3.9774 | 4.0714 4.4127 |2.644 | .049 NS
WMS2 | 4.4667 3.9250 | 4.2865 4.2815 7.148 000 (1)>
. . . . . . 3)>(2)
PVSI1 4.2424 4.0583 | 4.2163 43426 |2.211 | .087 NS
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Table 4-12 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Educational Levels (continued)

Fresh
graduate
Doctorate
Factor fr.om Bachelor | Master / PHD F- p- Scheffe
high 2) 3) value | value
school @)
1)
PVS2 | 4.2828 39111 |4.1704 4.1975 4.805 003 (1)>
) ) ) . ) ) 3)>(2)
PRS1 4.0657 3.8167 | 4.2903 4.2963 6.539 | .000| (3)>(2)
PRS2 | 4.5909 4.2229 | 4.3596 4.1389 2914 | .034 NS
PRS3 4.2576 3.9021 | 4.3497 4.3333 9.473 | .000|(3)>(2)
SS1 4.1576 3.9450 | 4.1663 4.1111 2.908 | .035|(3)>(2)
(1)>
SS2 4.3030 3.8688 | 4.1826 4.2778 7.420 | .000 | (4)>
3)>(2)
PDSI1 4.3409 4.1229 | 4.2879 4.2407 2.014 | .112 NS
PDS2 | 4.3409 4.1521 | 4.3455 4.3981 2.595 | .052 NS

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Sources: Original Study

4.4.3 Incomes

There is no significant difference in most of the factors within the seven
constructs among different income levels except for relative advantage (PCS2),
deleting negative review (SS2) where the respondents with income over

$500/per month are higher than those whose income is under $200/per month;
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also in functional risk (PRS2) where the respondents with income $200-
$349/per month are the highest; lastly is payment method (PDS2) where the
respondents with the income of $350-$499/per month are higher than those
whose income under $200/per month.

Table 4-13 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Incomes

Under | $200- | $350 -
$200/ | $349/ | $499/ | Over
Factor | per per per $500
month | month | month “4)

Q) 2) @)
PCS1 | 42994 | 44751 | 43552 | 44091 | 2210| .087| NS

Scheffe
value value

PCS2 | 4.2627 | 4.4035 | 4.3899 | 4.5085 | 3.568 014 4> (1)

ISST | 4.1299 | 4.0801 | 4.2659 | 4.2481 1.645 179 NS

ISS2 | 4.0636 | 4.2657 | 4.1875 | 4.2330 1.089 354 NS

WMSI1 | 3.9927 | 3.9809 | 4.1531 | 4.2273 1.960 120 NS

WMS2 | 4.0678 | 4.2614 | 4.1714 | 4.1523 878 452 NS

PVS1 | 4.0339 | 4.2283 | 4.1369 | 4.2301 1.487 218 NS

PVS2 | 4.0226 | 4.1759 | 3.9960 | 4.1250 1.464 224 NS

PRSI | 3.9633 | 3.9777 | 43373 | 4.1875 3.107 027 NS

(2)>
>3

PRS3 | 4.0339 | 4.1831 | 4.3065 | 4.1932 1.511 211 NS

PRS2 | 43136 | 4.5256 | 4.2083 | 4.1278 | 6.131 .000
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Table 4-13 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Incomes (continued)

Under | $200- | $350 -
$200/ | $349/ | $499/ | Over
Factor | per per per $500
month | month | month “4)

Q) 0] G)
SS1 | 3.8915 | 4.1575 | 4.0476 | 4.1545 | 2.666| .048| NS

Scheffe
value value

SS2 | 3.9153 | 4.0768 | 4.0774 | 4.2614 | 3.215 0231 (4)>(1)

PDS1 | 4.1229 | 4.3228 | 4.2708 | 4.1449 | 2.158 .093 NS

PDS2 | 4.0763 | 4.2992 | 43958 | 4.2955 | 2.940 033 3)>(1)

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Source: Original Study

4.4.4 Online shopping frequencies

There 1s no significant difference in most of the factors within the seven
constructs among different online shopping frequencies except for
compatibility (PCS1) and functional risk (PRS2) where those who rarely shop
online is the highest; also financial risk (PRS1) where those who shop online
at least once a month are higher than those who rarely shop online; in adding
positive review (SS1) where the respondents whose shop online at least once a
month are higher than those whose shop online once a while; and lastly in
deleting negative review (SS2) where those whose shop online at least once a

month is the highest.
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Table 4-14 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Online Shopping Frequencies

At More
Rarel Once least than F- )
Factor a) y awhile | once a | once a value Vz?lue Scheffe
2) month | month
3) (C))
PCS1 | 4.5929 | 4.2616 | 4.4465 | 4.3446 7.583 000 (1)>
) ) ) ) . . 4)>(2)
PCS2 | 4.3857 | 4.3602 | 4.4222 | 4.4382 .549 .649 NS
ISS1 4.1500 | 4.0591 | 4.3333 | 4.1199 2.888 .036 NS
ISS2 | 4.3286 | 4.0323 | 4.2429 | 4.2472 2.629 .050 NS
WMSI1 | 3.9429 | 3.9754 | 4.2237 | 4.1413 2.356 072 NS
WMS2 | 4.2514 | 4.0129 | 4.2057 | 4.2742 2.040 .108 NS
PVS1 | 4.2607 | 4.0430 | 4.2335 | 4.1770 1.936 123 NS
PVS2 | 4.2333 | 4.0000 | 4.1384 | 4.0375 1.924 125 NS
PRS1 | 3.8786 | 4.0394 | 4.2893 | 4.1573 2.901 0351 (3)>(1)
(1)>
PRS2 | 4.4857 | 4.4005 | 4.4104 | 3.9916 8.390 .000 | (3)>
2)>#)
PRS3 | 4.1250 | 4.0806 | 4.3797 | 4.1292 3.294 .021 NS
SS1 4.1629 | 3.9699 | 4.2302 | 3.9798 3.841 010 3)>(?)
SS2 39679 | 3.9113 | 4.2712 | 4.1798 6.122 .000 (3)>
(H)>(2)
PDS1 | 42286 | 4.2742 | 4.3231 | 4.0899 2.417 .066 NS
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Table 4-14 Results of the Difference of the Factors within the Seven

Constructs among Group of Online Shopping Frequencies (continued)

At More
Rarely Onc.e least than F- p-
Factor a) awhile | oncea | once a value | value Scheffe
(2) month | month
3) 4)
PDS2 | 42286 | 4.2285 | 4.3726 | 4.2809 1.062 365 NS

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Source: Original Study

4.5 Relationship Among the Constructs

To test the hypotheses, and the relationship among the seven constructs,
the data analysis was performed using SPSS, version 20. Descriptive statistics
and bivariate correlations among the variables for the study are shown in Table
4-15. This study also adopted Baron and Kenny’s (1986), approach to test the

mediation and moderation effect of the variables.

4.5.1 Relationship Among the Seven Constructs

The highest mean was for product characteristics (4.4024) with a
standard deviation of 0.356, while the lowest mean was suspicion (4.0914) with
a standard deviation of 0.625. The correlation coefficients can help shows the
bivariate relationships among the 7 variables. Based on the correlation analysis
of each variable it can be seen that all the 7 constructs are significantly
positively correlated with one another. Firstly, this study discusses the
relationship among the variables used for testing the hypothesis; with product
characteristics are significantly positively correlated with the variable of
purchase decision (r=0.302, p<0.001), and significantly positively correlated

with information sources (r=0.212, p<0.001), also significantly positively
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correlated with electronic word of mouth (r=0.322, p<0.001), while electronic
word of mouth also found to be significantly correlated with purchase decision
(r=0.428, p<0.001). Information sources are significantly positively correlated
with the variable of purchase decision (r=0.256, p<0.001), and significantly
positively correlated with perceived value (r=0.312, p<0.001), while perceived
value also found to be significantly correlated with purchase decision (r=0.522,
p<0.001). Perceived risk is significantly positively correlated with purchase
decision (r=0.590, p<0.001), while purchase decision also found to be
significantly correlated with suspicion (r=0.575, p<<0.001). Second, this study
found that the strongest relationship among the 7 variable is perceived risk and
suspicion (r=0.663, p<0.001).
Table 4-15 Results of the Correlation of the Seven Constructs

Variables Mean SD PC IS WM PV PR S PD
PC 4.4024 | 0.356 1

IS 4.1896 | 0.539 | .212%** 1

WM 4.1327 | 0.657 | .322%** | 3]9%kx* 1

PV 4.1356 | 0.589 | .382%** | 312¥** | G28F** 1

PR 4.2065 | 0.625 | .254%** | 257F*kk | 504%** | A4RTH** 1

S 4.0914 | 0.602 | 401*** | 360*** | 539%*kk | G57FK* | 663%** 1

PD 4.2591 | 0.539 | 302%** | 256%** | 42k | 522%kx | 500%** | 575k 1

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, r= Sample correlation coefficient
2. PC= Product Characteristics, IS= Information Sources, WM=
Electronic Word of Mouth, PV=Perceived Value, PR= Perceived Risk, S= Suspicion,

PD= Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

4.5.2 The Mediation Effect of Information Sources between Product
Characteristics and Purchase Decision
To test the mediation effect of information sources between product

characteristics and purchase decision, this study adopted Baron and Kenny‘s
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(1986), approach. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), there are four steps
to check the mediation effect of the variables: firstly, measuring whether the
mediator has been in a significant relationship with the independent variable;
secondly, to check that whether there is a significant relationship between the
independent variable and the dependent variable; next step is to make a test to
examine whether the mediator is significantly in the relationship with the
dependent variable, when the independent variable be controlled; the last step
is to establish that there are any the mediating between the mediator with the
independent-dependent variables relationship, the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable, controlling for the mediator should be zero.
Table 4-16 Mediation Test of Information Sources Between Product

Characteristics and Purchase Decision

. IS PD
Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
PC V)% § 302%** 260%**
IS 256%** 2007%**
R 212 302 256 .360
R? .045 .091 .065 .130
Adj-R? .042 .089 .063 125
F-value 16.815 35.768 24 871 26.441
P-value .000 .000 .000 .000
D-W 1.552 1.547 1.478 1.628
Max VIF 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.047

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, f= Standardized coefficient
2. PC= Product Characteristics, IS= Information Sources, PD=

Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

According to table 4-16, model 1 tested the relationship between product

characteristics (independent variable) and information sources (mediator), and
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the results show that product characteristics is significant and positively
affected information sources (f=0.212, p<<0.001); for model 2 the test was for
the relationship between product characteristics (independent variable) and
purchase decision (dependent variable), and the results show that product
characteristics 1s significant and positively affected to purchase decision
(B=0.302, p<0.001); next, information sources is the independent variables and
purchase decision is inputted as dependent variable in the third model, the
results indicated that information sources is significant and positively affected
to purchase decision (f=0.256, p<0.001), therefore H1 H2 and H3 are
supported. Finally, product characteristics and information sources regressed
with purchase decision shows ($=0.260, p<0.001; p=0.200, p<0.001)
respectively in model 4. The results in model 4 showed that R?= 0.130 and the
adjusted R>= 0.125, meaning that 12.50% of the variance in purchase decision
can be predicted from product characteristics and information sources. F-value
equals 26.441 (p<0.001) is significant. For multicollinearity, max VIF is 1.047.

According to the results above, the beta value of purchase decision is
reduced from 0.302 to 0.260, and both product characteristics and information
sources are significantly related to purchase decision. Therefore, H10 is
supported. Purchase decision provides a partial mediation effect on the

relationship between product characteristics and information sources.
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Figure 4-1 Mediating Effect of Information Sources on the Relationship
between Product Characteristics and Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

The study further used Preacher and Hayes’s (2004), suggestions to
examine the indirect effect and applied the Sobel test and the bootstrap
approach confidence intervals (Cls) to verify mediating effects. As shown in
Table 4.17, In step 1 of the mediation model, the regression of product
characteristics on purchase decision, ignoring the mediator, was significant,
B=0.4576, t(356)=5.9806, p=0.0000. Step 2 showed that the regression of
product characteristics on the mediator, information sources was also
significant, =0.3216, t(356)=4.1006, p=0.0001. Step 3 of the mediation
process showed that the mediator (information sources), controlling for product
characteristics, was significant, $=0.2005, t(355)=3.9551, p=0.0001. Step 4 of
the analyses revealed that the mediator (information sources), controlling for
product characteristics was also significant predictor of purchase decision,
B=0.3931, t(355)=5.1232, p=0.0000. The results of the Sobel test are significant
(p=0.0050). The z-value equals to 2.8039, which is higher than 1.96 (p<0.05),
and value of mediating effect is 0.0645. It indicates that that information
sources partially mediated the relationship between product characteristics and

purchase decision. The study further used the bootstrap approach to verify the
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Sobel test. The result reveals Cls between 95% and 5% (excluding 0) reaches
significant levels. Therefore, the results also support H10.
Table 4-17 Regression Analysis of the Indirect Effect between Information

Sources and Purchase Decision

Direct effects and Total effect
B SE t p

IV ->DV 4576 0765 5.9806 .0000
IV > MV 3216 0784 4.1006 .0001
MV -> DV, IV is controlled 2005 .0507 3.9551 .0001
IV -> DV, MV is controlled 3931 0767 5.1232 .0000
Indirect effect and significant using the normal distribution

Value SE LL95%CI UL95%CI z p
Sobel .0645 .0230 .0194 1095 2.8039 .0050
Bootstrap results for the indirect effect

Value SE LLI95%CI UL95%CI Mean
Effect .0645 .0308 0214 1426 0699

Note. 1. IV=Independent Variable (Product Characteristics), DV= Dependent variable
(Purchase Decision), MV= Mediating Variable (Information Sources), =
Unstandardized Coefficient
2. N= 358, Number of Bootstrap Resamples= 1000, LL= Lower Limit, CI=
Confidence Interval, UL= Upper Limit

Source: Original Study

4.5.3 The Mediation Effect of Electronic Word of Mouth between Product
Characteristics and Purchase Decision

According to table 4-18, model 1 tested the relationship between product
characteristics (independent variable) and electronic word of mouth (mediator),
and the results show that product characteristics is significant and positively
affected to electronic word of mouth (f=0.322, p<<0.001); for model 2 the test
was for the relationship between product characteristics (independent variable)

and purchase decision (dependent variable), and the results shows that product
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characteristics is significant and positively affected to purchase decision
(B=0.302, p<0.001); next, electronic word of mouth is the independent
variables and purchase decision is inputted as dependent variable in the third
model, the results indicated that electronic word of mouth is significant and
positively affected to purchase decision (=0.428, p<0.001), therefore H4 and
HS5 are supported. Finally, product characteristics and electronic word of mouth
regressed with purchase decision shows (B=0.183, p<0.001; =0.369, p<0.001)
respectively in model 4. The results in model 4 showed that R>=0.213 and the
adjusted R? is 0.209, meaning that 20.90% of the variance in purchase decision
can be predicted from product characteristics and electronic word of mouth. F-
value equals 48.133 (p<0.001) 1s significant. For multicollinearity, max VIF is
1.116.
Table 4-18 Mediation Test of Electronic Word of Mouth between Product

Characteristics and Purchase Decision

. WM PD
Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
PC 322 %H*E 302%** ] 83wk
WM QDK H* 369%**
R 322 302 428 462
R? .104 .091 183 213
Adj-R? 101 .089 181 .209
F-value 41.176 35.768 79.842 48.133
P-value .000 .000 .000 .000
D-W 173 1.547 1.614 1.703
Max VIF 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.116

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, B: Standardized coefficient

2. PC= Product Characteristics, PD= Purchase Decision, WM= Electronic Word of

Mouth

Source: Original Study
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According to the results above, the beta value of purchase decision is
reduced from 0.302 to 0.183, and both product characteristics and electronic
word of mouth are significantly related to purchase decision. Therefore, H11 is
supported. Purchase decision provides a partial mediation effect on the

relationship between product characteristics and electronic word of mouth.

Electronic Word of Mouth

* &
o T\
: *

*x

] 83k
Product Characteristics Purchase Decision

3Q2%xk

Figure 4-2 Mediating Effect of Electronic Word of Mouth on the Relationship
between Product Characteristics and Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

Following Preacher and Hayes’s (2004), as shown in Table 4-19, in step
1 of the mediation model, the regression of product characteristics on purchase
decision, ignoring the mediator, was significant, f=0.4576, t(356)=5.9806,
p=0.0000. Step 2 showed that the regression of product characteristics on the
mediator, eWOM, was also significant, =0.5941, t(356)=6.4168, p=0.0000.
Step 3 of the mediation process showed that the mediator (eWOM), controlling
for product characteristics, was significant, [=0.3028, t(355)=7.4207,
p=0.0000. Step 4 of the analyses revealed that the mediator (eWOM),
controlling for product characteristics scores was also significant predictor of
purchase decision, =0.2777, t(355)=3.6876, p=0.0003. The results of the
Sobel test are significant (p=0.0000). The z-value equals to 4.8288, which is
higher than 1.96 (p<0.05), and value of mediating effect is 0.1799. It indicates
that that eWOM partially mediated the relationship between product
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characteristics and purchase decision. The study further used the bootstrap

approach to verify the Sobel test. The result reveals CIs between 95% and 5%

(excluding 0) reaches significant levels. Therefore, the results also support H11.
Table 4-19 Regression Analysis of the Indirect Effect between eWOM and

Purchase Decision

Direct effects and Total effect
B SE t p
IV ->DV 4576 0765 5.9806 .0000
IV ->MV 5941 0926 6.4168 .0000
MV -> DV, IV is controlled 3028 .0408 7.4207 .0000
IV -=> DV, MV is controlled 2777 .0753 3.6876 .0003
Indirect effect and significant using the normal distribution
Value SE LL95%CI UL95%CI V/ p
Sobel 1799 0373 .1069 2530 4.8288 .0000
Bootstrap results for the indirect effect
Value SE LL95%CI UL95%CI Mean
Effect 1799  .0500 .0869 2794 1757

Note. 1. IV=Independent Variable (Product Characteristics), DV= Dependent variable
(Purchase Decision), MV= Mediating Variable (eWOM), = Unstandardized
Coefficient
2. N= 358, Number of Bootstrap Resamples= 1000, LL= Lower Limit, CI=
Confidence Interval, UL= Upper Limit

Source: Original Study

4.5.4 The Mediation Effect of Perceived Value between Information
Sources and Purchase Decision

According to table 4-20, model 1 tested the relationship between
information sources (independent variable) and perceived value (mediator),
and the results show that information sources is significant and positively
affected to perceived value (B=0.312, p<0.001); for model 2 the test was for the

relationship between information sources (independent variable) and purchase
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decision (dependent variable), and the results show that information sources is
significant and positively affected to purchase decision (=0.256, p<0.001);
next, perceived value is the independent variables and purchase decision is
inputted as dependent variable in the third model, the results indicated that
perceived value is significant and positively affected to purchase decision
(B=0.522, p<0.001), therefore H6 and H7 are supported. Finally, information
sources and perceived value regressed with purchase decision shows (f=0.103,
p<0.05; p=0.409, p<0.001) respectively in model 4. The results in model 4
showed that R?>=0.282 and the adjusted R? is 0.278, meaning that 27.80% of the
variance in purchase decision can be predicted from information sources and
perceived value. F-value equals 69.611 (p<0.001) is significant. For
multicollinearity, max VIF is 1.108.
Table 4-20 Mediation Test of Perceived Value between Information Sources

and Purchase Decision

. PV PD
Variables

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
IS J12%**® 256%** .103*
PV S5 H* AQ9%**
R 312 256 522 531
R? .098 .065 272 282
Adj-R? .095 .063 270 278
F-value 38.491 24 871 133.148 69.611
P-value .000 .000 .000 .000
D-W 1.224 1.478 1.838 1.842
Max VIF 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.108

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, B: Standardized coefficient

2. IS= Information Sources, PV= Perceived Value, PD= Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

79




According to the results above, the beta value of purchase decision is
reduced from 0.256 to 0.103, and both information sources and perceived value
are significantly related to purchase decision. Therefore, H12 is supported.
Purchase decision provides a partial mediation effect on the relationship

between information sources and perceived value.

Perceived Value

* =
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Information Sources Purchase Decision
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Figure 4-3 Mediating Effect of Perceived Value on the Relationship
between Information Sources and Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

Following Preacher and Hayes’s (2004), as shown in Table 4-21, in step
1 of the mediation model, the regression of information sources on purchase
decision, ignoring the mediator, was significant, $=0.2556, t(356)=4.9870,
p=0.0000. Step 2 showed that the regression of information sources on the
mediator, perceived value, was also significant, =0.3413, t(356)=6.2041,
p=0.0000. Step 3 of the mediation process showed that the mediator (perceived
value), controlling for information sources, was significant, [=0.4483,
t(355)=10.3416, p=0.0000. Step 4 of the analyses revealed that the mediator
(perceived value), controlling for information sources scores was also
significant predictor of purchase decision, $=0.1026, t(355)=2.1663, p=0.0310.
The results of the Sobel test are significant (p=0.0000). The z-value equals to
5.3020, which is greater than 1.96 (p<0.05), and value of mediating effect is
0.1530. It indicates that that perceived value partially mediated the relationship
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between information sources and purchase decision. The study further used the
bootstrap approach to verify the Sobel test. The result reveals Cls between 95%
and 5% (excluding 0) reaches significant levels. Therefore, the results also
support H12.

Table 4-21 Regression Analysis of the Indirect Effect between eWOM and

Purchase Decision

Direct effects and Total effect
B SE t p
IV ->DV 2556 0513 4.9870 .0000
IV >MV 3413 0550 6.2041 .0000
MV -> DV, IV is controlled 4483 .0434 10.3416 .0000
IV -> DV, MV is controled .1026 .0474 2.1663 .0310
Indirect effect and significant using the normal distribution
Value SE LL95%CI UL95%CI z p
Sobel 1530 .0289 .0964 2096 5.3020 .0000
Bootstrap results for the indirect effect
Value SE LL95%CI UL95%CI Mean
Effect 1530 .0405 .0839 2453 1540

Note. 1. IV=Independent variable (Information Sources), DV= Dependent variable
(Purchase Decision), MV= Mediating variable (Perceived Value), p=
Unstandardized Coefficient
2. N= 358, Number of Bootstrap Resamples= 1000, LL= Lower Limit, CI=
Confidence Interval, UL= Upper Limit

Source: Original Study

4.5.5 The Moderation Effect of Perceived Risk on The Relationship
Between Information Sources and Purchase Decision

To test the moderation effect of the research constructs, this study
adopted Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach. According to Baron and Kenny
(1986) moderation analysis can be conducted to assess if the moderator
moderates the relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
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The study also applied hierarchical regression analysis to test the moderating
effect of perceived risk on the relationship between information sources and
purchase decision (see Figure 4-4). As shown in model 1, the result discloses
that information sources is positively and significantly affected to purchase
decision (f=0.256, p<0.001). Model 2 showed that perceived risk is positively
and significantly affected to purchase decision (=0.590, p<0.001), therefore,
H8 is supported. As shown in model 3 in the Table 4-22, the result showed that
both independent variables (information sources, p=0.111, p<0.05) and
moderating variables (perceived risk, f=0.561, p<0.001) are significantly
affected to dependent variable (purchase decision). In addition, the result in
model 4 revealed the interaction effect (R*=0.372, p=-0.122, p<0.01, max VIF=
1.187) of information sources and perceived risk is significantly affect to
purchase decision also the. Additionally, the interaction between perceived risk
and information sources exerts a moderating effect on purchase decision, so
H13 is supported. This meant that perceived risk is a moderator of the
relationship between information sources and perceived risk.
Table 4-22 The Moderating Test of Perceived Risk on the Relationship

between Information Sources and Purchase Decision

PD
Variabl
artables Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model 4
Independent
Variable
IS 256%%* d11% .105%
Moderating
Variable
PR 590 %** 561 %** 52D %%
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Table 4-22 The Moderating Test of Perceived Risk on the Relationship

between Information Sources and Purchase Decision (continued)

. PD

Variables Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model 4
Interactive
Effect
IS*PR - 122%*
R? .065 .348 .359 372
Adj-R? .063 .346 355 367
F-value 24.871 189.633 99.450 69.956

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, f= Standardized coefficient

2. IS= Information Sources, PR= Perceived Risk, PD= Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study
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Figure 4-4 Moderating Effect of Perceived Risk between the Relationship of

Source: Original Study

To further understand the moderating effect, this study adopted the
method of Aiken and West (1991), to set the moderating effects of low and high
perceived risk on a low (1)/high (2) median as a benchmark. Figure 4-5 shows
that both information sources and perceived risk have a positive effect on

purchase decision and as such the purchase decision will increase with an

256%**
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increase in perceived risk. However, compared with low information sources,
those with high information sources enjoy less growth in the purchase decision
with an increase in low perceived risk. The implication being that a low
perceived risk has a stronger impact on purchase decision than high perceived

risk.
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Figure 4-5 Moderating Effect of Perceived Risk
Source: Original Study

4.5.6 The Moderation Effect of Suspicion on The Relationship Between
Electronic Word of Mouth and Purchase Decision

To test the moderating effect of suspicion on the relationship between
the electronic word of mouth and purchase decision (see Figure 4-6). As shown
in model 1, the result discloses that electronic word of mouth is positively and
significantly affected to purchase decision ($=0.428, p<0.001). Model 2
showed that suspicion is positively and significantly affected to purchase
decision (f=0.575, p<0.001), therefore, H9 is supported. As shown in model 3
in the Table 4-23, the result showed that both independent variables (electronic
word of mouth, 3=0.166, p<0.01) and moderating variables (suspicion, f=0.486,
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p<0.001) are significantly affected to dependent variable (purchase decision).
In addition, the result in model 4 revealed the interaction effect (R?=0.372, p=-
0.166, p<0.01, max VIF= 1.543) of electronic word of mouth and suspicion is
significantly affect to purchase decision, it shows that the interaction between
suspicion and electronic word of mouth exerts a moderating effect on purchase
decision, so H14 is supported. This meant that suspicion is a moderator of the
relationship between electronic word of mouth and suspicion.
Table 4-23 The Moderating Test of Suspicion on the Relationship between

Electronic Word of Mouth and Purchase Decision

PD
Variables
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Independent

Variable
WM A28F** 166** 134**
Moderating
Variable
S STSER ¥ A8OF** A3 H**
Interactive
Effect
WM*S -.166**
R 428 575 .592 .610
R? .183 331 351 372
Adj-R? 181 .329 347 367
F-value 79.842 176.241 95.895 70.028

Note: 1. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, f= Standardized coefficient
2. WM= eWOM, S= Suspicion, PD= Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

85



Suspicion

- 166%**

) 1 34%F* .
Electronic Word of Mouth \ N Purchase Decision

A2 HAx

Figure 4-6 Moderating Effect of Suspicion between the Relationship of
Electronic Word of Mouth and Purchase Decision

Source: Original Study

Further understanding shows Figure 4-7, that both eWOM and suspicion
have a positive effect on purchase decision such that the purchase decision will
increase with an increase in suspicion. However, compared to those with low
eWOM, those with high eWOM enjoy less growth in purchase decision with
an increase in suspicion. That means low suspicion has a stronger impact on

purchase decision than high suspicion.
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Figure 4-7 Moderating Effect of Suspicion
Source: Original Study

86



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

5.1 Research Conclusion

Table 5-1 Result of the Tested Hypotheses

Hypotheses Results

There is a significant effect between product

Hl characteristics and purchase decision Supported
There 1s a significant effect between product

H2 characteristics and information sources Supported
There 1s a significant effect between information sources

H3 and purchase decision Supported
There 1is a significant effect between product

H4 characteristics and electronic word of mouth Supported
There is a significant effect between electronic word of]

H> mouth and purchase decision Supported
There 1s a significant effect between information sources

H6 and perceived value Supported
There is a significant effect between perceived value and

H7 purchase decision Supported
There is a significant effect between perceived risk and

H8 purchase decision Supported
There is a significant effect between suspicion and

HO purchase decision Supported
Information sources mediates the relation between

H10 Supported

product characteristics and purchase decision
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Table 5-1 Result of the Tested Hypotheses (continued)

Hypotheses Results

Electronic word of mouth mediates the relation between

HIl product characteristics and purchase decision Supported

Perceived value mediates the relation between

H12 |. : o
information sources and purchase decision Supported

Perceived risk moderates when information sources in

HI3 relation with purchase decision Supported

Suspicion moderates when electronic word of mouth in

Hi4 relation with purchase decision Supported

Source: Original Study

The purpose of this study are (i) to analysis the effect between product
characteristics and purchase decision (ii) to test the effect between information
sources and purchase decision (iii) to check the effect between information
sources and purchase decision (iv) to examine the effect between product
characteristics and electronic word of mouth (v) to explore the effect between
electronic word of mouth and purchase decision (vi) to inspects the effect
between information sources and perceived value (vii) to investigate the effect
between perceived value and purchase decision (viii) to analysis the effect
between perceived risk and purchase decision (ix) to test the effect between
suspicion and purchase decision (x) to check how information sources mediates
the relation between product characteristics and purchase decision (xi) to
examine how electronic word of mouth mediates the relation between product
characteristics and purchase decision (xii) to explore how perceived value
mediates the relation between information sources and purchase decision (xiii)

to inspect how perceived risk moderates when information sources in relation
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with purchase decision (xiv) to investigate how suspicion moderates when

electronic word of mouth in relation with purchase decision.

The theoretical framework for this study was developed based on the
above literature explained in chapter 2. From the result of this research, it has
been found that product characteristics, information sources, eWOM, perceived
value, perceived risk, suspicion to be the main drivers for purchase decision, as

indicated in Table 5-1 above which shows the hypotheses tested with the results.

According to the results, a number of conclusions have been drawn from
the study. This study has found that product characteristics have significant
effect on purchase decision, supported the previous finding of Teichert (2000);
Burton et al. (2001); Kotler and Keller (2012) where product characteristics are
significantly affect purchase decision. This finding indicated that when
considering purchase online, online shopper would go through how the product
1s capable of better than others and how much it compatible with them first

before making or not making any decision to purchase.

This study also shows that product characteristics significantly impact
on information sources, which is the same study results of Kotler and Keller
(2012); Jin and Phua (2014); No and Kim (2015), so when online shoppers are
looking for a particular product, they will try to obtain as much information as
possible from differences sources. Likewise this study also found information
sources to be impacted to purchase decision as well, Shankar et al. (2016) test
also support this finding by founding product information to be the trigger of
the consumers' interests and purchase, which mean the more buyer obtain
information regarding the product the more likely they made decision to

purchase.
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Kuan, Yang, and Cheng (2005); Knoll (2015), also concluded that
product characteristics significantly associated with electronic word of mouth,
the same result as this study. It indicates that the results of this study are
congruent with the results of previous studies, that the more the potential buyer
sees that the product is good and better than others the more they want to share
that information on the internet. In addition as a result from this study electronic
word of mouth also significantly impact to purchase decision, which also has
been supported by Munir et al. (2018); Tanimoto and Fujii (2003) previous
research. It’s indicated that the higher the influence from that information from

the internet the higher their decision to buy the product will be.

This study also found that information sources is significantly affect
perceived value and perceived value is significantly impacted purchase
decision, supported by previous research of Martinsons and Davidson (2007);
Lin et al. (2014), it’s mean that the more information they can get the higher
perception of the product they can receive; this study also demonstrate that
perceived value significantly influence purchase decision, which means the
higher the perception customer think of the more likely they will or will not

buy the product, this finding also been found by Bickart and Schindler (2001).

Perceived risk also found to be significantly affect to purchase decision
confirming the previous research of Antony et al. (2006); Kim et al. (2008), it
shows that when potential buyer considers the risk involve it will influence
greatly to how should they buy the product or not. Same as above finding,
suspicion also found to significantly impact on purchase decision, also
supported the finding of Zhuang et al. (2018), which indicate that when the
potential buyer is suspicious of the information they received it will influence
their decision to purchase greatly to whether or not they should choose to buy
the product.
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As demonstrated from the result of the mediating effects of information
sources and electronic word of mouth to the relationship of product
characteristics, both mediation effects were found to be significant. For the first
mediation the result showed that when information sources entered itself, the
effect of product characteristics on purchase decision was significantly reduced.
When it happened, the effects of product characteristics was mediated through
information sources. This results gave more insight to the findings of Porter
and Heppelmann (2014) where they found that in order to make judgement
people rely on information; also inconsistent with Steckel et al. (2005); Park
and Lee (2009); Jin and Phua (2014), which indicated that even if the customer
thinks that the product is good before making any purchase they will go through
different kind of information sources they can get first to make better judgment.
Furthermore, from the analysis test, it showed that information sources
provided a partial mediation effect because the impact of product
characteristics to purchase decision significantly reduced but still higher than
zero. For the second mediation the result showed that when electronic word of
mouth entered itself, the effect of product characteristics on purchase decision
was significantly reduced. When it happened, the effects of product
characteristics was mediated through electronic word of mouth. This finding
also supported by Gruen et al. (2007); Knoll (2015), which shows that even
though the product shows promising the customer still prefer to go online in
search for more opinion and suggestion, also that opinion would in turn
influence whether or not to purchase. Moreover, from the analysis test, it
showed that electronic word of mouth provided a partial mediation effect
because the impact of product characteristics to purchase decision significantly

reduced but still higher than zero.
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The examine of perceived value mediate the relationship of information
sources and purchase decision also supported. The result demonstrated that
when perceived value gets involve the effect of information sources on
purchase decision was significantly reduced. When it happened, the effects of
information sources was mediated through perceived value. This result also
supported the previous finding of Bouchet et al. (1988); Choo (1993);
Frishammar (2003); Lin et al. (2014), which mean even when customer try to
get as many information they can get from different sources nevertheless they
still put their own perception into consideration and judgment as well when
trying to make purchase decision. In addition, from the analysis test, it showed
that perceived value provided a partial mediation effect because the impact of
information sources to purchase decision significantly reduced but still higher

than zero.

The results of this study also revealed that perceived risk had a
moderation effect on the relationship between information sources and
purchase decision. The previous finding of Erdem et al. (2004); Glynn and
Chen (2009); Beneke et al. (2012) also supported this finding. The result
indicates that when online shopper taking information sources into

consideration, perceived risk plays a vital role in influencing purchase decision.

The results of this study also demonstrate that suspicion had moderation
effect on the relationship between electronic word of mouth and purchase
decision. The previous finding of Mayzin (2006) also supported this finding.
The result shows that when online shopper taking electronic word of mouth

into consideration, suspicion can influencing purchase decision greatly.
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5.2 Research Discussion and Implication

This study aimed to investigate the impact of other variables on
purchasing decision. The significance among product characteristics,
information sources and purchase decision which has been proven in the upper
section can reveal some meaningful things when practicing e-commerce.
Product characteristics have indirectly effect on information sources and
purchase decision. In the others words, if online shopper gets a favorable
impression of the product they find interesting, they would go and ask around
for more information from different sources regarding the product, then it
would enhance their possibility to purchase the product depend on the
impression they got from the product and due to the information obtained. The
result has been consistent by the previous research of Jin and Phua (2014)
where they found that the customer is usually going through multiple sources
to find out more about the product they want to buy or interested; and by Porter
and Heppelmann (2014); Steckel et al. (2005), where they show that people
rely on information sources to consider making the purchase online. The second
meaningful contribution to e-commerce would be the finding of significant
among electronic word of mouth, product characteristics and purchase decision.
Product characteristics have indirectly effect on electronic word of mouth and
purchase decision. As a matter of fact, online shopper would still go seeks more
opinion and suggestion from other people online regarding the product even
when they see that the product is goods before purchase. The result gains some
more insight to previous research (van Beuningen et al., 2009; Kim & Gupta,
2012; Berger, 2014) where they found that customers believe eWOM more
because they are reliable. Another contribution would be the significant finding
among perceived value, information sources and purchase decision, as
information sources have indirectly effect on perceived value and purchase

decision. From the result, it shows that when online shopper obtained various
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information from different sources, it’s can change their perception of the
product, thus influence their purchase decision. The result contradicts the
previous finding by Lin et al. (2014), where they found that customer tends to
trust only their personal information sources only when it’s come to making a
decision. The two mains focus of moderation contribution to e-commerce in
this study are the significant finding among information sources, perceived risk,
purchase decision and the significant finding among electronic word of mouth,
suspicion, purchase decision. The first one shows that there is a significant
effect of perceived risk on the relationship between information sources and
purchase decision. From the result, it illustrated that even when online shoppers
can obtain a lot of information regarding the product but when there are risks
involved, they still need to rethink their decision whether or not to purchase,
it’s also show that if the level of risks is low it will influence the customers
decision to purchase more than high risk, the result gives more insight to the
previous study of Glynn and Chen (2009); Erdem et al. (2004) where they
found that the degree of risks perceived by individual impact directly to the
purchase decision. The second result shows that there is a significant effect of
suspicion on the relationship between electronic word of mouth and purchase
decision. The result reveals that online shopper tends to believe or trust others
people or sources from online but when the information somehow arouse their
suspicion, they still need to consider whether or not to purchase the product
depend on the level of suspicion, if the level of suspicion is low the customer
decision to purchase will be affect more than high suspicion. The study result
supported the finding of Zhuang et al. (2018) and the theory of Mayzin (2006)
where they said that even though the manipulation occurred the online
recommendation still credible for the consumer.

In this study there five suggestion refer to the online seller in Cambodia

that can help them with their selling. Firstly, when selling online the seller
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should give as much information for the product characteristics as possible, as
it can secure a line of trust between the seller and buyer, also try shows with an
aspect of your product are much more good and better than the other. Secondly,
try to spread your product information on the internet in various types of social
network and sites to get through to different kinds of people as well as give a
solicitation to your information creditability to shows that the information
comes from a specific source. Thirdly, try to make sure that the information
given to the prospect is believable and never try to exaggerate the information
to shows its superiority. Fourth, give a guarantee to your prospect that the
information you gave is reliable and assure that the product perception will
meet it expectation as much as possible. Finally, encourage people to give a
review on your product truthfully and never try to add the positive or delete any

negative review as it will arouse suspicion from the prospect.

5.3 Research Limitation and Future Research Suggestion

This study has several limitations. Firstly, due to some difficulties and
the period of time that the survey was conducted, the way to choose a sample
for this study is mainly based on convenience. Thus the results somewhat
cannot be representative of the whole online shoppers throughout Cambodia.
Hence, the further study should be done with a larger size and different sample
group in order to increase representation of all generational groups. Secondly,
the study results come from the universities students and those who are
employed, so it opens up for any further study to apply this model so as to
investigate the impact of product characteristics, information sources, eWOM,
perceived value, perceived risk, suspicion and purchase decision of university
student and those who are employed in Cambodia. Thirdly, due to the time limit
of this research it only examines the significant effect of both moderator, so

future research should be compared to whether which one is more important
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than the others, as well as positive and negative effect of the moderators to give
more in-depth understanding to the study. Lastly, a qualitative study might
allow the respondents to express their opinions on purchase decision in order

to further understanding deeper into the issues.

96



REFERENCES
English

Agarwal, S. & Teas, R. K. (2001), Perceived Value: Mediating Role of
Perceived Risk, Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, Vol. 9, No. 4,

pp. 1-14.

Ahluwalia, R. & Burnkrant, R. E. (2004), Answering Questions About
Questions: A Persuasion Knowledge Perspective for Understanding the
Effects of Rhetorical Questions, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 31,
No. 1, pp. 26-42.

Aiken, L. S. & West, S. G. (1991), Multiple Regression: Testing and

Interpreting Interactions, NY: Sage.
Al-Fedaghi, S., Alsaga, A. & Fadel, Z. (2009), Conceptual Model for

Communication, International Journal of Computer Science and

Information Security, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 29-41.
Anderson, C. J., Glassman, M., McAfee, R. B. & Penelli, T. (2001), An

Investigation of Factors Affecting How Engineers and Scientists Seek
Information, Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, Vol.
18, pp. 131-155.

Anderson, E. T. & Simester, D. 1. (2014), Reviews Without A Purchase:

Low Ratings, Loyal Customers, and Deception, Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 51, No. 3, pp. 249-269.
Anderson, R. E. & Hair Jr. J. F. (1972), Consumerism, Consumer

Expectations, and Perceived Product Performance, Proceedings of the

Third Annual Conference of the Association of Consumer Research, pp.
67-79.
Antony, S., Lin, Z. & Xu, B. (2006), Determinants of Escrow Service

Adoption in Consumer-To-Consumer Online Auction Market: An

97



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Experimental Study, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 1889-
1900.

Arndt, J. (1967), Role of Product-Related Conversations in the Diffusion
of a New Product, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 4, pp. 291-295.
Arsal, 1., Woosnam, K. M., Baldwin, E. D. & Backman, S. J. (2010),

Residents Within Online Communities, Journal of Travel Research, Vol.

49, No. 4, pp. 400-413.

Aspinwall, L. V. (1962), The Characteristics of Goods Theory, Managerial
Marketing, Perspectives and Viewpoints, Richard D Irwin, Homewood,
Vol. 101, pp. 633-643.

Baltas, G. (1997), Determinants of Store Brand Choice: A Behavioural

Analysis, Journal of Product & Brand Management, Vol. 6, No. 5, pp. 315-
324,
Baron, R. M. & Kenny, D. A. (1986), The Moderator-Mediator Variable

Distinction in Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic, and
Statistical Considerations, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
Vol. 51, No. 6, pp. 1173-1182.

Basri, N. A. H., Ahmad, R., Anuar, F. I. & Ismail, K. A. (2016), Effect of

Word of Mouth Communication on Consumer Purchase Decision: Malay

Upscale Restaurant, Journal of Social and Behavioral Sciences, No. 222,
pp. 324-331.

Bass, F. M. (1969), A New Product Growth for Model Consumer
Durables, Management Science, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp. 215-227

Batra, R. & Sinha, 1. (2000), Consumer-Level Factors Moderating the

Success of Private Label Brands, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 76, No. 2, pp.
175-191.

98



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Bauer, R. A. (1960), Consumer Behavior as Risk Taking, in Hancock,

Proceedings of the American Marketing Association, American Marketing

Association, pp. 389-398.

Beatty, S. & Smith, S. M. (1987), External Search Effort: An Investigation
Across Several Product Categories, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol.
14, No. 1, pp. 83-95.

Benedicktus, R. L., Brady, M. K., Darke, P. R. & Voorhees, C. M. (2010),

Conveying Trustworthiness to Online Consumers: Reactions to
Consensus, Physical Store Presence, Brand Familiarity, and Generalized
Suspicion, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 86, No. 4, pp. 322-335.

Beneke, J., Greene A., Lok, I. & Mallett, K. (2012), The Influence of

Perceived Risk on Purchase Intent - The Case of Premium Grocery Private
Label Brands in South Africa, Journal of Product & Brand Management,
Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 4-14.

Berger, J. (2014), Word of Mouth and Interpersonal Communication: A

Review and Directions for Future Research, Journal of Consumer

Psychology, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 586-607.

Bettman, J. R. (1979), An Information Processing Theory of Consumer
Choice, Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley Pub. Co.

Bettman, J. R., Luce, M. F. & Payne, J. W. (1998), Constructive Consumer

Choice Processes, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 25, No. 3, pp. 187-
217.
Bhukya, R. & Singh, S. (2015), The Effect of Perceived Risk Dimensions

on Purchase Intention, American Journal of Business, Vol. 30, No. 4, pp.
218-230.
Bickert, B. & Schindler, R. M. (2001), Internet Forums as Influential

Sources of Consumer Information, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol.

15, No. 3, pp. 31-40.

99



26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Bouchet, M. L., Hopkins, T., Kinnell, M. & McKnight, C. (1988), The
Impact of Information Source Use on Decision-Making in the
Pharmaceutical Industry, Library Management, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp. 196-
206.

Burton, M., Rigby, D., Young, T. & James, S. (2001), Consumer Attitudes

to Genetically Modified Organisms in the Food In UK, European Review
of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 28, No. 4, pp. 479-498.
Buttle, F. A. (1998), Word of Mouth: Understanding and Managing

Referral Marketing, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 241-
254.

Chatterjee, A. (2017), Elements of Information Organization and

Dissemination, Chandos Publishing.

Chen, Y. & Xie, J. (2008), Online Consumer Review: Word-of-Mouth as

A New Element of Marketing Communication Mix, Management Science,
Vol. 54, No. 3, pp. 477-491.
Cheung, C. M. K., Lee, M. K. O. & Thadani, D. R. (2009), The Impact of

Positive Electronic Word-of-Mouth on Consumer Online Purchasing
Decision, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pp. 501-510.

Cheung, M. Y., Luo, C., Sia, C. L. & Chen, H. (2009), Credibility of

Electronic Word-of-Mouth: Informational and Normative Determinants of
On-Line Consumer Recommendations, International Journal of Electronic
Commerce, Vol. 13, No. 4, pp. 9-38.

Chevalier, J. A. & Mayzlin, D. (2006), The Effect of Word of Mouth on

Sales: Online Book Reviews, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 43, No.
3, pp. 345-354.

Choo, C. W. (1993), Environmental Scanning: Acquisition and Use of

Information by Chief Executive Officers in the Canadian

Telecommunications Industry, University of Toronto.
100




35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

Choo, C. W. (2001), Environmental Scanning as Information Seeking and

Organizational Learning. Information Research, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 1-22.

Copeland, M. T. (1923), Relation of Consumers' Buying Habits to
Marketing Methods, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 1, pp. 282-289.
Cronin, J. J., Brady, M. K. & Hult, G. T. M. (2000), Assessing the Effects

of Quality, Value and Customer Satisfaction on Consumer Behavioural
Intentions in Service Environments, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 76, No. 2,
pp. 193-218.

Cui, G., Lui, H. K. & Guo, X. (2012), The Effect of Online Consumer

Reviews on New Product Sales, International Journal of Electronic
Commerce, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 39-57.
Daft, R. L., Sormunen, J. & Parks, D. (1988), Chief Executive Scanning,

Environmental Characteristics, and Company Performance: An Empirical
Study, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 123-139.
Davis, A. & Khazanchi, D. (2008), An Empirical Study of Online Word

of Mouth as a Predictor for Multi-product Category e-Commerce Sales,

Electronic Markets, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 130-141.

Dellarocas, C. (2006), Strategic Manipulation of Internet Opinion Forums:

Implications for Consumers and Firms, Management Science, Vol. 52, No.
10, pp. 1577-1593.

Dodds, W. & Monroe, K. B. (1985), The Effects of Brand and Price
Information on Subjective Product Evaluations, Advances in Consumer
Research, Vol. 12, pp. 85-90.

Dodds, W., Monroe, K. B. & Grewal, D. (1991), Effects of Price, Brand,

and Store Information on Buyers’ Product Evaluations, Journal of

Marketing Research, Vol. 28, pp. 307-319.

101



44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Doh, S. & Hwang, J. (2009), How Consumers Evaluate eWOM
(Electronic Word-of-Mouth) Messages, Cyber Psychology & Behavior,
Vol. 12, No. 2, pp. 193-197.

Donthu, N. & Garcia, A. (1999), Internet Shopper, Journal of Advertising
Research, Vol. 39, No. 3, pp. 52-58.

Droge, C. (1998), Know Your Customer: New Approaches to
Understanding Customer Value and Satisfaction, Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 351-352.

Dunn, M., Murphy, P. & Skelly, G. (1986), The Influence of Perceived

Risk on Brand Preference for Supermarket Products, Journal of Retailing,

Vol. 62, No. 2, pp. 204-216.

Elenkov, D. S. (1997), Strategic Uncertainty and Environmental Scanning:
The Case for Institutional Influences on Scanning Behavior, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 287-302.

Erdem, T. & Swait, J. (2004), Brand Credibility, Brand Consideration, and

Choice, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 191-198.
Erdem, T., Zhao, Y. & Valenzuela, A. (2004), Performance of Store

Brands: A Cross-Country Analysis of Consumer Store Brand Preferences,
Perceptions, And Risk, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 41, No. 1, pp.
86-100.

Fang, J., Wen, C., George, B. & Prybutok, V. R. (2016), Consumer

Heterogeneity, Perceived Value, and Repurchase Decision-Making in
Online Shopping: The Role of Gender, Age, and Shopping Motives.
Journal of Electronic Commerce Research, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 116-131.

Farag, S., Schwanen, T., Dijst, M. & Faber, J. (2007), Shopping Online
And/Or In-Store? A Structural Equation Model of The Relationships

Between E-Shopping and In-Store Shopping, Transportation Research

Part a-Policy and Practice, Vol. 41, No. 2, pp. 125-141.
102




53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

38.

59.

60.

61.

Frishammar, J. (2003), Information Source Use in Strategic Decision-
Making, Management Decision, Vol. 41, No. 4, pp. 318-326.
Fritch, J. W. & Cromwell, R. L. (2001), Evaluating Internet Resources:

Identity, Affiliation, And Cognitive Authority in A Networked World,
Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology,
Vol. 52, No. 6, pp. 499-507.

Fritch, J. W. & Cromwell, R. L. (2002), Delving Deeper into Evaluation:

Exploring Cognitive Authority on The Internet, Reference Services
Review, Vol. 30, No. 3, pp. 242-254.
Fulmer, I. S., Barry, B. & Long, D. A. (2009), Lying and Smiling:

Informational and Emotional Deception in Negotiation, Journal of
Business Ethics, Vol. 88, No. 4, pp. 691-709.
Gerbner, G. (1956), Toward A General Model of Communication,

Educational Technology Research and Development, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp.
171-199.
Ghuman, M. K. & Mann, B. J. S. (2015), Antecedents of Consumer

Preference for Information Sources for Acquiring Corporate Information,
Corporate Reputation Review, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 353-371.
Gitelson, R. J. & Crompton, J. L. (1983), The Planning Horizons and

Sources of Information Used by Pleasure Vacationers, Journal of Travel
Research, Vol. 21, No. 3, pp. 2-7.

Glynn, M. S. & Chen, S. (2009), Consumer-Factors Moderating Private
Label Brand Success: Further Empirical Results, International Journal of
Retail & Distribution Management, Vol. 37, No. 11, pp. 896-914.
Goodrich, K. & De Mooij, M. (2014), How ‘Social’ Are Social Media? A

Cross-Cultural Comparison of Online and Offline Purchase Decision
Influences, Journal of Marketing Communications, Vol. 20, No. 1-2, pp.

103-116.

103



62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Green, P. E. & Srinivasan, V. (1978), Conjoint Analysis in Consumer
Research: Issues and Outlook, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 5, pp.
103-123.

Green, P. E. & Srinivasan, V. (1990), Conjoint Analysis in Marketing:

New Developments with Implications for Research and Practise, Journal
of Marketing, Vol. 54, pp. 3-19.
Gruen, T. W., Osmonbekov, T. & Czaplewski, A.J. (2007), Customer-To-

Customer Exchange: Its MOA Antecedents and Its Impact on Value
Creation and Loyalty, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol.
35, No. 4, pp. 537-549.

Hansen, H. L. (1961), Instructors Guide for Marketing, Text, Cases, and

Readings, Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin.

Hennig-Thurau, T. & Walsh, G. (2003), Electronic Word of Mouth:
Motives for and Consequences of Reading Customer Articulations on the
Internet, International Journal of Electronic Commerce, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp.
51-74.

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K. P., Walsh, G. & Gremler, D. D. (2004),

Electronic Word-of-Mouth Via Consumer-Opinion Platforms: What

Motivates Consumers to Articulate Themselves on the Internet?, Journal

of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 18, pp. 38-52.
Heskett, J. L., Sasser, W. E. & Schlesinger, L. A. (1997), The Service
Profit Chain. How Leading Companies Link Profit and Growth to Loyalty,

Satisfaction, and Value, New York: The Free Press.

Holbrook, M. B. (1999), Consumer Value. A Framework for Analysis and

Research, London: Routledge.
Hong Z. & Y1, L. (2012), Research on the Influence of Perceived Risk in
Consumer Online Purchasing Decision, Journal of Physics Procedia, Vol.

24, pp. 1304-1310.

104



71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

Horton, R. L. (1976), The Structure of Perceived Risk: Some Further
Progress, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp.
694-706.

Howard, J. A. & Sheth, J. N (1969), The Theory of Buyer Behavior, New
York: John Wiley and Sons.

Hu, N., Bose, I., Gao, Y. & Liu, L. (2011), Manipulation in Digital Word-

of-Mouth: A Reality Check for Book Reviews, Decision Support Systems,
Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 627-635.
Hu, N., Bose, 1., Koh, N. S. & Liu, L. (2012), Manipulation of Online

Reviews: An Analysis of Ratings, Readability, and Sentiments, Decision
Support Systems, Vol. 52, No. 3, pp. 674-684.
Hu, N., Liu, L. & Sambamurthy, V. (2011), Fraud Detection in Online

Consumer Reviews, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 614-
626.
Hung, K. H. & Li, S. Y. (2007), The Influence of eWOM on Virtual

Consumer Communities: Social Capital, Consumer Learning, and
Behavioral Outcomes, Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 47, No. 4,
pp. 485-495.

Jarvis, C. B. (1998), An Exploratory Investigation of Consumers’
Evaluations of External Information Sources in Pre-Purchase Search,

Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 446-452.

Jensen, H. R. (1996), The Interrelationship Between Customer and
Consumer Value, Asia Pacific Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 2,
pp. 60-63.

Jin, S. A. & Phua, J. (2014), Following Celebrities’ Tweets About Brands:

The Impact of Twitter-Based Electronic Word-of-Mouth on Consumers’
Source Credibility Perception, Buying Intention, and Social Identification

with Celebrities, Journal of Advertising, Vol. 43, No. 2, pp. 181-195.
105




80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

Jindal, N. & Liu, B. (2008), Opinion Spam and Analysis, Proceeding of
International Conference on Web Search and Data Mining, WSDM 08,

California: Stanford University.

Johnson, F. C. & Klare, G. R. (1961), General Models of Communication
Research: A Survey of The Developments of a Decade, Journal of
Communication, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 13-26.

Johnson, T. J. & Kaye, B. K. (2000), Using Is Believing: The Influence of

Reliance on The Credibility of Online Political Information Among
Politically Interested Internet Users, Journalism & Mass Communication
Quarterly, Vol. 77, pp. 865-879.

Karimi, S. (2013), A Purchase Decision-Making Process Model of Online

Consumers and Its Influential Factor A Cross Sector Analysis,

Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of Manchester, Manchester
UK.
Kasavana, M. L. & Teodosic, K. (2010), Online Social Networking:

Redefining the Human Web, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism

Technology, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 68-82.

Kiecker, P. & Cowles, D. (2001), Interpersonal Communication and
Personal Influence on the Internet: A Framework for Examining Online
Word-of-Mouth, Internet Applications in Euromarketing, Vol. 11, No. 2,
pp. 71-88.

Kim, D. J., Ferrin, D. L. & Rao, H. R. (2008), A Trust-Based Consumer

Decision-Making Model in Electronic Commerce: The Role of Trust,
Perceived Risk, and Their Antecedents, Decision Support Systems, Vol.
44, pp. 544-564.

Kim, J. & Gupta, P. (2012), Emotional Expressions in Online User

Reviews: How They Influence Consumers' Product Evaluations, Journal

of Business Research, Vol. 65, No. 7, pp. 985-992.
106




88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

Kogut, B. & Zander, U. (1992), Knowledge of the Firm. Combinative
Capabilities, and the Replication of Technology, Organization Science,
Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 383-397.

Kotler, P. & Keller, K. L. (2003), A Framework for Marketing

Management, England: Pearson.

Kotler, P. & Keller, K. L. (2012), Marketing Management (15th ed.),

England: Pearson.

Kuan, F. Y., Yang, Y. C. & Cheng, Y. H. (2005), Relationship Between
Perceived Quality and Network Word-of-Mouth Communication-
Customer Commitment as Mediator, Marketing Review, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp.
149-170.

Lai, A. W. (1995), Consumer Values, Products Benefits and Customer

Value: A Consumption Behaviour Approach, Advances in Consumer
Research, Vol. 22, pp. 381-388.
Lappas, T., Sabnis, G. & Valkanas, G. (2016), The Impact of Fake Positive

Reviews on Online Visibility: A Vulnerability Assessment of The Hotel
Industry, Information Systems Research, Vol. 27, No. 4, pp. 940-961.
Lascu, D. N. & Zinkhan, G. (1999), Consumer Conformity: Review and

Applications for Marketing Theory and Practice, Journal of Marketing

Theory and Practice, pp. 1-12.

Lee, J. & Lee, J. N. (2009), Understanding the Product Information
Inference Process in Electronic Word-of-Mouth: An Objectivity-
Subjectivity Dichotomy Perspective, Information & Management, Vol.
46, No. 5, pp. 302-311.

Liljander, V., Polsa, P. & van Riel, A. (2009), Modelling Consumer

Responses to An Apparel Store Brand: Store Image as A Risk Reducer,
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 281-290.

107



97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

Lim, W. M. (2015), The Influence of Internet Advertising and Electronic
Word of Mouth on Consumer Perceptions and Intention: Some Evidence
from Online Group Buying, Journal of Computer Information Systems,
Vol. 55, No. 4, pp. 81-89.

Lin, Y., Cole, C. & Dalkir, K. (2014), The Relationship Between

Perceived Value and Information Source Use During KM Strategic
Decision-Making: A Study Of 17 Chinese Business Managers, Journal of
Information Processing and Management, Vol. 50, pp. 156-174.

Lu, H. P, Hsu, C. L. & Hsu, H. Y. (2005), An Empirical Study of The

Effect of Perceived Risk Upon Intention to Use Online Applications,
Information Management and Computer Security, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp. 106-
120.

Luca, M. & Zervas, G. (2016), Fake It till You Make It: Reputation,

Competition, and Yelp Review Fraud, Management Science, Vol. 62, No.
12, pp. 3412-3427.
Lynch Jr. J. G. & Srull, T. K. (1982), Memory and Attentional Factors in

Consumer Choice: Concepts and Research Methods, Journal of Consumer

Research, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 18-37.

Martinez, E. & Montaner, T. (2008), Characterisation of Spanish Store
Brand Consumers, International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, Vol. 36, No. 6, pp. 477-493.

Martinsons, M. G. & Davison, R. M. (2007), Strategic Decision-Making

and Support Systems: Comparing American, Japanese, and Chinese
Management, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 43, pp. 284-300.
Mathwick, C., Wiertz, C. & De Ruyter, K. (2008), Social Capital

Production in A Virtual P3 Community, Journal of Consumer Research,

Vol. 34, No. 6, pp. 832-849.

108



105. Mayzlin, D. (2006), Promotional Chat on The Internet, Marketing Science,
Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 155-163.

106. Mayzlin, D., Dover, Y. & Chevalier, J. (2014), Promotional Reviews: An
Empirical Investigation of Online Review Manipulation, American
Economic Review, Vol. 104, No. 8, pp. 2421-2455.

107. Metzger, M. J., Flanagin, A. J., Eyal, K., Lemus, D. & McCann, R. (2003),

Bringing the Concept of Credibility into the 21st Century: Integrating
Perspectives on Source, Message, and Media Credibility in The
Contemporary Media Environment, Communication Yearbook, Vol. 27,
pp. 293-335.

108. Mieres, C. G., Martin, A. M. D. & Gutiérrez, J. A. T. (2005), Antecedents

of The Difference in Perceived Risk Between Store Brands and National
Brands, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 40, No. 1-2, pp. 61-82.
109. Mieres, C. G., Martin, A. M. D. & Gutiérrez, J. A. T. (2006), Influence of

Store Brand Perceived Risk on Store Brand Proneness, International
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, Vol. 34, No. 10, pp. 761-
772.

110. Mitchell, V. W. (1998), A Role for Consumer Risk Perceptions in Grocery
Retailing, British Food Journal, Vol. 100, No. 4, pp. 171-183.

111. Moore, G. C. & Benbasat, 1. (1991), Development of An Instrument to

Measure the Perceptions of Adopting an Information Technology
Innovation, Information Systems Research, Vol. 2, pp. 192-222.
112. Moskowitz, H. R. (1994), Food Concepts and Products, Just-In-Time

Development, Trumbull: Food and Nutrition Press.

113. Mourali, M., Laroche, M. & Pons, F. (2005), Antecedents of Consumer

Relative Preference for Interpersonal Information Sources in Pre-Purchase

Search, Journal of Consumer Behaviour, Vol. 4, No. 5, pp. 307-318.

109



114. Munir, J., Shafi, K., Khan, F. & Ahmed, U. (2018), Elucidating the
Relationship of Social Media Usage and E-WOM With Brand Related
Purchase Decision Involvement: An Integrated Meta-Framework
Approach, WALIA Journal, Vol. 34, No. 1, pp. 59-64.

115. Murray, K. B. (1991), A Test of Services Marketing Theory: Consumer

Information Acquisition Activities, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 55, No. 1,
pp. 10-25.

116. Nilson, T. H. (1992), Value-Added Marketing: Marketing Management
for Superior Results, Berkshire, UK: McGraw-Hill.

117.No, E. & Kim, J. K. (2015), Comparing the Attributes of Online Tourism

Information Sources, Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 50, pp. 564-
575,
118. Nonaka, I. & Konno, N. (1998), The Concept of “Ba”: Building A

Foundation for Knowledge Creation, California Management Review,
Vol. 40, No. 3, pp. 40-55.
119. Olander, F. (1975), Search Behavior in Non-Simultaneous Choice

Situations: Satisficing or Maximizing? In Utility, Probability, and Human

Decision Making, Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Company.
120. Ostrom, A. & Iacobucci, D. (1995), Consumer Trade-Offs and The

Evaluation of Services, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 59, pp. 17-28.

121. Pacharapha, T. & Ractham, V. V. (2012), Knowledge Acquisition: The
Roles of Perceived Value of Knowledge Content and Source, Journal of
Knowledge Management, Vol. 16, pp. 724-739,

122. Parasuraman, A. & Grewal, D. (2000), The Impact of Technology on The

Quality-Value-Loyalty Chain: A Research Agenda, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28, No. 1, pp. 168-174.

110



123. Park, C. & Lee, T. M. (2009), Information Direction, Website Reputation
and Ewom Effect: A Moderating Role of Product Type, Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 62, No. 1, pp. 61-67.

124. Park, D. H. & Kim, S. (2008), The Effects of Consumer Knowledge on

Message Processing of Electronic Word-of-Mouth Via Online Consumer
Reviews, Electronic Commerce Research and Applications, Vol. 7, No. 4,
pp- 399-410.

125. Park, D. H. & Lee, J. (2008), eWOM Overload and Its Effect on Consumer

Behavioral Intention Depending on Consumer Involvement, Electronic
Commerce Research and Applications, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 386-398.
126. Porter, M. E. & Heppelmann, J. E. (2014), How Smart, Connected

Products are Transforming Competition, Harvard Business Review, Vol.
92, No. 11, pp. 64-88.
127. Preacher, K. J. & Hayes, A. F. (2004), SPSS and SAS Procedures for

Estimating Indirect Effects in Simple. Mediation Models, Behavior
Research Methods, Instruments, and Computers, Vol. 36, pp. 717-731.
128.Rieh, S. Y. (2002), Judgment of Information Quality and Cognitive

Authority in The Web, Journal of the American Society for Information
Science and Technology, Vol. 53, No. 2, pp. 145-161.
129. Roger, E. (1962), Diffusion of Innovations, NY: Free Press of Glencoe.
130. Saprikis, V., Chouliara, A. & Vlachopoulou, M. (2010). Perceptions

Towards Online Shopping: Analyzing the Greek University Students'
Attitude, Communications of the IBIMA, Vol. 2010, pp. 1-13.

131. Schiffman, L. G. & Kanuk, L. L. (2004), Consumer Behaviour,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

132. Semeijn, J., van Riel, A. C. R. & Ambrosini, A. B. (2004), Consumer

Evaluations of Store Brands: Effects of Store Image and Product

111



133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

Attributes, Journal of Retail and Consumer Services, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp.
247-258.

Shankar, V., Kleijnen, M., Ramanathan, S., Rizley, R., Holland, S. &
Morrissey, S. (2016), Mobile Shopper Marketing: Key Issues, Current
Insights, and Future Research Avenues, Journal of Interactive Marketing,
Vol. 34, pp. 37-48.

Shannon, C. E. & Weaver, W. (1949), The Mathematical Model of

Communication, Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

Shimp, T. A. & Bearden, W. O. (1982), Warranty and Other Extrinsic Cue

Effects on Consumer’s Risk Perceptions, Journal of Consumer Research,
Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 38-46.
Smith, T., Coyle, J. R., Lightfoot, E. & Scott, A. (2007), Reconsidering

Models of Influence: The Relationship Between Consumer Social
Networks and Word-of-Mouth Effectiveness, Journal of Advertising
Research, Vol. 47, No. 4, pp. 387-397.

Soopramanien, G. R. & Robertson, A., (2007), Adoption and Usage of

Online Shopping: An Empirical Analysis of The Characteristics of
“Buyers’” ‘‘Browsers’” and ‘‘Non-Internet Shoppers’’, Journal of

Retailing Customer Service, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 73-82.

Specht, P. H. (1987), Information Sources Used for Strategic Planning
Decisions in Small Firms, American Journal of Small Business, Vol. 11,
No. 4, pp. 21-33.

Steckel, J. H., Winer, R. S., Bucklin, R. E., Dellaert, B. G. C., Dréze, X.,
Haubl, G., Jap, S. D., Little, J. D. C., Meyvis T., Montgomery, A. L. &

Rangaswamy, A. (2005), Choice in Interactive Environments, Marketing
Letters, Vol. 16, No. 3-4, pp. 309-320.
Steffes, E. M. & Burgee, L. E. (2008), Social Ties and Online Word of

Mouth, Internet Research, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 42-59.
112




141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

Su, B. C. (2007), Consumer E-Tailer Choice Strategies at On-Line
Shopping Comparison Sites, International Journal of Electronic
Commerce, Vol. 11, No. 3, pp. 135-159.

Sun, T., Youn, S., Wu, G. & Kuntaraporn, M. (2006), Online Word-of-

Mouth (or Mouse): An Exploration of Its Antecedents and Consequences,
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp. 1104-
1127.

Sweeney, J. C., Soutar, G. N. & Johnson, L. W. (1999), The Role of
Perceived Risk in The Quality-Value Relationship: A Study in A Retail

Environment, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 75, No. 1, pp. 77-105.

Swinyard, W. R. & Smith, S. M. (2003), Why People (Don't) Shop Online:
A Lifestyle Study of The Internet Consumer, Psychology & Marketing,
Vol. 20, pp. 567-597.

Tanimoto, J. & Fujii, H. (2003), A Study on Diffusion Characteristics of

Information on A Human Network Analyzed by A Multi-Agent Simulator,
The Social Science Journal, Vol. 40, No. 3, pp. 479-485.

Taylor, R. (1986), Value-Added Processes in Information Systems,
Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing.
Taylor, S. & Todd, P. A. (1995), Understanding Information Technology

Usage: A Test of Competing Models, Information Systems Research, Vol.
6, pp. 144-76.

Teichert, T. (2000), Auswirkungen Von Verfahrensalternativen Bei Der
Erhebung Von Priferenzurteilen, Marketing ZfP, Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 145-
160.

Thaler, R. (1985), Mental Accounting and Consumer Choices, Marketing
Science, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp. 199-214.

113



150. Tham, A., Croy, G. & Mair, J. (2013), Social Media in Destination Choice:
Distinctive Electronic Word-of-Mouth Dimensions, Journal of Travel &
Tourism Marketing, Vol. 30, No. 1-2, pp. 144-155

151. van Beuningen, J., de Ruyter, K., Wetzels, M. & Streukens, S. (2009),

Customer Self-Efficacy in Technology-Based Self-Service Assessing
Between and Within-Person Differences, Journal of Service Research,
Vol. 11, No. 4, pp. 407-428.

152. Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B. & Davis, F. D. (2003), User

Acceptance of Information Technology: Toward a Unified View,

Management Information Systems Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 3, pp. 425-478.

153. Vickers, Z. M. (1993), Incorporating Tasting into A Conjoint Analysis of
Taste, Health Claim, Price and Brand for Purchasing Strawberry Yogurt,
Journal of Sensory Studies, Vol. 8, pp. 341-352.

154. Vijayasarathy, L. R. (2002), Product Characteristics and Internet Shopping

Intention, Internet Research: Electronic Networking Applications and

Policy, Vol. 12, pp. 411-426.

155. Walther, J., Van Der Heide, B., Hamel, L. M. & Shulman, K. C. (2009),
Self-Generated Versus Other-Generated Statements and Impressions in
Computer-Mediated Communication: A Test of Warranting Theory Using
Facebook, Communication Research, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 229-253.

156. Xia, L. & Sudharshan, D. (2002), Effects of Interruptions on Consumer

Online Decision Processes, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 12, No.
3, pp. 265-280.
157. Xiang, Z. & Gretzel, U. (2010), Role of Social Media in Online Travel

Information Search, Tourism Management, Vol. 31, No. 2, pp. 179-188.
158. Xu, Y. & Chen, Z. (2006), Relevance Judgment: What Do Information

Source Users Consider Beyond Topicality?, Journal of the American

114



Society for Information Science and Technology, Vol. 57, No. 7, pp. 961-
973.
159.Yitzhaki, M. & Hammershlag, G. (2004), Accessibility and Use of

Information Sources Among Computer Scientists and Software Engineers

in Israel: Academy Versus Industry, Journal of the American Society for

Information Science and Technology, Vol. 55, No. 9, pp. 832-842.

160. Zauberman, G. (2003), The Intertemporal Dynamics of Consumer Lock-
In, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 30, No. 3, pp. 405-419.

161. Zeithaml, V. A. (1988), Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality, And
Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of Evidence, Journal of

Marketing, Vol. 52, pp. 2-22.

162. Zhuang, M., Cui, G. & Peng, L. (2018), Manufactured Opinions: The
Effect of Manipulating Online Product Reviews, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 87, pp. 24-35.

163. Zielke, S. & Dobbelstein, T. (2007), Customers’ Willingness to Purchase
New Store Brands, Journal of Product & Brand Management, Vol. 16, No.
2, pp. 112-121.

115



Websites

Eng, M. & Hay, P. (2014, August 2), Entrepreneurs Bring E-Commerce to
Cambodia, Retrieved from https://www.cambodiadaily.com/news/ entrepr
eneurs-bring-e-commerce-to-cambodia-65579/.

Fallows, D. (2005, January 25), Search Engine Users: Internet Searchers
Are Confident, Satisfied and Trusting-But They Are Also Unaware and
Naive, Report for the Pew Internet and American Life Project, Retrieved
from http://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/146/report_display.asp.

Knoll, J. (2015), Advertising in Social Media: A Review of Empirical
Evidence. International Journal of Advertising, Ahead-of-print, Retrieved
from http://www-tandfonline-com.ezproxy.brunel.ac.uk/doi/ full/10.1080
/02650487.2015.

Quipp, J. (2008), 50+ Sites to Help You Bury Negative Posts About You
or Your Company!, Retrieved from http://www.searchenginepeople.com
/blog/50-sites-to-help-youbury-negative-posts-about-you-or-your-comp-a

ny.htm.

116


https://www.cambodiadaily.com/news/
http://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/146/report_display.asp

APPENDIX QUESTIONNAIRE
°
ﬁ]}!hﬁiﬂ;{]i
Thank you very much for participating in this survey! The survey is being done
by a master of business administration student in the Department of Business
Administration at Nanhua University, Taiwan. All of the answers provided in
this survey will be kept confidential. No identifying information will be
provided to the public, individuals or organizations. The survey data will be
reported for the purpose of this study only.
You will be asked to rate how each statement describes you feel about the
statements. Answers can range from strongly disagree (1), agree (2), neutral (3),
agree (4), strongly agree (5). It will take approximately 20 minutes to complete
the questionnaire.
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Section 1. Product Characteristics (rgan: Levels of agreement
(R]BRIBMIt ARIT)
Heiniar)
wulinpduaampanymuitumaigiangan:
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Please take a short look on the questions below| § = k) =~ £ 8
related with the Product Characteristics, and then| & ~ s
CIRCLE the level of agreement on each of the
items below base on your opinion
(PC1) I prefer the new product information in the
online market that just came out.
! (PC1) guruinifmnendnsuieinndnpmsepmin 1 2 3 4
\-; ¥ (2] ~ 41‘ N
ifuinamun
(PC2) I prefer the online product information that
I am very comfortable adopting new ideas of
products.
2| (pc2) guuinifmendnsaneduammusgpm 1 A 3 4
tuifrnwgmemnnfniminamiegwnAfadis
BOARUIARIN:
(PC3) I prefer the online product information that
I can check products reviews online.
3 (PC3)  guasfnifmendananeliduammasgpm 1 2 3 4
tugmuiifapduuisdanumunsgpmms
(PC4) I prefer the online product information I
have knowledge about.
4 o s ue o o 1 2 3 4
(PC4)  guuERnAteRUREAISTIUTAMMER N
innrdmedian:dadn
(PC5) I prefer the online product information I can
easily purchase.
5 o s ve o o 1 2 3 4
(PCS)  guumRnateRUR%AISTUTAMMES N
tnugRummpndm
(PC6) I prefer the online product information that
6 | gives out a trial run. 1 2 3 4
(PC6)  gumbinifmendnsangiibuammusgpm
\-; 2 2] n N N
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(PC7) I prefer the online product information that
I get to interact with seller and buyer before actual

purchase.

a

(PC7)  guwinifmendnsansliduammusgpm
\J| ¥ 2] n N N

Hgmenmenmhywsnuntsnimuemnitudm
\1 » L3 N9 N
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(PC8) I prefer the online product information that

I can understand after a trial run.
(PC8)  guwinifmendnsangibuammusgpm
\J| 2 2] n N N

tnugmswainsugiimiananaiiima
1

(PC9) I prefer the online product information that

I can compare with the products and the prices.
(PCY)  gumsfinfifmendananeliduammssgnm
\1 2 2] 20 ] N

innsdn mLﬁ]mtﬂﬁﬁ dasinniymywdatasaie
1

10

(PC10) I prefer the online product information
because I can compare with the products and the

prices.
(PC10) guinifmendnsansliduammusgpm
\: 2 n (2} N N
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Section 2. Information Sources (nmnﬁﬁma)

Levels of agreement
(n{nieminisTaIL)
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Please take a short look on the questions below
related with the Information Sources, and then|
CIRCLE the level of agreement on each of the
items below base on your opinion

Strongly disagree

git)

&g mn’ijﬁ

(

Disagree

(Bewnipv)

Neutral

(ngen)

Agree

(waspu)

Strongly agree

(Wweifpsugin)

11

(IS1) I have seen that product information before.

(IS1) gmenfimifmnendnsanasiye
1

12

(IS2) I have experience using that kind of product

before.
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(IS3) I have used that types of product before.

(IS3) gmeyfindininmaeimnsiye

14

(IS4) I have heard about that product information

before.

(IS4) gmedifiiifmediindnsuim:iyeun
1

15

(IS5) My colleague told me that product is good.

(IS5) Sggumunuuasgmemughidnnnes

16

(IS6) My friend told me that product is excellent.

(IS6) Burigmemugh lntuissyguAme
RN 5 el

17

(IS7) I saw the information about the product on

the magazine or TV.
(IS7) gmentmiameisndnanelidonyeii
1

13
geien]s

18

(IS8) I saw the product received numerous rewards

from magazine or TV.
(IS8)  gmendimudanaregmunsmifeienmid
\.; N » J 2]

4
geienj]s

19

(IS9) The news of the product was posted in the

newspaper.

(1S9) fifnsisndannnmspimedsigfaselilming

20

(IS10) The product received numerous opinions

from professional critics.
(1S10) srintangsmeeguigenfeisdfinuning

ﬁjﬁ'ﬁgﬁmﬁ f

Section 3. Electronic Word of Mouth (miStnty

o - -
nqmpd g du(pde)

Levels of agreement
(nniemitinsTaIL)
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Please take a short look on the questions below
related with the Electronic Word of Mouth, and
then CIRCLE the level of agreement on each of the
items below base on your opinion

Strongly disagree

gie)

8 mn'jLﬁm

(

Disagree

(Bewnipv)

Neutral

(ngen)

Agree

(waijut)

Strongly agree

(WAIRIUER)

21

(WM1) I'm ready to be influenced by the

information.
(WM1) émSiLﬁ:lﬁs BIGNIRINMIC I IR G N ATMEIH:
\i l'iYJ u Q.‘ u )

fifmne

22

(WM2) I'm willing to accept the information as

suggestion.

(WM2) gfaegamngiiifm sieimumitais
1

23

(WM3) I'm willing to accept the information into

consideration.

(WM3) gfaegmumngtiifmeidefiimifimiam
1

24

(WM4) I'm willing to share the information to

others.

(WM4) gEnisnfiungiifnsisimsynauiod)s
1

25

(WMS5) Online-channel is a massive community,

so the potential information I can receive is large.

3 I & o

(WMS)  uajnsptumuinSHegNM A it AYSHE

g ginstfin ffmeiiumemmeninugmuegu
1

mefmnediin

26

(WM6) I’'m willing to accept diverse information
regarding the product through different online-

channel.

2

(WM6)  gRusgumngiifmespsinmnnoneifa
1 1

a 3 153
RURTE mﬁ:m:qﬁgﬁdgﬁp WMyUNEHe ?J’Imiﬁ‘lﬁ 9

27

(WM7) I’'m willing to receive a different kind of
information and review from different online-
platform.

(WM7) g8uegnimngimasiifimenjag Saminew

v o

mﬁnﬁ@mﬁsgpr\r]tﬁgm
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(WMBS8) I can easily access the online platform to

read the review of the product.
(WMS) gmuganeimeuimusgpmifiufmegimineg

ﬁigf—’:ﬁﬁ (%

29

(WMD) I can read the review of the product from

others on the online platform.
(WM9) gmumegiminwaiysiisbnsauinuied]s
1

tﬁin?ﬁémﬁsgpm
N

30

(WM10) I can re-access to read the review again

on the online platform.
(WM10) gmusaneigind)a sddfmegtmmmaiyun
\J| 2 (2] 2 (2171

19)n tmtn?ﬁﬁmﬁsgprvn

31

(WM11) I can access and re-access both positive

and negative review of the product.
(WML1) gmugangimefaganeimssiamintsaiy

inmnefuninmeafindan rgiig)a
B [ n

32

(WM12) I’'m willing to accept online information

as a suggestion.
(WM12) gfnegnimngiiifmemuiuiguegpmeia
'\; R Y o N
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Section 4. Perceived Value (msmamiimeniy)

Levels of agreement
(n{BnieminIAiTaIL)
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Please take a short look on the questions below
related with the Perceived Value, and then|
CIRCLE the level of agreement on each of the
items below base on your opinion

Strongly disagree

gi)

(Bswaipsu

Disagree

(Bswaipn)

Neutral

(ngen)

Agree
(wesot)

Strongly agree

(s gin)

33

(PV1)Ibelieve the products information I received

is reliable.
(PV1) gufjmamifmedfndain fHwgegumed
1 1

mﬁgﬁﬁgms

34

(PV2) The information can help me later on.
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(PV2) gufjmamifmeiesmugwgmeghnanmu

(PV3) The information can help me to make the

decision.

35 (PV3) gufjmAamilfmeis: mugmgmenaminnys 1 2 3 4

G
2}

(PV4) I believe the products information is enough

so I can feel at ease.

36 (PV4)  guljmaniifmedindiasufmennon: (g 1 2 3 4

[t Ea 8 smsgnﬁtgﬁﬁg
1

(PV5) I like the product information as it is within

my understanding.
37

a oo

(PV5) gomsiniifmediindann snmwizmelmum: 1 2 3 4

s dinag
1

(PV6) I like the products information that is easy

to understand.

38 (PV6) gunifinifmedindnun Humennan:n 1 2 3 4
1

megam:mn'j
» 1

(PV7) the products information provided was
interpreted in such a way that everyone can

understand the products.

39 (pv7) ifmedindainisumedig]  (pimeun 1 ) 3 4

& o
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. V- ay Levels of agreement
Section 5. Perceived Risk (M{tsassuisgmumsatr)
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Please take a short look on the questions below § = k) =~ £8
related with the Perceived Risk, and then CIRCLE| @ ~ s
the level of agreement on each of the items below
base on your opinion
(PR1) I fear the product might be not as what it
40 1 2 3 4
seems.
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(PR1) gRweunfmendannuinumisyuiinm
1

MeMIMIRCe

41

(PR2) I fear that the product might not as I
expected to be.
(PR2)  gmummnAmesdasanmapinunisysd

)

mmé%ﬁaqmmm
1
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(PR3) I fear that the product might break after a

while.
(PR3) gAwumndaianssdsmetimequinmm

Hues
Y

43

(PR4) I fear that the product might be spoiled or
expire.

(PR4) 2w Gt Bt snEiigssysnfiansg
\: (2} 24 1

44

(PRS) I fear that my family might think that it is

useless or wasteful.
(PR5)  gmigmipaniusigmuinfnmnmeuntd
1 u 1

ugsg

45

(PRO) I fear that my friend might make fun of me.

(PR6) ghmmuamnunigmutang
1 1 1

46

(PR7) I fear that my colleague might think
negative about me.
(PR7) govgmdniumannunigansAnsiymeuniiy

8
3

47

(PR8) I fear that my partner might think that it

doesn’t suit me.

(PRY) gquminmumgmuAnnnisannuuiig
1 1 1

48

(PR9) I fear I might get criticized for what I want

to purchase.

(PRY) 8tninth SsntisiimiTe n@GIN cFiH IS aH M
\" a \: J '\; N

49

(PR10) I fear that I might waste my money.

(PR10) $Ammuhdmug: pwmnasg
NN e 5

50

(PR11) I fear that I might get scam and lose my

money without getting the product.
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(PR11) gAmsumgmulapmesmamaiimand

e g wie e gimen dint aduniy e
1

(PR12) I fear that I might purchase more expensive

than others.

S pr12) prwaumimeininmenanigigmy | | 2 3 4 5
o et uitigi 916 8
(PR13) I fear that after I purchase I won’t receive
the original product.
32 )PR13)  gweminmonignuntigimgfudeegm 1 2 3 4 5
1 L2 1 1
megindntiuiia
(PR14) I fear that I might waste my money on an
unsuitable product.
>3 )PR14) S eR Bt gnug: g wmA i 1 2 3 4 5
\: o \-; BB \’|
e i s
] A Levels of agreement
Section 6. Suspicion (mnmﬁ;m) @ Lﬁ Al msmn'ijﬁ)
wuiiSapdnmaninaymuiyumaieSamnafar
2 b (=}
i ”mﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁsm«:ﬁmm‘?ﬁﬁiﬁéﬁm mmLmﬁ‘{ﬁmn? 3 ®
1 v 9 P # =z —_ o~
gj E‘ 3 g = =) E-” °ga
ARniuadHn 2 | &5 |& Té; $a |2 B
L€ |28 |38 |28 |28
Please take a short look on the questions below § E = @ ~ £s
related with the Suspicion, and then CIRCLE the| & ~ s
level of agreement on each of the items below base
on your opinion
(S1) I will detect adding positive review when the
positive review lacks detail.
4 )S1) gRmnndmmivigudaiymeieinuiaiyinsme 1 2 3 4 5
giiftneIEs
J H
(S2) I will detect adding positive review when the
positive review providers writing style almost
identical.
55 1 2 3 4 5
)S2)  gRmnndmminigudfiimesinaisumaig
RN AT A T RTG I ST EdREEIM
& N B < v <&
(S3) I will detect the adding positive review when
56 . 1 2 3 4 5
they are duplicate.
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)S3)  gfnnuimminigudfinmeismnisudfgum
1

8h9uk
J

57

(S4) 1 will detect adding positive review when

positive review provides with unreasonable fact.
)S4) gfanuimminigudfinm eietnumigaig)gida
\: N o B n ¥

?gmsﬁsmmmqﬁmgﬁéam:ﬁﬁ

58

(S5) I will detect the negative review.

)S5) gfmnndimminuifsiyme
1

59

(S6) I will detect deleting negative review when
only positive reviews are appearing, but negative

doesn’t.

a a

)S6) gBnmudmminuifninmeistinumeinyd
1

N 1

fmetsidih, digufininmens
12 10 B ~

60

(S7) I will detect the negative review when only a

few reviews and all are very positive review even

though the product has launched for quite a while

now.

)S7) gRmnndmminuifnigmeehnudfin:fs &
]

fhani AR Aurnnginitmein:imudan

18:M smfﬁﬁﬁgtﬁ:m:m uwni

61

(S8) I will detect the negative review when the
argument of between review providers seems like
one is talking to himself.

)S8)  gfnimim mm;ﬁﬁﬁsﬁgm giglinum s 2N
1

#ERUERUN AL EHMeIsmARnE S un whyHIeeny
<+ fn Y L3 1 2 GJI

62

(S9) T will detect the negative review when the

comments of the review-provider are out of topic.
)S9)  gBminudmminudfaninm sighnaisaufin
1

HARAIMIN U NEAL Umsyue
s K~V 1

Section 7. Purchase Decision (MIrTI[EEERom)

Levels of agreement
(nniemininsTaIL)
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v SﬁJiﬁmmﬂuﬂimﬁiLmﬁiﬁ IMAng SﬁmihﬂLﬁﬁﬁg

dmii wﬁmﬁﬁﬁmm&miﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁéﬁmﬂ mmLmﬁ*iﬁﬁ
N -1 Y d P 4

m‘i%émﬁﬁ'ﬁiﬁﬂ

Please take a short look on the questions below
related with the Purchase Decision, and then|

CIRCLE the level of agreement on each of the
items below base on your opinion

Strongly disagree

gie)

8 mn'jLﬁm

(

Disagree

(Bewnipv)

Neutral

(ngen)

Agree
(WRIRIT)

Strongly agree

(WAIRIUER)

63

(PD1) I will purchase the product online if it easy
to buy.

)PD1) gEndmudasumunsepmimsuaieiifme
'\; N N

ﬁﬁmmﬂm 8mnn mwmgam:ﬁm
2 1

64

(PD2) I will purchase the product online that I

needed convenience.

)PD2) gEndmudatumunsgpmimsuaieiifme
\i N N

wInmHnHEHy RIginime
W g NY

65

(PD3) I will purchase the product online that are
popular.

)PD3) gEndmudanumunsgpmimspaieiifms
\-" N N

uinmmN N ia% Lty mmj

66

(PD4) I will purchase the product online that I used

to experiences.
)PD4) gEudmudanumunsgpmimspaiedifns
1

wnmBnmEdasaiugmnim suefithnné
1

67

(PD5) I will purchase the product online if the

payment is cash on delivery.

)PD5) gEndmudasumunsepmimsquaieiifme
‘\; N N

ﬁﬂwmmm:gmﬁmmémﬁm T RTH AT

68

(PD6) 1 will purchase the product online if the

payment is safe.

)PD6) gEndmudatnmunsgpmimsuaieiifme
'\; N N

UMM MIgNRANGMATN B aiMN
n v k2 1 6

69

(PD7) I will purchase the product online if the

payment secures my privacy.
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)PD7) gEndmudasumunsepminsuaisiifne
1

FMMTIMI NHM N IIRMNMON AT SITATS
n v k) 1 6 \.;

(PDR8) I will purchase the product online because it

iS convenience.

70 )PD8) gEndmudatnrmunsgpmimsuaieiifms 1 2 3 4

UEW mﬁmm smnin [‘ﬁLﬁJﬂj
2

Respondent Information

MR MBI &Y
<& o P

For our information, would you please indicate the following questions:

mLmﬁmﬁﬁmsmmﬁmﬁ"jsmmLmﬁ
2 o %

1. Gender:

9 "¢e

[ ] Male [] Female

O qweg N Lﬁ'}

2. Age:

l'z”.li-ﬂtiJ;

[1<20 [120-29 [130-39 (1> 40

[I<w®o [lwo-©& [lmo-mg& [I>co

3. Education:

m AEnsGi
[] Fresh Graduate From High school [] Bachelor [] Master
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] iéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ?@tp it Oaguafin O aguafinmega

[ ] Doctoral / PhD.

] ﬁ@ﬁ

4. Income:

@ GAN mLﬁﬁTie
Y

[1<$200 [1$200-$349 [1$350-$499 [1>$500

[I<$®oo (J$woo-$mes C1$me&o-$ees (1> $&o0

5. Online Shopping Frequencies

& MmAMAMUhiHegnm

[JRarely  [JOnce Awhile [ At Least Once A Month

DﬁLﬁi LIyt g (] HNSsumeuinis s
(2] n 2] ct,," P

[] More Than Once A Month

N tﬁ?sﬁmmﬁﬁmtﬁ%e
(2] =§l' P
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