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Past studies suggest that market mavenism refers to the degree to which a 

consumer is likely to become a market maven. High market mavenism consumers are 

characterized to possess information across many kinds of product categories and 

initiate word-of-mouth communication (WOM). High market mavenism consumers 

are influential consumers and key participants in WOM communication.  

Due to the explosion of online communication platforms, electronic 

word-of-mouth communication (eWOM) comes to attention. Understanding the 

virtual version of market mavenism becomes a salient topic. eMavenism is the extent 

to which consumers are involved in finding and disseminating marketing or 

advertising information online. Consumers who are relatively high on eMavenism are 

conventionally considered eMavens. eMavenism should be regarded as a unique type 

of market mavenism. This dissertation study aims to examine both the antecedents 
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and eWOM communication behavioral consequences of eMavenism. The antecedents 

of eMavenism are considered from scattered literature on market mavenism, while 

eWOM communication behavioral consequences are identified from extensive 

literature review on the characteristics of eWOM communication. 

The results suggest that psychological tendencies and technology factor are 

the most important antecedent groups that positively affect eMavenism. Although 

consumption factor is not significantly related to eMavenism, it may serve as a 

perspective to analyze the primary difference between eMavenism and market 

mavenism. The insignificant relationships between demographics and eMavenism 

challenge the traditional perception that high mavenism consumers are constrained to 

the old, the unemployed, or housewives. The findings from this dissertation study 

debunk that high eMavenism consumers come from a broad variety of demographic 

groups. The findings call for a shift from focusing on consumer demographics to 

focusing on consumer psychographics in analyzing eMavenism. As to eWOM 

communication behavioral consequences, specific anonymity types are preferred by 

highly eMavenist respondents. Highly eMavenist respondents stay active in different 

online media outlets and contribute more positive than negative eWOM in online 

discourse.  

This dissertation study enhances the theoretical understanding of 

eMavenism and eWOM communication. The findings are also managerially relevant. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, traditional marketing strategies such as advertising and 

personal selling have been waning in effectiveness (Allsop et al. 2007; Carson 2005; 

Keller 2007; Romaniuk 2007). Marketers are turning to non-traditional marketing 

strategies such as word-of-mouth (WOM) communication to regain the persuasive 

edge. Past empirical studies have reported that WOM is many times more persuasive 

than traditional advertising, personal selling, and sales promotions, mainly because 

the personal information sender in WOM communication is regarded as more credible 

than advertisers (e.g., Cheung et al. 2009; Herr et al. 1991; Hung et al. 2009; Katz and 

Lazarfeld 1955; Nyilasy 2004 cited in Porter and Golan 2006). A recent Nielsen 

survey (2007) of 26,486 Internet users across 47 markets revealed that despite a 

variety of advertising and marketing efforts made by marketers, consumers around the 

world still consider WOM the most trustworthy and influential reference for their 

purchase decision-making process.  

Due to the explosion of the number and types of online communication 

platforms such as emails, instant messengers, blogs, and social networking Websites, 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication has become an even more 

powerful force than WOM communication in today‘s marketing communication. 

Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) defined eWOM as ―any positive or negative statement 

made by potential, actual, or former customers about a product or company, which is 

made available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet‖ (p. 39). The 

Nielsen multi-country survey study (2007) found that 61% of the consumers across 

the globe trusted the opinions posted by other consumers online. The percentage was 
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greater than that of those who believed in information from magazines, TV, or radio. 

Various online technologies have facilitated consumer-to-consumer sharing of 

information across time and space (Allsop et al. 2007). In addition, eWOM 

communication has come into vogue because people are shifting away from 

traditional media to online media on a global basis. Many urbanites around the world 

now consider going online a necessity in their daily life. They read newspapers and 

magazines online, watch television online, develop social networks online, and shop 

online (Cheong and Morrison 2006; Gillespie et al. 2007; Internet World Stats 2009; 

Nielsen 2007). Such a changing media environment calls for the need to explore 

eWOM communication. A first step toward such an effort is to understand what 

eWOM is and who the key participants in this process are. 

Although eWOM communication is similar to WOM communication in 

many aspects, they are not identical. Based on the extensive literature review, the 

major aspects in which eWOM communication differs from WOM communication 

can be identified as follows: (1) online communication platforms, (2) anonymity, (3) 

personalization, (4) empathy, (5) message relevance, (6) content endurability, (7) 

asynchronous communication, (8) modes of communication, and finally (9) 

geographic and time boundary. eWOM communication has attracted marketers and 

researchers' attention because it is fast-spreading, wide-reaching, low cost, highly 

flexible and reciprocal, credible, persuasive, and less intrusive. It may serve as an 

ideal marketing communication tool. Therefore, eWOM communication deserves 

serious attention from researchers and marketers. Unfortunately, to date, only limited 

research on eWOM communication has been published.  

Similar to WOM communication, eWOM communication is a dynamic 
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process that can be considered following the traditional 5Ws of communication 

proposed by Lasswell in 1948—who says what to whom in which channel with what 

effect. eWOM communication process can be also considered following the 

contemporary 5Ts WOM communication model proposed by Sernovitz (2009): 

talkers—find people to talk; topics—give people a reason to talk; tools—help the 

message spread; taking part—join the conversation; and tracking—measurement. The 

starting point and primary focus of eWOM communication process is the participating 

consumer based on both models. Those participating consumers may be generally 

categorized into key vs. ordinary participating consumers (Goldsmith et al. 2006; 

Schneider and Rogers 1993a; Sernovitz 2009). As their respective name suggests, key 

participating consumers play a more significant, engaging, and active role in eWOM 

communication than ordinary participating consumers. And they exert great influence 

over other consumers through eWOM communication (Goldsmith et al. 2006). This 

coincides with Lasswell‘s (1948) "two-step flow" theory in mass communication 

where market information first reaches key consumers and through them the 

information is disseminated to a large number of other consumers via frequent 

interactions. In order to understand eWOM communication, it is necessary to first 

identify and examine those key participating consumers who are actively engaged in 

eWOM communication. As an important type of key participating consumers in the 

literature, eMavens emerge as the focus of attention and of this dissertation study.  

There are three types of key consumers identified in marketing and 

communication (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Belch et al. 2005; Clark and Goldsmith 2005; 

Goldsmith et al. 2006; Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Schneider and Rogers 1993a, b; 

Walsh and Mitchell 2001; Walsh and Mitchell 2009; Williams and Slama 1995). The 
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first type is opinion leaders. Their expertise is product-category-specific. In other 

words, opinion leaders have to be analyzed with the backdrop of a specific product or 

service category such as medical service. Moreover, they usually have respectful 

professions and are ―a selected few‖ elites such as medical doctors (Clark and 

Golsdmith 2005; Feick and Price 1987; Flynn et al. 1996; Goldsmith 2001; 

Wiedmann et al. 2001). The availability, usefulness, willingness, and devotion of a 

selected few elite opinion leaders online is questionable. Online communication by 

nature is peer-to-peer based where everyone is able to give and take advice regardless 

of their social identities and status (e.g., Bargh and McKenna 2004; Vilpponen et al. 

2006). Therefore, some research findings suggest that a selected few opinion leaders 

no longer work effectively online (e.g., Watts 2007; Watts and Dodds 2007). Instead, 

a relatively great number of ―neighborhood-type‖ market mavens are likely to be 

sought by other consumers (Feick and Price 1987) and should be the focus of research 

on eWOM communication (Walsh and Mitchell 2009).  

The second type of influential key consumers identified in WOM 

communication literature is innovators or early adopters. Innovators or early adopters 

tend to purchase a product that is new, innovative, or unique. They may be most 

helpful in the new product entry phase (e.g., Goldsmith et al. 1996; Rodgers 1995; 

Goldsmith 2001; Wiedmann et al. 2001). They do not always choose WOM or 

eWOM communication to disseminate product information. Instead, they may 

disseminate product information passively by displaying the product or demonstrating 

its function (Schneider and Rodgers 1993a) (e.g., a picture of an innovator with an 

iPhone on Facebook). The application of innovators or early adopters is limited to 

new or popular products (e.g., Goldsmith 2001; Wiedmann et al. 2001). In addition, 
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the number of those consumers is small in the population (Rogers 1995).  

Market mavens are the third type of key consumers. It was a relatively new 

concept introduced by Feick and Price in 1987, and defined as ―individuals who have 

information about many kinds of products, places to shop, and other facets of markets, 

and initiate discussions with consumers and respond to requests from consumers for 

market information‖ (Feick and Price 1987, p. 85). Due to their knowledge about 

products across different categories, willingness to help other consumers with their 

choices on both new and existing products, heavy media and advertising consumption, 

and relatively large number, market mavens may actively participate in eWOM 

communication and become important market influencers online (e.g., Abratt et al. 

1995; Feick and Price 1987; Price et al. 1988; Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Walsh and 

Mitchell 2001).  

The reasons for marketers to target market mavens, rather than the other two 

types of consumer influencers, are as follows. 

First, market maven‘s knowledge is more general than the other two types of 

consumer influencers. Besides product information, market mavens are concerned 

about service employees, product availability, promotional events, coupons, 

advertisements, etc (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 1987; Price et al. 1988; 

Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Walsh and Mitchell 2001; Williams and Slama 1995). 

When marketers conceive eWOM messages regarding people, price, and place in the 

marketing mix, market mavens are more likely to notice and spread such information 

than the other two types of consumer influencers. Moreover, market mavens are more 

likely to be vigilant to advertisements met in various media outlets and therefore pass 

along advertisements about the product to other consumers. When marketers attempt 
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to educate consumers with their marketing effort, market mavens are more ready and 

more willing to take on the task than the other two types of consumer influencers.  

Second, innovators only touch base with new or unique products, while 

opinion leaders may use technical terms to construe a product due to their deep 

knowledge. Innovators and opinion leaders may be better suited to average consumers 

who have a clear idea of what they need and want. If a consumer intends to find the 

latest fashion, innovators may be more influential. If a consumer determines to 

receive a Botox over purchasing skin care products, opinion leaders may provide 

substantial advice on Botox injection. However, for consumers who are ambivalent 

between options across product categories (e.g., receive a Botox or purchase skin care 

products) and/or who are not in the process of hunting a specific product, market 

mavens may be of great assistance including providing alternative product choices, 

offering social support, and helping other consumers form a purchase intention or 

make a final purchasing decision (Hartman and Kiecker 1991; Mangleburg et al. 2004; 

Price et al. 1995). Market mavens may help marketers reach potential customers who 

may not have a pre-determined purchase intention and/or who may be torn between 

choices. Moreover, since market mavens possess information such as product 

availability and price cuts, they may stimulate impulsive buying from other 

consumers. 

Third, market mavens initiate discussion about market-related information as 

well as respond to many people‘s requests for such information (Price et al. 1995; 

Walsh et al. 2004). Their communication style is interactive and engaging. Therefore, 

market mavens, rather than other types of consumer influencers, may be more helpful 

in response to other consumers‘ questions. The other types of consumer influencers 
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are good at delivering messages to other consumers, while they supposedly care less 

about other consumers‘ requests. Average consumers are given plenty of 

opportunities to ask questions over a variety of online communication platforms. 

Marketers need market mavens to address those questions in a diligent way as well as 

to build more conversations based on average consumers‘ requests.  

Fourth, market mavens have a mindset of being a smart shopper. Finding the 

best deal and getting the best value for money through their knowledge about the 

marketing mix are signs of market mavens‘ success and competency (Goldsmith et al. 

2003; Price et al. 1988). Opinion leaders and innovators are more care-free about the 

price. Therefore, market mavens may be best-suited in influencing average consumers 

who shop on a budget and are sensitive to cost performance. Market mavens are 

heavy coupon users in order to be smart shoppers. Market mavens talk about coupon 

information with other consumers and give coupons to other consumers (Price et al. 

1988). Innovators and opinion leaders do not usually spread coupons (Williams and 

Slama 1995). Therefore, marketers planning on distributing coupons on a regular 

basis should target market mavens.  

Fifth, market mavens possess product knowledge across many different 

categories. Therefore, market mavens, rather than other types of consumer influencers, 

may be most useful for retailers who simultaneously introduce assorted products. 

Moreover, market mavens may be attractive to marketers who have plans on product 

proliferation across categories. Although it is likely for retailers or marketers with 

plans on product proliferation to reach opinion leaders in every category, it will be 

cost effective for them to reach market mavens and through market mavens to 

simultaneously spread information on a wide range of products to other consumers.  



8 

 

Finally, since market mavens are altruistic, responsive, and knowledgeable 

about many products for daily life use and all aspects of the marketing mix, market 

mavens are likely to be perceived as ―one of us‖ by average consumers. Market 

mavens are probably ―just like average consumers‖ with significant more enthusiasm 

in consumption. They may be well-received by average consumers. Nevertheless, 

innovators and opinion leaders may be perceived by average consumers as a 

prestigious and exclusive group who concern over a narrow range of products, 

perhaps use terminologies, and do not frequently exchange product/brand information 

with average consumers. The affinity of market mavens to average consumers should 

be attractive to marketers who have an approachable brand image and brand 

personality. 

Market mavenism represents a continuum and refers to the degree to which a 

consumer is likely to become a market maven. Consumer may have relatively strong 

or weak tendencies toward market mavenism (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 

1987). Conventionally, consumers who strongly tend toward market mavenism in a 

study are referred to as market mavens for short. In contrast, consumers who place 

lower on market mavenism than others are conventionally named as 

―non-market-mavens‖ (e.g., Williams and Slama 1995). 

Conceptually, eMavens are similar to market mavens except that they search 

and disseminate marketing or advertising information online. eMavens may be 

considered a unique type of market mavens who are active in the online environment 

and influential towards a number of other online consumers (Belch et al. 2005; Walsh 

et al. 2002; Walsh and Mitchell 2009). eMavenism is the extent to which consumers 

are involved in finding and disseminating marketing or advertising information online. 
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Consumers who are relatively high on eMavenism are therefore considered eMavens 

(Belch et al. 2005; Walsh et al. 2002; Walsh and Mitchell 2009). This dissertation 

study aims to specifically examine both the antecedents and eWOM communication 

behavioral consequences of eMavenism.  

To date, the examination of eMavenism is rather limited and not as 

systematic as the investigation of market mavens. The dearth of the framework on 

eMavenism prompts this dissertation study to first build an integrative framework for 

eMavenism in terms of the antecedents and eWOM communication behavioral 

consequences. Antecedents such as psychological tendencies, consumption factor, and 

demographics have been well-documented in the marketing literature as predictors of 

mavenism (e.g., Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Geissler 

and Edison 2005; Price et al. 1995; Williams and Slama 1995). These antecedents are 

enduring factors that tend to affect mavenism and, likely, eMavenism. Therefore, they 

are assumed to predict eMavenism in the proposed framework of this dissertation 

study. Technology factor is proposed to affect eMavenism (e.g., Walsh and Mitchell 

2009) and therefore are also included as one of the antecedents in this dissertation 

study.  

Little is known about eMavens‘ participation in eWOM communication. 

Walsh and Mitchell‘s (2009) study calls for such an investigation. In response to their 

call, this dissertation study will examine eMavens‘ eWOM communication behaviors. 

Specifically, eMavens‘ online communication preferences for eWOM communication 

and preferred content of eWOM communication were studied. Those eWOM 

communication behaviors are considered from the extensive literature review of 

eWOM communication.  
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Given that there has been limited literature on eMavenism and eWOM 

communication, this dissertation study aims to enhance the theoretical understanding 

of eMavenism and eWOM communication by proposing a theoretical framework that 

integrates scattered research in the past and examining the framework empirically. 

This dissertation study is also managerially useful, since the results should guide 

marketers to effectively reach eMavens and to understand their participation in 

eWOM communication. An in-depth knowledge of the antecedents and eWOM 

communication behavioral consequences of eMavenism allows marketers to create 

tailored marketing campaigns for eMavens for their use in eWOM communication.  

Chapter II provides an extensive literature review of eWOM communication. 

Chapter III details the framework and proposes research questions and hypotheses. 

Chapter IV presents methodology and measurement of major theoretical constructs. 

Chapter V exhibits results. Chapter VI provides summary discussions. This 

dissertation ends with Chapter VII, limitations and future research suggestions. 

 

 

 

 



11 

 

CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Word-of-Mouth Communication 

In marketing literature, word-of-mouth (WOM) communication is often 

defined according to Arndt‘s (1967) notion as "oral, person-to-person communication 

between a receiver and a sender whom the receiver perceives as being 

non-commercial, concerning a brand, a product or a service." Arndt (1967) was one of 

the earliest researchers into the influence of WOM communication on consumer 

behavior. More recently, Stern (1994, p. 7) defined WOM communication by 

underscoring its transient spoken-language-based nature. She noted that ―WOM 

involves the exchange of ephemeral oral or spoken messages between a contiguous 

source and a recipient who communicate directly in real life . . . Consumers are not 

assumed to create, revise and record pre-written conversational exchanges about 

products and services. Nor do they ordinarily use poetry or song to discuss 

consumption.‖  

According to their definitions, WOM communication occurs when 

consumers seek information or advice from other people or give information or advice 

to others. The consumer who gives information or advice to other consumers is 

identified in WOM literature as the information sender or communicator whereas the 

individual who seeks information or advice is referred to as the information receiver 

(Chiu et al. 2007; Lam and Mizerski 2005; Sweeney et al. 2008). Consumers involved 

in WOM communication, as either information seekers or givers, are independent of 

the product or brand mentioned in WOM communication (Silverman 2001). The 

information or advice contained in WOM communication may be positive, negative, 
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or even two-sided depending on the information sender‘s past experience, loyalty, or 

satisfaction with the product or brand mentioned in WOM communication (e.g., 

Carroll and Ahuvia 2006; Gauri et al. 2008; Song et al. 2007; Wee et al. 1995). 

Although WOM communication can occur anywhere, it is generally believed that it 

should take place in a non-commercial environment such as home in order to be 

perceived as credible and thus persuasive. Given these, WOM communication may be 

regarded as a type of interpersonal communication that occurs naturally or randomly 

among consumers rather than one that is induced, planned or harnessed by any 

commercially interested party.  

At its core, WOM communication is a process of interpersonal 

communication, in which a sender exerts personal influence on a receiver and the 

receiver‘s behavior or attitudes may be changed as a result of such personal influence 

(Merton 1968). It can be explained based on the classic communication model with 

the ―5Ws‖ – who, says what, to whom, in which channel, with what effect (Lasswell 

1948). In the context of WOM communication, "who" can be regarded as the 

information sender (Ajzen 1992; Hovland et al.1953), "says what" represents the 

message contained in WOM communication (Ajzen 1992), "to whom" relates to the 

receiver (Hovland et al. 1953), and "in which channel" refers to through which means 

the sender delivers the message to the receiver. Researchers generally study the first 

4Ws in order to understand their impact on the final W – "what effect‖ or the impact 

of WOM communication on the receiver (Figure 1). From the standpoint of marketing 

communication, if WOM communication is effective, the receiver may change his or 

her awareness, expectations, perceptions, attitudes, purchase intentions, intention to 

pass on the WOM message, actual product-trial or purchasing behavior, and so on 
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(Chiu et al. 2007; Lam and Mizerski 2005; Sweeney et al. 2007). Finally, WOM 

communication process ends as soon as it is spoken (Stern 1994). 

 eWOM communication has come into vogue because people are shifting 

away from traditional media to going online on a global basis. Many urbanites 

around the world consider going online a necessity in their daily life. They read 

newspapers and magazines online, watch television online, develop social networks 

online, and shop online (Cheong and Morrison 2006; Gillespie et al. 2007).Given the 

development of the Internet and various communication technologies, WOM 

communication has been expanded into the online environment and termed as 

electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) communication (Vilpponen et al. 2006). 

Therefore, the definition of eWOM communication is largely derived from 

traditional WOM communication literature with updates since the Internet provides a 

more complex context where communication can occur, endows information senders 

and receivers with new roles, and demands higher quality information or advice.   
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Figure 1 

Process of eWOM Communication 
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Understanding Electronic WOM Communication 

Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) defined electronic WOM communication 

(eWOM) as ―any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former 

customers about a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of 

people and institutions via the Internet‖ (p. 39). Later eWOM communication 

researchers employed Hennig-Thurau et al.‘s (2004) definition as the baseline in order 

to develop a more mature conceptualization of eWOM communication by contrasting 

it with traditional WOM communication. The sections below describe several major 

differences between eWOM and WOM communication.  

Communication Platforms  

Traditional WOM research shuns the context issue because it is difficult to 

spontaneously observe traditional WOM where it takes place (Hung and Li 2007). At 

most, it only vaguely recounts that WOM should take place in a neutral or 

non-commercial context (Wee et al. 2007). Consumers these days, however, clearly 

have a variety of online platforms through which to communicate with each other and 

to share information and experience about products and brands (Goldsmith and 

Horowitz 2006). Communication in the cyberspace these days can occur through 

platforms such as emails, consumer review Websites, blogs, social networking 

Websites, branded Websites, instant messengers, and electronic message boards or 

discussion forums. Online communication platforms are therefore included in the 

definition of eWOM communication to account for today‘s media environment 

(Allsop et al. 2007; Buttle 1998; Gauri et al. 2008; Goldsmith 2006; Song et al. 2006). 

Unlike the offline environment, online communication platforms are observable and 

traceable. In order to understand the impact of eWOM, where communication takes 
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place in the cyberspace should be specified (e.g., Allsop et al. 2007). For example, a 

stream of eWOM communication research has been dedicated to analyzing eWOM 

communication in consumer review Websites (e.g., Amblee and Bui 2007; Park et al. 

2007; Xia and Bechwati 2008). Chiu et al. (2007) and Phelps et al. (2004) analyzed 

eWOM communication in email dissemination. Hung and Li (2007) focused on the 

influence of eWOM communication in virtual brand community. Further, Cheong and 

Morrison (2008) observed that the platform in which eWOM communication takes 

place influences its effectiveness. 

In the online environment, different platforms provide different structures 

for communication. The structure of a specific online context may influence the 

effectiveness of eWOM. For instance, virtual brand community or social networking 

Websites involve a network structure (Hung and Li 2007; Vilpponen et al. 2006). 

Such a network structure oftentimes produces network effects or network externalities. 

That is, people may feel that a lot of people in the network have talked about the same 

product or service and the amplified perception of everybody else engaging in eWOM 

communication may further accelerate its dissemination and acceptance in the same 

network (Vilpponen et al. 2006). Whereas, other online platforms such as emails are 

usually between a limited number of people and may lack a strong network structure 

and consequent network effects. Therefore, eWOM through emails may have different 

impact as compared to that through networked virtual brand communities or social 

networking Websites. 

Anonymity 

Different online platforms have different norms in terms of anonymity. 

Accordingly, the degree of anonymity may diminish or increase the persuasiveness of 
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eWOM communication. In most review Websites, consumers are allowed to remain 

anonymous or create a fictitious identity to participate in the communication 

(Ratchford et al. 2001). Researchers have been concerned that the trustworthiness 

would be absent in eWOM communication in such an online platform since the 

receiver cannot evaluate the sender‘s real identity or that the sender is a total stranger 

to the receiver (Park et al. 2007; Xia and Bechwati 2008). The diminishing 

trustworthiness in information sender will certainly affect the impact of eWOM 

communication as the persuasiveness of such communication lies largely in 

trustworthiness. Other online platforms such as social networking Websites encourage 

people to reveal their real identities during communication. eWOM communication in 

such a platform is likely to be judged as credible.  

Moreover, when the identity is known, whether the information is provided 

by the marketer or an independent third party may have different impacts. Sussan and 

Weisfeld-Spolter (2006) found that eWOM communication is more effective when 

consumers find the information on a third-party Website, independent of the company 

to which the content relates. eWOM communication from user-generated Websites or 

consumers‘ annual consumption report is also perceived to be more credible than that 

from corporate Websites (Cheong and Morrison 2008; Hung et al. 2009; Johnson and 

Kaye 2004). 

Personalization   

Comparatively speaking, eWOM communication can be more impersonal 

than WOM communication. Sen and Lerman (2007) believed that online consumer 

reviews, as a type of eWOM, are less personal than traditional WOM. There are 

various reasons for the impersonal nature of communication in the cyberspace. First, 
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consumers may lack trust of other consumers who may be completely unknown to 

them with fictitious identities. Second, a consumer‘s direct interaction partner in 

eWOM is the computer rather than another person (Sen and Lerman 2007). This lack 

of feeling of the presence of other people may build a ―cold‖ and impersonal 

communication barrier (Sen and Lerman 2007). Third, the level of interaction during 

eWOM communication may be low. For example, consumers who read an eWOM 

communication message may not be enthusiastic in giving feedback to the 

information sender immediately. Lack of reciprocity may strangle the intent to 

communicate at a more personal level (Thorson and Rodgers 2006). 

However, other online platforms such as blogs and social networking 

Websites may facilitate the exchange of highly personal eWOM communication. For 

example, blogs, resembling traditional diary, are highly personal (Banning and 

Sweetser 2007; Herring et al. 2004; Nardi et al. 2004; Trammell et al. 2006). The 

personal nature of the blog may break down the impersonal aspect of communication 

barrier between the information sender (blogger) and receiver (reader) (Banning and 

Sweetser 2007; Trammell and Keshelashvili 2005).  

Empathy 

Some online environments are mainly text-based while others host 

multimedia and interactive technologies. Traditional face-to-face WOM 

communication involves mainly the spoken words. Bickart and Schindler (2001) 

found that eWOM communication generally takes on the written form in text-based 

online environment such as online discussion forums. It provides an additional 

factor—empathy—to facilitate the influence of eWOM communication. Bickart and 

Schindler (2001) noted that the text-based online environment usually delivers 
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personal experiences and opinions in a story-telling and narrative style. In a sense, 

writers of eWOM communication are emotionally "performing" for readers based on 

their writing ability (Baym 1997). The emotional, subjective, and experiential written 

materials allow the reader to create vicarious experience (Deighton et al. 1989). For 

example, a written message can vividly recount a fantastic wine-tasting experience. It 

allows the reader to imagine and picture an even more fantastic and individual 

wine-tasting experience through elaboration in his or her mind. The spoken WOM 

may be vivid but it has less leeway of imagination than the written eWOM.  

Xia and Bechwati‘s (2008) study echoed this idea. They transplanted the 

concept of cognitive personalization into eWOM communication research in an online 

consumer review context. Cognitive personalization is the cognitive operation by 

which readers of an online review think and feel as if what the review describes has 

actually happened to them (Larsen et al. 1987). Empathy is evoked with an eWOM 

communication message (Batson et al. 1997). Xia and Bechwati (2008) propose and 

verified that cognitive personalization enhances empathy with an eWOM 

communication message (Howard and Kerin 2004) which, in turn, influences the 

eWOM communication effects such as increasing consumers‘ awareness and 

purchase intention. 

With the development of technology, the online environment has evolved 

from pure text-based to multimedia. Social networking Websites such as MySpace 

and Facebook embrace text, picture, video, audio, and so on. Video-sharing Websites 

such as YouTube allow similar features. As of now, there has been no literature 

addressing the differences in empathy among eWOM communication in text-based, 

multimedia, and face-to-face contexts.  
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Relevance 

Face-to-face WOM communication is generally perceived to be delivered by 

"people like me" (Allsop et al. 2007). It usually involves trusted peers of the receiver. 

The solid personal bond between the sender and the receiver provides a foundation for 

relevance in WOM communication.  

There are two types of relevance. One is the relevance that is based on the 

personal relationship between the sender and the receiver. A trusted relationship 

between the parties in traditional WOM communication can help develop a sense of 

relevance (Gilly et al. 1998; Rodgers 1983). The second type of relevance is message 

relevance. When there is no personal relationship between the sender and the receiver, 

message relevance to the receiver drives WOM communication (Xia and Bechwati 

2008).  

Face-to-face WOM communication usually possesses both types of 

relevance whereas eWOM communication is often considered weak on personal 

relevance and strong on message relevance (Sen and Lerman 2007; Xia and Bechwati 

2008). In eWOM communication, the degree of relevance varies according to the 

different platforms. In platforms such as consumer review Websites, anonymity is the 

norm and consumers anywhere around the world are able to post reviews. To most of 

the readers of consumer review Websites, those who post the reviews are strangers. 

Those readers oftentimes do not have a trusting personal relationship with the sender 

which translates into little or no personal relevance (Sen and Lerman 2007). However, 

the receiver may still find message relevance in eWOM communication. For example, 

Xia and Bechwati (2008) found that people perceived online consumer reviews as 

more credible and hence more persuasive to the receiver. Given the explosion of 
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eWOM communication messages (Duhan et al. 1997), the availability of search 

engine ensures that people can find relevant eWOM messages that fit their needs.  

Content Endurability 

The content of communication can be archived and stored for a longer time 

in the cyberspace than that from the traditional face-to-face WOM communication 

(Gelb and Sundaram 2002; Hung and Li 2007; Kiecker and Cowles 2001). Weinberg 

and Davis (2005) pointed out that traditional WOM ends when the interpersonal 

communication is over. With the low cost of storage online, the content of eWOM 

communication can be available indefinitely on the site until it is removed by the 

Webmaster. Since the content of eWOM communication usually lasts longer than that 

from WOM, consumers can collect and aggregate a great amount of information from 

many different sources at his/her own pace (Bickart and Schindler 2001; Song et al. 

2006). Consumers may compare the quality and quantity of eWOM communication 

messages from massive and various information senders rather than from a limited 

number of friends or family. This ability to refer back to archived information enables 

the consumer to acquire eWOM communication in more details than what might be 

possible from traditional WOM communication.  

Since the content of eWOM communication may stay longer, it increases the 

chance of social interactions among consumers (Song et al. 2006). Consumers can 

make a new comment on an eWOM communication message that was posted a long 

time ago and solicit a new round of social interactions among people. Increased 

interactions among consumers in eWOM communication may increase a member's 

susceptibility to the opinions from fellow consumers (Hung and Li 2007).  

On the other hand, although the content of eWOM communication can last 
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longer than traditional WOM communication, it can also be replaced with updates 

quickly due to the nature of the technology. Furthermore, Webmaster has the right to 

delete consumers‘ eWOM communication messages due to various reasons (Bialek 

and Smedresman 2008; Park et al. 2007). While it may be inconvenient, 

time-consuming, or even embarrassing for WOM messages to be changed or taken 

back in face-to-face WOM communication, it only requires a few clicks in the online 

environment to make such adjustments. 

Asynchronous Communication 

Traditional face-to-face WOM communication process ends as soon as it is 

spoken, for ―it occurs in a spontaneous manner and then disappears‖ (Stern 1994, p. 

7). Therefore, traditional WOM has a synchronous communication process from the 

sender to the receiver. In eWOM communication, because of the technology, the 

information receiver may retrieve eWOM message any time. The receiver does not 

have to respond to the sender in a simultaneous fashion in order to complete eWOM 

communication. Therefore, eWOM has the asynchronous feature in its 

communication process (Henderson and Gilding 2004). 

Researchers have long argued that consumers‘ posts on product review 

Websites should be considered as eWOM communication with an asynchronous 

process. Since eWOM communication such as consumers‘ review can be stored 

online for a long time, the transmission process of eWOM communication from the 

sender to the receiver may not happen synchronously with the posting of the 

information (Awad and Ragowsky 2008; Goldsmith and Horowitz 2006). For 

example, a consumer posts the review today while other consumers may not access it 

until weeks later.    
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Meanwhile, eWOM communication‘s asynchronous nature may make it 

difficult to differentiate itself from user-generated content online. Cheong and 

Morrison (2008) observed that a lot of brand or product information appears in the 

user-generated content on YouTube, social networking Websites, blogs and so on. 

Cheong and Morrison (2008) further contended that user-generated content is 

―generated‖ by users while eWOM communication is ―conveyed‖ by users. For 

example, a video on YouTube that was generated and posted by an individual is 

simply user-generated content. eWOM communication does not take place until one 

person sends the link of this YouTube video to another person via email. Likewise, if 

a consumer writes an opinion about a camera on a consumer review Website, that 

opinion simply remains as user-generated content. It does not become eWOM 

communication content until the consumer emails the opinion to another consumer, or 

when another consumer accesses it. Although Cheong and Morrison‘s (2008) 

argument and examples may be clarified by the asynchronous characteristics of 

eWOM, they did raise an interesting question of how to draw the fine line between 

eWOM communication and user-generated content online.  

Modes of Communication 

Traditional face-to-face WOM usually occurs among two individuals or a 

small group of people through a one-to-one or one-to-a few communication mode. 

eWOM communication involves various modes of communication. Consumers can 

interact with other consumers in many different ways in the online environment 

(Goldsmith and Horowitz 2006; Negroponte and Maes 1996). In general, eWOM 

communication involves four modes of communication: one-to-many, one-to-one, 

many-to-one, and many-to-many.  
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Platforms such as online discussion forum enable a single consumer to post 

information for a potentially countless number of other people to read. This is a 

one-to-many eWOM communication process, similar to the advertising 

communication process through mass media (Helm 2000; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; 

Stauss 1997). Other online communication platforms such as emails and instant 

messengers oftentimes imitate interpersonal communication and employ the 

one-to-one communication mode (Phelps et al. 2004). Since the content of eWOM 

communication may be stored longer online in platforms such as electronic discussion 

boards and consumers can garner eWOM content from many others, eWOM 

communication may involve a many-to-one communication mode. When a lot of 

consumers seek the same eWOM communication message from various other 

consumers in online environment such as virtual realities, eWOM communication 

follows a many-to-many communication mode.  

Any particular online platform is likely to evoke more than one 

communication mode. It depends on how people choose to engage the technology. 

For example, virtual brand communities and social networking Websites provide all 

four communication modes in one media, and provide users the freedom to choose 

one or a combination of communication modes to carry out their communication 

(Hung and Li 2007). While the traditional one-to-one WOM communication has been 

studied extensively, there is a lack of understanding of the many communication 

modes that transfer eWOM communication messages. Song et al. (2006) noted that 

many-to-one and many-to-many communication modes of eWOM communication 

make available diverse eWOM communication messages to consumers and are likely 

to have strong implications on the effectiveness of eWOM communication such as the 
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receiver‘s acceptance of eWOM communication messages. Therefore, it is 

theoretically important to understand different communication modes in eWOM.  

In addition, ―many‖ is a vague term to describe online consumers. 

Consumers involved in eWOM communication can have strong or weak relationships 

among them. Therefore, ―many‖ should be defined with more specific groups such as 

familiar friends, acquaintances, or unknown former purchasers (Ratchford et al. 2001). 

Depending on the different relationships among ―many‖ online consumers, eWOM 

communication may have more or less credibility (Park et al. 2007). Hence, it is also 

theoretically important to define and compare different types of ―many‖ online 

consumers in addition to different communication modes of eWOM. 

Geographic and Time Boundary 

The Internet has no geographic boundary and time limits. In fact, the 

Internet makes eWOM communication a global phenomenon as compared to the 

occurrence of traditional WOM communication in a limited local social network 

(Brown and Reingen 1987). An ordinary consumer has local social networks 

averaging about ten persons, including family, friends, and associates (Welker 2002). 

With the development of technology, consumers may stay connected much more 

easily online and thus have an extended social network online. For example, it is not 

unusual to see a person in social networking Websites such as MySpace to have a few 

hundred friends from all over the world. Additionally, it is possible for people to 

participate in a countless number of social networks online due to the nature of the 

Internet such as easy registration and information search, anonymity, multitasking, 

and ease to connect with other consumers based on personal interests. Therefore, the 

impact of eWOM communication can reach far beyond the local community to 
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consumers anywhere in the world who have access to the Internet (e.g., Allsop et al. 

2007; Sen and Lerman 2007).  

Therefore, research needs to study eWOM communication from distinctive 

culture contexts to understand the role of culture in eWOM communication. Such a 

comparison contributes to a better understanding of eWOM communication as a 

global phenomenon and, for marketers, whether cultural factors matter when it comes 

to selecting eWOM communication as a marketing strategy in global markets. Figure 

2 provides a visual representation of the key elements in eWOM communication.   
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Figure 2 

Key Elements in eWOM Communication 
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Viral Marketing and eWOM Communication 

Based on Arndt‘s classic definition, WOM communication is usually 

perceived as naturally occurring among consumers and not controlled by marketers 

(Chatterjee 2001). Researchers have studied WOM communication as a way to 

understand consumer behavior and then provide insights to marketers. WOM 

communication is sometimes considered as free advertising by practitioners as it does 

have the persuasive edge similar to advertising or marketing. However, WOM 

communication is not to be officially categorized as a type of marketing 

communication techniques since the definition of WOM communication underscores 

that WOM communication is non-paid, interpersonal, and not identifiably sponsored 

by advertisers or marketers (Shimp et al. 2007).  

When marketers do have some control of positive WOM communication 

among consumers in the offline environment, those marketing activities are no longer 

defined as WOM communication. They are labeled as ―referral reward programs,‖ 

―recommendations,‖ ―customer as the salesman,‖ ―a loyalty program,‖ ―testimonial 

promotions,‖ and so on (Biyalogorsky et al. 2001; Bolton et al. 2000; Helm 2000; 

Ryu and Feick 2007; Shimp et al. 2007). Although those marketer-induced programs 

are not defined as WOM communication, parts of the consequences of those programs 

are traditional consumer-to-consumer WOM communication. Thus, researchers and 

marketers are interested in transferring WOM communication theories and research 

findings, particularly those from positive WOM communication, to increase the 

efficiency of marketer-induced programs. For example, marketers in a referral reward 

program may create a campaign in order to encourage existing consumers to spread 

positive WOM messages about a new product. When an existing consumer relays the 



29 

 

message from the marketer to another consumer, the communication becomes 

consumer-to-consumer WOM communication. Marketer-induced programs contain 

two general components. One is marketers‘ campaigns to target key consumers. The 

other is the WOM communication process from key consumers to other consumers 

(Ryu and Feick 2007).  

In recent years, marketers have been avidly involved in eWOM 

communication. Marketers‘ practice has resulted in the blossoming of marketing 

concepts that overlap with eWOM communication (Vilpponen et al. 2007). Those 

concepts include ―interactive marketing,‖ ―stealth marketing,‖ ―word-of-mouth 

marketing,‖ ―electronic word-of-mouth advertising,‖ ―electronic referral marketing,‖ 

―buzz marketing,‖ ―viral advertising,‖ ―viral communication,‖ and ―viral marketing‖ 

(Porter and Golan 2006). According to Wilson (2000), the term ―viral marketing‖ 

seems to be the most popular and enduring concept used by industrial professionals 

and researchers in recent years.  

The concept of viral marketing used to be restricted to online promotions of 

electronic products such as email service through marketer-induced eWOM 

communication (Jurvetson 2000 cited in Porter and Golan 2006), but it is now 

expanded to refer to online promotions of any product including famous brands such 

as BMW, Volkswagen, Burger King, and Virgin through marketer-induced eWOM 

communication (Kalyanam et al. 2007). Viral marketing is thus defined as a 

company‘s marketing communication that relies on current customers‘ 

communication networks to promote and distribute its products or services via the 

Internet to prospective customers in their social sphere (Hanson and Kalyanam 2006; 

Helm 2000; Kalyanam et al. 2007; Porter and Golan 2006). Similar to offline 
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marketer-induced programs, viral marketing is also a two-phase marketing 

communication strategy. Marketers first initiate the positive message and instill that to 

key consumers and then encourage them to relay the message to more consumers via 

eWOM communication.  

Viral marketing, as its name suggests, should help marketers reach millions 

of consumers online in a short period just as how a virus is exponentially spread 

among people. For example, taking advantage of fast and convenient online 

communication platforms such as emails, Hotmail‘s viral marketing campaign gained 

10 million users in about seven months (Jurvetson 2000 cited in Porter and Golan 

2006). By comparison, it took radio and television several decades to gain the same 

number of users (Pavlik and McIntosh 2004). Like a virus, viral marketing can 

accomplish wide reach very quickly and this outcome is in most part ascribable to the 

fast and convenient online communication platforms (Porter and Golan 2006; Welker 

2002).  

Phelps et al. (2004) propose that viral marketing is a recycling process. 

When a receiver has a message from a sender, it is the starting point for the receiver to 

serve as a sender in the new process and pass down the eWOM message to the next 

receiver. Given this recycling characteristic, the message relay in viral marketing is 

supposed to grow exponentially among consumers. In order for the eWOM 

communication process to be recycling in viral marketing, marketers place proactive 

elements in their viral marketing campaigns to spur eWOM communication. For 

example, ICQ is an online instant messaging service that connects friends and 

colleagues. The more people use ICQ as their instant messaging service, the more 

benefits the current user receives (Helm 2000). Therefore, the current user actively 
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engages in getting the message about ICQ to friends and colleagues. In other words, 

in some viral marketing campaigns, the value of the viral marketing message to the 

information sender is directly related to the number of receivers the sender attracts. 

Consumers, in this case, more proactively participate in conveying the message to 

many more other consumers (Zien 2000 cited in Helm 2000).  

In the offline environment, although marketer-induced programs usually 

include the component of naturally-occurring WOM communication, WOM 

communication and marketer-induced programs are regarded as two distinctive 

research focuses. WOM communication research concentrates on the process of 

consumer-to-consumer interpersonal communication about products (e.g., Sweeney et 

al. 2007; Wee et al. 1995) while studies on marketer-induced programs center in how 

marketers may effectively instill WOM messages into key consumers and motivate 

them to relay the messages to more consumers (e.g., Buttle 1998; Ryu and Feick 2007; 

Shinnar et al. 2004). On the Internet, many researchers and professionals consider 

viral marketing as a special case of eWOM communication and eWOM 

communication as an integral part of viral marketing (Helm 2000; Porter and Golan 

2006; Steyer et al. 2006; Welker 2002). The concepts of viral marketing and eWOM 

communication are blurring and blending in the viewpoints of many researchers and 

professionals probably because the Internet characteristics such as anonymity make it 

difficult to distinguish naturally-occurring eWOM communication from 

marketer-induced viral marketing. Thus, the definition and research on eWOM 

communication should be further expanding in order to contain the characteristics of 

viral marketing. This study intends to understand eWOM communication and such an 

exploration will contribute to viral marketing research and practice as well since viral 
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marketing is blended with eWOM communication.   

How Does eWOM Communication Benefit Marketers? 

Marketers have long been interested in understanding WOM communication 

and leveraging its potentially powerful impact. As online media or technologies are 

developing and becoming increasingly important in marketing communication, 

marketers are contemplating how best to harness eWOM communication (Keller 

2007). Marketers are particularly interested in viral marketing, a special type of 

eWOM communication, because it spreads quickly, reaches widely, costs less, and it 

can be easily employed as part of integrated marketing communication. eWOM in 

general helps marketers to gain feedback from consumers, and it has the potential to 

provide credible commercial information. 

Speed and Reach of eWOM Communication  

eWOM communication can start faster and spread more rapidly and widely 

than WOM (Sen and Lerman 2007; Welker 2002). While consumers have always 

talked to each other in the offline environment, the development of the Internet 

provides consumers the ability to connect with each other anytime, anywhere, and 

through various platforms (Silverman 2001). eWOM communication sometimes only 

requires one click. For example, a consumer can click the ―tell a friend‖ button to 

send messages to a friend. With such ―one-click away‖ function, hyperlinks, search 

engine, and other online technologies, the initiation of eWOM communication is 

normally faster than WOM which oftentimes begins with the necessary greetings and 

etiquettes.  

As mentioned before, eWOM communication nurtures a one-to-many mode, 

similar to the mass media communication mode (i.e., from advertising to mass 
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audiences). This mode may help eWOM communication spread more rapidly and 

widely as WOM usually cannot make the message available to a lot of people at the 

same time. Since eWOM communication is asynchronous and is available longer than 

WOM, eWOM communication may have a sustainable growth over a relatively long 

time span, which increases the interaction among consumers. Further, eWOM 

communication can be disseminated in different online platforms such as email, 

online brand community, and social networking Websites and therefore provide 

accessibility to people with different technology accessibility and preference.   

Cost 

Providing WOM communication involves costs (Gatignon and Robertson 

1986). The most obvious cost is the effort and time spent communicating (Ryu and 

Feick 2007). Promotional activities such as block parties are often used to stimulate 

WOM communication (Loudon and Bitta1994; Weiss 2001). As such, WOM 

communication is one of the most cost-effective marketing communication options 

(e.g., Sen and Lerman 2007). Comparatively, eWOM communication may yield even 

more cost-saving because it can communicate to a larger number of Internet users 

quickly and lower the cost per capita (Jurvetson 2000 cited in Porter and Golan 2006; 

Kalyanam et al. 2007). The digital content in eWOM communication also offers low 

cost. For example, a virtual party can distribute virtual beverages instead of the real 

one with little to no expenditure (Winkler and Buckner 2006). In addition, eWOM 

communication may be stored online so that marketers can monitor and analyze those 

consumer data for free (Keller 2007). 

Satisfying Needs 

Consumers may provide information to others because they want to share 
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their emotions or experiences (Phelps et al. 2004; Walsh et al. 2004). Moreover, 

according to Rosen (2000), WOM communication often occurs because individuals 

need to connect with each other. It is human nature to share views and thoughts, and 

use communication as a vehicle for connection, bonding experience, and friendship. 

In short, WOM communication is a part of human existence. eWOM communication 

should also be a part of netizens‘ existence in the cyberspace.  

One of the main advantages of WOM communication has always been its 

high flexibility and reciprocity which can find their roots in interpersonal 

communication. The information sender may have feedback from the receiver and 

sometimes the information sender switches his/her role to a ―good listener‖ during the 

feedback communication from the receiver (Day 1971; Engel et al. 1995; Helm 2000; 

Ryu and Feick 2007; Webster 1970). With the development of technology, eWOM 

communication may enjoy the same flexibility and reciprocity as WOM 

communication. 

Feedback 

Keller (2007) propose that marketers have to ―let go‖ of pushing marketing 

messages out in a marketer-to-consumer flow and truly engage in WOM or eWOM 

communication in order to create meaningful marketing communication with 

consumers. eWOM, as part of netizens‘ existence, may create good opportunities for 

marketers to gain feedback from consumers (Engel et al. 1995; Helm 2000; Webster 

1970). Marketers have indeed established monitoring programs to "listen in" on 

eWOM (Allsop et al. 2007). For example, the project of TalkTrack surveys American 

consumers from 13 to 69 regularly about their WOM or eWOM conversations on 

brands or products that happened "yesterday‖ (Keller 2007). Such a mechanism 
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allows marketers to be in a better position to respond quickly, specifically, and 

candidly to negative WOM. It also provides marketers timely opportunity to manage 

reputation damage and to improve the brand based on consumers‘ negative WOM 

communication (Allsop et al. 2007).  

Besides relying on consumers‘ self-report, marketers may actively set up 

various online media such as chat rooms or brand communities to facilitate consumers‘ 

eWOM communication. Consumers‘ communication about product problems or 

suggestions for improvements may help marketers identify what consumers look for 

from their product and consumer purchase decision-making process (Engelman 1996). 

Based on consumers‘ feedback, either positive or negative, marketers can be more 

confident in implementing marketing strategies with respect to branding, positioning, 

and targeting (Allsop et al. 2007).  

Integrated Marketing Communication 

As noted by Allsop et al. (2007), eWOM communication is rarely a 

stand-alone effort. It should be part of the overall marketing mix. eWOM 

communication and other marketing communications can produce the synergistic 

effects. Use of other media may help boost positive eWOM message about the 

product or the brand (Keller 2007). Ritson and Elliot (1999) found that interesting and 

exciting advertisements can stimulate adolescents‘ WOM communication about the 

coolness of a certain brand.  

More importantly, use of eWOM communication can create ―buzz‖ for other 

marketing communications so that the marketing mix for a particular brand or product 

can achieve the maximum effect. According to Keller Fay Group‘s continuous 

research, about one half of eWOM communication included content sourced from 
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other marketing communications (Keller 2007). The other marketing communications 

referred to in eWOM communication may span a wide range: advertising, editorial, 

and programming from various types of media, company websites, marketing 

materials at the point of purchase, coupons, and other promotions, etc. (Keller 2007). 

In other words, eWOM communication can accompany any other marketing 

communications and help those efforts to produce the best outcome. Ritson and Elliot 

(1999) found that WOM communication about advertisements among teenagers 

reinforced the advertising content in its target audience. Although there has been little 

academic research examining whether eWOM communication reinforces other 

marketing communications, the same results as in WOM communication are 

generally expected by industry professionals (Keller 2007). 

Each consumer may participate in just a few marketing communications, but 

not all of them. Since eWOM communication is accessed online, it may bring 

together all marketing communications from consumers with different information. 

Various marketing communications may even cross-influence each other through 

eWOM communication.  

Perceived Credibility  

WOM communication is generally perceived to be more credible and 

trustworthy than any other information source by consumers (Assael 1998; Day 1971; 

Murray 1991; Herr et al. 1991; Sen and Lerman 2007). In WOM communication, the 

information sender is usually a family member, personal friend, co-worker, and other 

trusted acquaintance to the receiver. The close bond and special personal trust 

between the information sender and the receiver add power to WOM communication 

(Keller 2007). Additionally, the information sender in effect acts as an endorser of the 
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message (Welker 2002). The information receiver usually scrutinizes the congruence 

between the message and the sender‘s personal characteristics. If the information 

receiver finds congruence, it adds more credibility to the information and helps 

enhance the effectiveness of WOM communication (Allsop et al. 2007; Welker 2002). 

Moreover, as an unpaid consumer-generated endorsement for products or services, 

WOM communication can be more believable than any marketer-induced and paid 

advertising efforts (Sen and Lerman 2007). 

As compared to WOM communication, eWOM communication encounters 

some doubts about its credibility. eWOM communication may be between 

anonymous people and therefore, the identity of the sender can no longer serve as part 

of the receiver‘s credibility evaluation. Since eWOM may be delivered anonymously 

by consumers in the cyberspace, marketers may give incentives to consumers to 

provide positive eWOM messages for their products or brands in those online 

platforms. Moreover, marketers may pretend to be consumers to post favorable 

messages (Mayzlin 2006). This tactic hurts the genuineness of eWOM 

communication. Moreover, on the same topic, it is possible that numberless different 

or even competing eWOM communication exist. The huge quantity and diversity of 

eWOM communication may confuse people with what to believe. Researchers and 

marketers have attempted to understand how to increase the credibility of eWOM 

communication messages. For example, Sen and Lerman (2007) found that positive 

consumer reviews backed up by merely subjective views such as ―This digital camera 

is fantastic‖ are deemed as relatively untruthful, commercial, and thus useless to 

consumers. By contrast, positive consumer reviews grounded in objective facts such 

as ―This digital camera is light in weight‖ may add trustworthiness to eWOM 
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communication. 

 

 

Key Participating Consumers in eWOM Communication 

Facing an overwhelming number of brand choices as well as eWOM 

messages in virtually every product category (Balachander and Ghose 2003), 

consumers may not have the capacity to process all eWOM messages. They seek help 

from competent consumers in order to save time and alleviate pressure on 

market-related decisions (Geissler and Edison 2005; Wiedmann et al. 2001). Given 

anonymity and other Internet characteristics, competent consumers may be more than 

willing and able to articulate their opinions online these days (Stauss 1997). 

Traditional WOM communication identified three types of competent and enthusiastic 

consumers: innovators, opinion leaders, and mavens (Feick and Price 1987) while 

eWOM communication literature has borrowed this typology to investigate it in the 

online environment (e.g., St-Onge and Nantel 2008).  

The innovator. Innovators are always early adopters to purchase a product 

that is new, innovative, or unique. They are not price insensitive and only pay 

attention to how faster they can purchase the product than other consumers 

(Goldsmith 2000; Goldsmith and Newell 1997; Goldsmith et al. 2003). They usually 

become early adopters for one or a few particular products within a product category 

of their interest and do not show the innovative consumption pattern across a wide 

range of product categories. Innovators are most helpful when a new product or 

service is introduced to the market (Goldsmith 2001; Goldsmith et al. 1996; Rodgers 

1995; Wiedmann et al. 2001). Innovators may not always choose an active 
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communication style such as WOM communication to disseminate product 

information. Innovators may disseminate product information passively by displaying 

the product (e.g., a picture of an innovator with an iPhone on Facebook) (Schneider 

and Rodgers 1993a).  

The opinion leader. Opinion leaders are usually influential experts on one 

particular product or one particular product category and usually have already 

purchased and used the product that they recommend to others. Opinion leaders‘ main 

motive to engage in WOM or eWOM communication is to maintain a good image for 

themselves and/or to show off authority, status, or expertise (Baumgarten 1975; 

Summers 1970). They appear to be very self-centered and self-confident during 

WOM communication and do not seem to accept counterargument to their opinions 

(Baumgarten 1975; Summers 1970). Opinion leaders are generally a selected few and 

elite consumers in a specific product category. Most of them may have a respectful 

profession such as a medical doctor. Like innovators, they are most useful during the 

primary introduction phase of a product (Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Feick and Price 

1987; Flynn et al. 1996; Goldsmith 2001; Wiedmann et al. 2001). 

The market maven. Feick and Price (1987) coined the term ―market mavens‖ 

and defined it as ‗individuals who have information about many kinds of products, 

places to shop, and other facets of markets, and initiate discussions with consumers 

and respond to requests from consumers for market information‘ (p. 85). The 

measurement of market maven is continuous and refers to the degree to which an 

individual has maven tendencies, rather than an absolute distinction between maven 

and non-maven (Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 1987). Therefore, consumers in 

general can be categorized as market maven, moderate market maven, and consumers 
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with low or none market maven tendency. The term "mavenism" is used by a lot of 

studies to represent the degree of tendency to which consumers view themselves as a 

maven (Williams and Slama 1995).  

Market mavens are an important segment of competent consumers who have 

great influences on other consumers via WOM or eWOM communication (St-Onge 

and Nantel 2008). Market mavens engage in eWOM communication in a two-step 

process. First, marketers deliver market-related messages to market mavens through 

online communication platforms that market mavens frequently use, and tailor 

market-related messages to market mavens‘ interests and needs. Second, market 

mavens disseminate market-related information to a moderate to large number of 

other consumers via frequent eWOM communication. By using this two-step process, 

market-related messages may be spread fast, widely, and at a low cost (Goldsmith et 

al. 2006). 

As compared to the other two types of competent consumers, the concept of 

market mavens is relatively recent, less studied, yet more powerful. The concept of 

market mavens should be the focus of future research. First, market mavens possess 

general market knowledge across multiple product categories, while the expertise of 

opinion leaders and innovators is product- or category-specific. Because of product 

proliferation and extension, consumers may need to consult with competent 

consumers with a wider range of products in modern days (Geissler and Edison 2005). 

Therefore, market mavens, rather than other types of competent consumers, may be 

more helpful in responses to consumers‘ questions. Moreover, it may be more 

cost-efficient for marketers with assorted products to target market mavens than to 

domain-specific opinion leaders or innovators.  
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Second, maven‘s market knowledge is more general and accessible than the 

other two types of competent consumers. Besides product information, market 

mavens are concerned with the 4p information and are eager to distribute promotional 

information and coupons. Therefore, market mavens can be used in every phase of 

product life cycle, not just the new product entry phase (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Feick 

and Price 1987; Price et al. 1988; Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Walsh and Mitchell 2001). 

Market mavens are more managerially useful than the other two types of competent 

consumers (Walsh and Mitchell 2001). Moreover, the expertise of innovators or 

opinion leaders may be too avant-garde or professional for ordinary consumers to 

understand and evaluate. Market mavens are neighborhood experts (e.g., Price et al. 

1995).  

Third, market mavens have altruistic motivations. Therefore, they initiate 

discussion about market-related information as well as respond to many people‘s 

requests for such information (Price et al. 1995; Walsh et al. 2004). Market mavens 

are more helpful in eWOM communication as interaction is the key to eWOM 

communication.  

Fourth, market mavens are found to be heavy media users and they actively 

receive advertising information from various media to enrich their market-related 

knowledge and find good deals. They are more easily reachable by marketers than 

innovators and opinion leaders (Williams and Slama 1995). 

Differences between Market Mavens, Innovators, and Opinion Leaders 

Knowledge and expertise. Unlike innovators and opinion leaders, market 

mavens‘ market-related knowledge is general rather than product- or 

category-specific. The scope of their market-related knowledge is wider than 
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innovators and opinion leaders, including both product knowledge such as product 

quality and product variety and market information (Higie et al.. 1987; Ruvio and 

Shoham 2007; Wiedmann et al. 2001). Market mavens are a lot more sensitive and 

vigilant to information about the 4ps (price, product, place, and people) and related 

change (e.g., sales, special offers) than innovators and opinion leaders (Feick and 

Price 1987). Market mavens likely talk about both new and old products, not simply 

the newest ones as innovators do (Goldsmith et al. 2003).  

Market mavens are neighborhood experts and their expertise is often not 

officially entitled (e.g., a medical doctor) as opinion leaders. When other consumers 

ask market mavens about market-related information and market mavens do not have 

a lot of expertise on the subject, market mavens are more willing than opinion leaders 

or innovators to look for the information elsewhere for other consumers and reply to 

other consumers with the information they found (Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 

1987). Market mavens are curious to know about various products and brands, and 

their wide knowledge helps them scrutinize every purchase and dodge perceived 

purchase risks. Market mavens‘ market knowledge repertoire abounds and it prevents 

them and other consumers who seek their help from being misled or cheated by 

marketers (Ruvio and Shoham 2007).  

Consultation. Market mavens can be consulted in every phase of the product 

life cycle whereas innovators and opinion leaders are usually most effective in the 

product entry phase (Wiedmann et al. 2001). Market mavens may provide a variety of 

assistances through other consumers‘ entire purchase-decision making process, 

including evaluating a product‘s merits and imperfections, providing alternative 

choices of a product, identifying why other consumers are hesitating to make a 
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purchase, offering social support for other consumers‘ consumption, reducing other 

consumers‘ anxiety and perceived purchase risk, and helping other consumers make 

final purchasing decisions (Hartman and Kiecker 1991; Mangleburg et al. 2004; Price 

et al. 1995). 

Motivation. Differing from opinion leaders‘ motives to engage in WOM or 

eWOM communication (Price et al. 1995; Walsh et al. 2004), the main motivation for 

market mavens to diffuse market-related information is altruistic (Chelminski and 

Coulter 2007; Slama and Williams 1990; St-Onge and Nantel 2008; Wiedmann et al. 

2001). Market mavens are motivated by a sense of obligation to share information, a 

desire to help others, and pleasurable feelings brought by sharing information with 

other consumers (Abratt et al. 1995; Walsh et al. 2004). Market mavens may use 

WOM or eWOM communication to frequently socialize and network with other 

consumers (Chelminski and Coulter 2007). Market mavens often initiate WOM or 

eWOM communication with other consumers and enthusiastically respond to the 

requests that other consumers may have (Chelminski and Coulter 2007). Unlike 

innovators sometimes display or use a product without talking about the product with 

other consumers, market mavens‘ WOM or eWOM communication style is very 

active and interactive (Williams and Slama 1995).  

Researchers also identified other motivations for market mavens to engage 

in WOM or eWOM communication or certain behaviors such as coupon 

dissemination. One of the motivations is being a smart shopper. Finding the best deal, 

getting the best value for money, and beating the ―tricky‖ marketer are signs of 

market mavens‘ success and competence (Goldsmith et al. 2003; Price et al. 1988). 

Market mavens appear to be a group of consumers who feel the necessity to be a 
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smart shopper or who feel greater psychological or monetary rewards from being a 

smart shopper more than other consumers. Another motivation is market mavens‘ 

gamer mindset. To market mavens, everything such as gaining market information, 

planning shopping trips, budgeting and using coupons, helping other consumers 

through WOM communication, or being a smart shopper is a joyful and challenging 

game (Price et al. 1988).  

Coupon distribution. Market mavens are heavy coupon users in order to be 

smart shoppers. Although market mavens may not have a lot of coupons, they are a 

lot more likely to redeem the coupons they have than ordinary consumers (Price et al. 

1988). Market mavens also talk about coupon information with other consumers and 

give coupons to other consumers (Price et al. 1988). Innovators and opinion leaders 

do not usually spread promotional information such as coupon information during 

WOM or eWOM communication (Williams and Slama 1995). Price et al. (1988) 

suggested that market mavens gave three times more coupons to other consumers than 

ordinary consumers. Moreover, market mavens were found to convey promotional 

information including coupon information more often for certain product categories 

such as retailer, food, consumer-packaged goods, household products, health-care 

products, and beauty products (Feick and Price 1987). 

Market mavens‘ concern over coupons may expand their generic 

market-related knowledge. In turn, market mavens‘ wide range of knowledge, 

particularly knowledge about the 4ps, makes them attractive targets to promotions. 

Consumers are not active at all in response to marketers‘ promotions such as a large 

number of coupons mailed to consumers. The key to increase promotion response rate 

is to target consumers who may share coupons with or help disseminate such 
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information to other consumers (Schleier 1985). Market mavens can be the best 

targets to marketers‘ promotional information out of all three types of competent 

consumers.  

Price-value consciousness. Although market mavens are interested in 

bargains and using coupons, it does not necessarily mean that they only buy cheap 

commodities or that they are price sensitive (Price et al. 1988). The smart shopper 

motive is not equal to financial insufficiency. Even if a maven comes from a good 

social economic condition, he or she may still want to challenge themselves by being 

the smartest consumer who finds the best deal (Price et al. 1988). 

Market mavens devote large amounts of time to shopping. As compared to 

opinion leaders or innovators, they may not spend a lot on shopping. First, market 

mavens will usually budget their shopping by using coupons. Second, the product 

they buy may be not always as expensive as a new product that an innovator will 

pursue. Finally, literature suggests that market mavens may enjoy browsing and 

window shopping a lot in order to expand generic market-related knowledge, and may 

not make a purchase of the product they recommend to other consumers while 

innovators and opinion leaders often purchase and use the product they recommend 

(Abratt et al. 1995).  

Media use. Market mavens are attentive to various media and technologies 

in order to find market-related information to share with others (Abratt et al. 1995; 

Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Feick and Price 1987). Market mavens gain 

information from every possible media source such as magazines, TV commercials, 

consumer reports, direct mails, and so forth (Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 1987; 

Higie et al. 1987; Schneider and Rodgers 1993a; Williams and Slama 1995). They 



46 

 

have high media exposure and advertising consumption (Feick and Price 1987; Price 

et al. 1988; Slama et al. 1992). Feick and Price (1987) propose that market mavens 

may be the best targets for several kinds of advertising, including advertising related 

to the 4ps such as promotional information, advertising related to low-involved 

products, advertising that is not based on product, and advertising information 

spanning multiple product categories, though their proposition needs to be further 

empirically tested. Market mavens concern about the 4ps because the information 

about the 4ps may enrich their generic market-related knowledge repertoire. Market 

mavens‘ knowledge cross a wide range of product categories and their expertise may 

be not as deep and authoritative as opinion leaders. Therefore, they are more likely to 

be consulted with low-involved products such as food and clothing, and deliberately 

seek for advertising information on low-involved products. Gathering market-related 

information is a game to market mavens and they may be attracted by advertising 

information that is creative and fun yet not related to the product at all. Knowing 

information across multiple product categories is the foundation for the concept of 

maven. Market mavens have a natural fit for advertising information about retailers 

which manage multiple product categories at the same time. Opinion leaders and 

innovators may also have high media exposure and advertising consumption. 

However, opinion leaders and innovators may get into one or a few particular media 

rather than being exposed to a wide range of media sources. Also, since opinion 

leaders and innovators are generally product- or category-specific, the advertising 

information targeting them is usually knowledge-based and mostly for high-involved 

products or services.  

Size. The number of market mavens among consumers may be greater than 
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that of opinion leaders or innovators. Innovators require high sensitivity to new and 

unique products and sufficient economic resources to support the usually expensive 

purchases for new products (Rogers 1995). Opinion leaders demand great expertise 

and charisma (Flynn et al. 1996). As compared to the other two types of competent or 

even elite consumers, market mavens have the lowest bar for qualification. Market 

mavens only need to be vigilant to market-related information and active in WOM 

communication with other consumers. 

All three types of competent consumers play a major role in traditional 

WOM communication (Clark and Goldsmith 2005). Smith et al. (2007) found that the 

Internet may make it easier for people to acquire general knowledge across product 

categories that market mavens are known for. Participants in their study claimed to be 

interested in about 10 to 12 product categories. As a type of eWOM communication, 

viral marketing literature suggests that in order to make the two-step process more 

efficient (e.g., marketer to competent consumers and competent consumers to massive 

consumers), marketers need to consider both the quantity and quality of competent 

consumers. In some online communication platforms, massive Internet users are 

randomly connected. In this situation, a relatively large number of competent 

consumers may spread eWOM more efficiently and widely than a selected few 

competent consumers such as opinion leaders and innovators (Allsop et al. 2007; 

Balter and Butman 2005; Cheung et al. 2007; Watts 2007). Since market mavens 

possess expertise other consumers seek for while have a relatively low bar to qualify 

and may be greater than opinion leaders or innovators in quantity, market mavens 

may be more suitable for eWOM communication in any online communication 

platform than opinion leaders or innovators. Therefore, market mavens ought to be the 
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focus for eWOM communication research. 
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CHAPTER III 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND 

HYPOTHESES 

Based on the literature review, a conceptual framework is developed in order 

to delineate whether antecedents such as psychological tendencies, consumption 

factor, technology factor, and demographics influence eMavenism and whether 

eMavens display a certain pattern of eWOM communication behaviors. Figure 3 

provides a visual representation of the framework.  
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Figure 3 

The Conceptual Framework  

 

Psychological 

Tendencies

Consumption 

Factor

Technology 

Factor

Demographics

Altruism

Status seeking

Consumer self-

confidence

Market involvement

Internet Skills

Gender

Age

Income

eMavenism

Anonymity

Online communication 

platforms

Positive vs. negative 

eWOM information (H5)

H1a(+)

H1b(+)

H1c(+)

H1d(+)

H2(+)

H3(+)

H4a

H4b(-)

H4c(-)

RQ1 RQ2

Antecedents Behavioral Consequences

Attention seeking

Consumer need 

for uniqueness

Social comparison

H1e(+)

H1f(+)

Online Communication 

Preferences (RQ2) 

The Content of eWOM 

Communication (RQ2)

 

 



51 

 

Market mavenism represents a continuum and refers to the degree to which a 

consumer is likely to become a market maven (Abratt et al. 1995). Conceptually, 

eMavens are similar to market mavens except that they search and disseminate 

marketing or advertising information mainly online. eMavens may be considered a 

unique type of market mavens who are active in the online environment and quite 

influential towards a number of other online consumers (Belch et al. 2005; Walsh et al. 

2002; Walsh and Mitchell 2009). eMavenism is the extent to which consumers 

become involved in finding and disseminating marketing or advertising information 

online. Consumers who are relatively high on eMavenism are considered eMavens 

(Belch et al. 2005; Walsh et al. 2002; Walsh and Mitchell 2009).  

The first overarching research issue that this dissertation study aims to 

address is whether antecedents such as psychological tendencies, consumption factor, 

technology factor, and demographics affect eMavenism and to what extent. These 

antecedents have been well-documented in the marketing literature as predictors of 

mavenism (e.g., Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Geissler 

and Edison 2005; Price et al. 1995; Williams and Slama 1995). They are enduring 

factors that tend to affect mavenism and, likely, eMavenism. Therefore, they are 

assumed to predict eMavenism in the proposed framework. Technology factor such as 

being confident and well-versed in online technology use has been identified by 

previous studies as a prerequisite for eMavenism since eMavens mainly seek and give 

WOM communication online (e.g., Geissler and Edison 2005; Walsh et al. 2002; 

Walsh et al. 2009). In summary, in the proposed framework, antecedents of 

eMavenism include four major factors: psychological tendencies, consumption factor, 

technology factor, and demographics.  
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The second overarching research issue is whether eMavens display a certain 

pattern of eWOM communication behaviors. Little is known about eMavens‘ eWOM 

communication behaviors. Walsh and Mitchell‘s (2009) study calls for such an 

investigation. In response to their call, this dissertation study examined eMavens‘ 

eWOM communication behaviors. eMavens‘ eWOM communication behaviors 

include their online communication preferences and preferred content of eWOM 

communication. Those eWOM communication behaviors are identified through 

extensive literature review of eWOM communication. Online communication 

preferences deal with eMavens‘ selection of anonymity and online communication 

platform(s). The content of eWOM communication concerns eMavens‘ intent to pass 

along positive vs. negative eWOM messages to in-group vs. out-group consumers.  

In all, based on the proposed framework, the following two research 

questions are raised:   

 

RQ1: What is the relative importance of each antecedent to eMavenism? 

RQ2: What is the pattern of eWOM communication behaviors of eMavens?  

 

The following sections explain each component in the proposed framework 

and its relationships to other components in depth. Depending on the certitude of past 

research and empirical evidence, hypotheses or research questions are posited at the 

end of each section. 

Antecedents to eMavenism 

Psychological Tendencies and eMavenism 

Altruism. An important characteristic of market mavens is that they acquire 
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and pass along a great deal of information on various products regardless of whether 

themselves purchased or used those products before (Abratt et al. 1995). This suggests 

that motives such as psychological tendencies other than personal utility 

maximization drive market mavens‘ behavior (Walsh et al. 2004). Dichter (1966) 

identified altruism as one of the major motivations for engaging in WOM 

communication. He proposes that a certain group of people always love and care for 

others and one of the ways to show their regards for others is to provide information 

to others through WOM communication. Altruism is regarded as a general 

psychological tendency for a certain group of people (Batson 1991; Price et al. 1995). 

It is defined as ―the intention to benefit others as an expression of internal values, 

regardless of social or motivational reinforcement‖ (Rushton et al. 1981).  

Some studies suggest that altruism facilitates information attending (e.g., 

Colfax et al. 2005; Yum and Schenck-Hamlin 2005). In other words, the more a 

person cares about others, the more that person will listen to others‘ requests. 

Listening to others‘ requests on market-related information is an important 

characteristic of market mavens. Moreover, Walsh et al. (2004) propose that there 

may be a theoretical linkage between altruism and market mavens‘ gregarious 

characteristics. Altruism may enable market mavens to be well-connected to other 

people. A well-connected social circle facilitates market mavens‘ behavioral 

consequences of altruism such as engaging in WOM communication, either as an 

information sender or a receiver. Price et al. (1995) established a positive correlation 

between altruism and mavenism. According to Walsh et al. (2004), consumers who 

have an altruistic psychological tendency are more likely to become a maven than 

those who do not. The altruistic tendencies may prompt market mavens to engage in 
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both positive and negative WOM in order to show their concerns and caring for others 

(e.g., Cheung et al. 2007; Sundaram et al. 1998). 

Status seeking. Goldsmith et al. (2006) propose that since market mavens 

are enthusiastic to educate less knowledgeable consumers with their 

product/marketing expertise, the products that market mavens purchase or use should 

serve as a status symbol among consumers. However, according to literature, it is not 

necessary for market mavens to purchase or use a product/service before they are able 

to make an impact on other consumers. Moreover, unlike innovators, market mavens 

do not usually demonstrate their purchases in front of others. Market mavens play 

more of a helper or consultant role in exerting influence on other consumers.  

Market mavens may increase their status among consumers through their 

marketing help behaviors. This may be especially true in the online environment. First 

of all, through frequent eWOM communication with other consumers, eMavens may 

further strengthen their status as lead consumers in the online environment. For 

example, Kollock (1999) asserts that high quality information, impressive and 

detailed answers to other people, and a demonstrated willingness to help others are the 

shortcuts to fame and status online. Simultaneously, once eMavens earn a certain 

status in the Internet context, other online consumers may trust eMavens more than 

ever and thus conduct more eWOM communication with eMavens (Lampel and 

Bhalla 2007). This is especially true for online communication platforms supporting a 

rating system (Dellacrocas 2003 cited in Lampel and Bhalla 2007). Yelp and other 

consumer review Websites allow participants to rate the contribution of reviewers. 

Consumers are very likely to ask for advice from eMavens with greater contributions, 

reputations, as well as statuses. 
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Secondly, sustainable participation in eWOM communication may rely on 

how certain self-serving interests could be satisfied through the process. Most virtual 

communities are volunteer-based. Helping a large group of strangers through eWOM 

communication is not enforced or mandated. Therefore, repeated voluntary 

participation needs to be rewarded by monetary or psychological attainment. 

Although previous studies focused strongly on an altruistic tendency for participation 

in online information-giving, Lampel and Bhalla (2007) note that more research 

attention should be directed to self-serving interests. After all, most people have 

rational calculations of their time and effort invested in online activities. If they 

cannot expect any psychological or monetary gain, it is unlikely for them to continue 

contributing (e.g., Curien et al. 2004 cited in Lampel and Bhalla 2007). In terms of 

Lampel and Bhalla (2007) and other researchers (e.g., Bolton et al. 2000, Giesler 

2006), one of the key psychological attainment or self-serving interests in voluntary 

behaviors online could be status seeking.  

Status seeking is defined as a tendency to seek for a preferable standing in a 

group. People with status in a group often receive others‘ deference or admiration 

(Thye 2000). Status seeking is also referred to as a tendency to increase one‘s 

standing in a group through activities which help the person accumulate prestige, 

honor, or deference (Thye 2000). Status seeking, as a psychological tendency and 

self-serving interest, was theorized and found to spur online consumer influencers, 

such as eMavens, to proactively participate in eWOM communication and help other 

consumers (Lampel and Bhalla 2007). 

Attention seeking. Ryff (1989) posits that give-and-take is the key factor in 

interpersonal communication. Individuals who develop deep interpersonal 
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relationships with others value the norms of equity, exchange, and reciprocity. In 

other words, individuals who are involved in frequent social interactions give help to 

others and expect to gain benefits from others as well (Swap and Rubin 1983). Hill 

(1991) suggests that besides altruistic motivation, involvement in social interactions is 

also governed by the social benefits that an individual anticipates. The social benefits 

an individual may receive from interpersonal communication include social support, 

better peer relationships, and attention from peers (Hill 1991; Buhrmester et al. 1988). 

Hill (1987) identified primary psychological tendencies that lead to constant 

participation in interpersonal communication. One of the primary psychological 

tendencies is attention seeking. In his study, attention seeking is the motivation to 

engage with interpersonal communication that may potentially enhance the pride of 

self through praise, respect, and attention from others. Attention from peers could be 

the fundamental psychological reward that supports individuals in proactively and 

continuously initiating WOM or eWOM communication. Literature indicates that 

proactive WOM communication participants tend to solicit praise and respect from 

others (Sundaram et al. 1998). eMavens attempt to provide relevant consumption 

information, respond to other consumers‘ requests in detail, and support other 

consumers mentally and/or in action. They certainly catch others‘ attention and 

enhance the pride of self through praise and respect from others. It is reasonable to 

hypothesize that eMavens look for attention from peers through eWOM or WOM 

communication behaviors. 

Consumer self-confidence. All psychological tendencies have at least two 

levels: general level and consumer level. General-level psychological tendencies 

describe all human beings while consumer-level psychological tendencies 
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characterize consumers‘ market-related decisions. Consumer-level psychological 

tendencies such as consumer self-confidence should be strongly and positively 

predicted by general-level psychological tendencies such as self-confidence 

(Chelminski and Coulter 2007). Bearden et al. (2001) created and defined consumer 

self-confidence as ―the extent to which an individual feels capable and assured with 

respect to his or her marketplace decisions and behaviors‖ (p. 122). They further 

divided consumer self-confidence into six sub-dimensions: information acquisition, 

consideration-set formation, personal outcome decision making, social outcomes 

decision making, persuasion knowledge, and marketplace interfaces. These 

dimensions characterize consumer self-confidence from such aspects as a consumer‘s 

capability of attaining and utilizing market-related information, identifying 

alternatives of the product, gratifying personal needs, meeting important reference 

groups‘ expectations regarding purchases, knowing about marketers‘ various 

persuasion means in order not to be misled, and interacting with marketers effectively. 

Chelminski and Coulter (2007) found that not only the overall consumer 

self-confidence but also each sub-dimension of the consumer self-confidence 

positively influenced mavenism. They also confirmed that consumer self-confidence 

was much more positively appraised in an individualistic culture than in a 

collectivistic culture. However, Clark et al. (2008) found that only two 

sub-dimensions of the consumer self-confidence significantly predicted mavenism. 

The relationships between consumer self-confidence, its sub-dimensions, and 

eMavenism need further analyses.    

Consumer need for uniqueness. Consumer need for uniqueness describes 

that some consumers actively seek dissimilarity through product acquisition and usage 
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in order to distinguish themselves from social norms (Tian et al. 2001). Consumer 

need for uniqueness is an enduring psychological tendency (Tian et al. 2001). Market 

mavens may have a strong desire for uniqueness in consumption so as to separate 

themselves from ordinary consumers. Ordinary consumers may deliberately seek 

market mavens‘ opinions on how to locate a unique product or use a product in a 

unique fashion (Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Goldsmith et al. 2006). Consumer need 

for uniqueness was confirmed to positively affect mavenism (Clark and Goldsmith 

2005; Goldsmith et al. 2006).  

Consumer need for uniqueness has three sub-concepts: creative choice 

counterconformity, unpopular choice counterconformity, and avoidance of similarity. 

Instead of treating consumer need for uniqueness as unilateral (e.g., Clark and 

Goldsmith 2005), Goldsmith et al. (2006) investigated all three sub-concepts of 

consumer need for uniqueness and their relationships with mavenism. Unpopular 

choice counterconformity and avoidance of similarity were found to be uncorrelated 

with mavenism. Only creative choice counterconformity was found to be positively 

related to mavenism. Creative choice counterconformity is described as the tendency 

to select the products that are creative and unique yet still socially acceptable (Tian et 

al. 2001). It is not surprising to find that only one sub-set of consumer need for 

uniqueness correlates with mavenism. Clark and Goldsmith (2005) note that market 

mavens operate within a social system and therefore their choice of uniqueness has to 

comply with social norms. After all, most consumers do not want to seek advice from 

consumers who purchase only deviant products and always run counter to popular 

product choices. Therefore, this study will focus on creative choice coimterconformity. 

As a part of consumer need for uniqueness, creative choice coimterconformity should 
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be appreciated in an individualistic culture since uniqueness is one of the hallmarks of 

individualism.   

Social comparison. Social comparison refers to the process of situating oneself 

on a particular characteristic by using others as a caliber. This process is most 

common with subjective characteristics, such as personal opinions or beliefs, where 

more objective criteria are absent or difficult to define (Festinger 1954). eMavens are 

most concerned about subjective consumption matters. They may engage in social 

comparison so as to ascertain whether their product choices are better than others and 

whether they are able to locate one-of-a-kind commodities. Social comparison is 

identified as one of the primary psychological tendencies for people to engage in 

interpersonal communication (Hill 1987). In order to conduct social comparison, 

eMavens use eWOM or WOM communication to ascertain what other consumers in a 

similar situation have done or would do. Thereby, social comparison is theorized as 

one of the psychological antecedents to eMavenism. 

Given the literature review on psychological tendencies, the following 

hypotheses are proposed: 

 

H1a: Altruism is positively related to eMavenism.  

H1b: Status seeking is positively related to eMavenism. 

H1c: Attention seeking is positively related to eMavenism. 

H1d: Consumer self-confidence is positively related to eMavenism. 

H1e: Consumer need for uniqueness is positively related to eMavenism. 

H1f: Social comparison is positively related to eMavenism. 
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Consumption Factor and eMavenism 

Market involvement. Market mavens generally have a wide knowledge of 

marketing mix and product information. Marketing mix includes the 4ps (i.e., product, 

price, place, and people). Market mavens are highly vigilant of the information on 

price, marketplace, sales personnel, and product. They are ultra-sensitive and 

responsive to the fluctuations of the 4ps such as a recent price cut on a product. They 

pay tremendous amount of attention to a variety of products across varying product 

categories, and appraise the product based on a wide range of properties such as 

quality, variety, and availability (Higie et al.. 1987; Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Shoham 

et al. 1997; Wiedmann et al. 2001). Because of market mavens‘ knowledge about the 

market and products, they can be consulted in every phase of the product life cycle 

(Wiedmann et al. 2001). Market mavens may provide a variety of assistances 

throughout other consumers‘ entire purchase-decision making process, including 

evaluating a product‘s merits and imperfections, providing alternative choices of a 

product, identifying why other consumers are hesitating to make a purchase, offering 

social support for consumption, reducing other consumers‘ anxiety and perceived 

purchase risk, and helping make final purchase decisions (Hartman and Kiecker 1991; 

Price et al. 1995). Market mavens are neighborhood experts and they are always 

willing to help other consumers. Market mavens often initiate WOM communication 

with other consumers and enthusiastically respond to the requests that other 

consumers may have (Chelminski and Coulter 2007). When market mavens do not 

have an answer to others‘ requests, they are more than willing to search for the 

information and deliver what they find to other consumers in a timely manner (Abratt 

et al. 1995; Feick and Price 1987). 
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Market mavens‘ vast knowledge about the market and products and their 

market helping behaviors may be derived from their enjoyment, engagement, and 

involvement with the marketplace. Shopping has entertainment values to market 

mavens so that they can acquire market-related knowledge and pass on the knowledge 

to other consumers from their fun and enjoyable shopping experiences (Walsh et al. 

2004). Research indicates that market mavens are more frequent buyers or window 

shoppers than non-mavens, and pay more physical visits to the marketplace such as 

local malls than non-mavens (e.g., Price et al. 1988). Ruvio and Shoham (2007) 

compared market mavens to opinion leaders, and found that market mavens, rather 

than opinion leaders, attain market-related information based on their innate curiosity 

and serendipity about the market or product.  

Given the empirical findings and characteristics of market mavens, the 

following hypothesis is suggested: 

 

H2: Market involvement is positively related to eMavenism. 

 

Technology Factor and eMavenism 

Geissler and Edison (2005) found that mavenism is highly associated with 

affinity for technology. This finding implies that mavens today may be better-versed 

in new technologies, especially online technologies, than ever. Based on the finding 

and related implication, Geissler and Edison (2005) suggest that future studies might 

consider profiling eMavens as skilled in Internet use. A couple of recent studies have 

begun to examine eMavens (e.g., Walsh et al. 2002; Walsh et al. 2009). The diverse 

and pervasive online technologies in modern days for shopping pose additional 

consideration for eMavens. eMavens need to be skilled at various online technologies 
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so as to gather and provide more market-related information to other consumers via 

the Internet (Walsh et al. 2002; Walsh et al. 2009).  

Self-efficacy, which describes an individual‘s belief about his or her ability 

to effectively accomplish anticipated objectives (Bandura 1997), was found to be 

positively related to mavenism. Consumers with relatively high maven tendencies 

exhibited a greater level of self-efficacy than those with relatively low maven 

tendencies (Geissler and Edison 2005). Geissler and Edison (2005) further found that 

high self-efficacy helps reduce consumers‘ anxiety for cognitive and effortful thinking 

and encourages consumers to be more confident in their ability and efficiency to deal 

with various technologies. 

General self-efficacy is not Internet-oriented, while eMavens are those who 

display maven tendencies in the online environment. Therefore, a more 

Internet-oriented technology variable needs to be introduced to explain the 

relationship between technology and eMavenism. According to eMaven studies (e.g., 

Walsh et al. 2002), Internet skills can be a strong predictor of eMavenism. Internet 

skills are defined as an individual‘s competence in using various Internet functions 

(Christensen 1997). This concept is specially geared towards the Internet and reflects 

eMavens‘ capability of gathering and disseminating information online. It is 

appropriate to serve as the technology factor to predict eMavenism.  

Based on the aforementioned discussion, the following hypotheses are put 

forth: 

 

H3: Internet skills are positively related to eMavenism. 
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Demographics and eMavenism 

Some studies on mavens found that demographics such as female, young, 

and slightly less well-educated signify the maven tendency (e.g., Feick and Price 1987; 

Higie et al. 1987; Williams and Slama 1995).  

Females are traditionally assigned a social role as the purchasing agent for 

the entire household. Women need to be wary of a wide variety of market information 

including sales information, price cut, special offers, coupon availability etc. Women 

in general are more likely to play the role of market mavens based on their expertise, 

experience, and familiarity with the market and various products (Abratt et al. 1995). 

Men usually purchase products within a few product categories such as electronics 

and automobile (Feick and Price 1987). Therefore, male lead consumers fit more into 

the definition of opinion leaders or innovators rather than market mavens. A host of 

consumer behavior studies indicate that women are more involved with the market 

than men. Shopping has both social and entertainment values to women and women 

value the shopping process more than obtaining the product, while shopping could be 

a pressing job for many men and most men accord more importance to the product 

than to the shopping process. And, this gender difference in consumption behavior has 

been demonstrated to stay the same in the online environment (e.g., Hichang and 

Jialin 2008; Kim and Forsythe 2008; Seock and Bailey 2008). Therefore, women in 

general should fit better in the role of market mavens than men.  

Similarly, young consumers may have more time and desire to shop around 

and be wary of market information than older consumers. Therefore, age could 

leverage mavenism. Furthermore, the Internet population in the US is still leaning 

towards young people since as of December 2008, 87% of Americans from 18 to 29 



64 

 

use the Internet and the percentage is the highest among all age groups (Pew Internet 

Research 2009). Therefore, age may be particularly related to eMavenism.  

Slightly less well-educated consumers may not have high income. Low to 

moderate income could be a driver to mavenism since consumers within the low to 

moderate income continuum may be more deeply involved with various marketing 

information, especially sales information, in order to budget their spending than 

high-income consumers (Zeithaml 1988). Low-income consumers may be highly 

price sensitive while some moderate-income consumers crave best deals to label 

themselves as smart shoppers. Such a rationale may link the slightly less 

well-educated individuals to mavenism. Thereby, the following hypotheses are 

developed: 

 

 

H4a: Females, on average, tend to have a higher level of eMavenism than 

males. 

H4b: Age is negatively related to eMavenism. 

H4c: Income level is negatively related to eMavenism. 

 

Consequences of eMavenism 

Online Communication Preferences 

Anonymity and online communication platforms. Anonymity is defined as a 

state of being unknown. Anonymity includes pseudonymity which refers to a choice 

of carrying a fictitious identity (Hinduja 2008). Different online platforms have 

different norms in terms of anonymity. People are not encouraged to remain 
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anonymous in certain online communication platforms such as emails and instant 

messengers (Suler 2004), while some virtual contexts such as consumer review 

Websites prefer anonymity (Friedman and Resnick 2001).  

Anonymity encourages self-expression. People with a mask are more 

confident in presenting or defending their own ideas in front of many others online 

(Bargh and McKenna 2004; Heerwegh 2005). The absence of social cues in 

anonymity also ensures that consumers, regardless of their look, social status, or 

social relationships, have confidence in communicating with a large group of other 

consumers online (Bargh and McKenna 2004). Although users may remain 

anonymous in any online communication platform, different online communication 

platforms may encourage or discourage revealing true identities. Remaining 

anonymous appears to be a convention for platforms such as consumer review 

Websites, while other online communication platforms such as emails and instant 

messengers oftentimes imitate interpersonal communication and advocate revealing 

true identities.  

In summary, eWOM communication makes prominent the consideration of 

anonymity and online communication platforms, as opposed to traditional face-to-face 

WOM communication. This study attempts to explore eMavens‘ online 

communication preferences and the relationships among those preferences as part of 

research question two. 

Content of eWOM Communication 

The content of WOM communication can be roughly categorized into 

positive WOM messages, negative WOM messages, and neutral WOM messages 

(Anderson 1998). This is said to hold true for eWOM messages (Sen and Lerman 
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2007). A host of previous studies focused on examining positive versus negative 

WOM messages, since these two types of messages affect brand images on the 

consumer‘s mind to a great extent and are highly related to promoting or deferring 

product sales (e.g., Sen and Lerman 2007; Wee et al. 1995). Positive WOM messages 

refer to consumers‘ talk about their pleasant experiences with a product, while 

negative WOM messages include consumers‘ unpleasant experiences with a product, 

product scandal or rumor, and complaints about marketers (Anderson 1998). 

Studies have shown that people have a natural tendency to pass along 

negative WOM because it is human nature to focus on bad things (Herr et al. 1991; 

Ito et al. 1998). People only talk about positive WOM when it is extraordinarily great 

or incredible (Silverman 2001). The recent Nielsen survey (2007) found that the 

number of negative WOM was approximately 5 times of that of positive WOM. 

Moreover, a person who expresses negative WOM is in general perceived as more 

trustworthy, sincere, credible, and useful by other consumers because other 

consumers may attribute the main motive for passing along negative WOM to 

altruism while positive WOM could be considered marketers‘ self-promotion (Sen 

and Lerman 2007; Wee et al. 1995). Market mavens love to help others and enjoy the 

respect from others as trustworthy, sincere, and competent consumers (Feick and 

Price 1987). Therefore, it is likely for market mavens in general to be more concerned 

about negative WOM and choose to pass them along to other consumers.  

This study intends to explore whether eMavens tend to pass more negative 

eWOM than positive eWOM to other consumers. The following hypothesis is 

therefore posited:  
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H5: Respondents who score relatively high on eMavenism tend to pass along 

more negative than positive eWOM to other consumers. 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

The primary objective of this dissertation study is to provide a basic 

understanding of the antecedents and behavioral consequences of eMavenism. In 

order to accomplish this primary research goal, an online survey methodology was 

employed. To justify online survey as the chosen method for accomplishing the main 

research objectives of this dissertation study, a brief overview of the research method 

from past studies is provided. In addition, sampling, study procedure, and 

measurement of major theoretical constructs are given in details.  

Past research primarily employed survey as the research method in order to 

examine various antecedents and outcomes of mavenism or eMavenism. Most studies 

conducted before the advent of Internet surveys used either mail or telephone surveys. 

Generally, those studies had completed questionnaires ranging from approximately 

200 to approximately 500 (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Feick and Price 1987; Price et al. 

1988; Williams and Slama 1995).  

Some recent studies used snowball sampling to reach their respondents (e.g., 

Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Goldsmith et al. 2006). The 

number of useful questionnaires from those studies ranged from around 200 to about 

600 (e.g., Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Clark and Goldsmith 2005; Goldsmith et al. 

2006). Other recent studies hired and trained student interviewers to intercept 

consumers in shopping malls. On average, the number of useful questionnaires was 

from 300 or so to a little more than 500 through shopping mall interceptions in those 

studies (e.g., Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Walsh and Mitchell 2001).  

One recent eMaven study employed an online vendor to reach the population 
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and obtained a sample size of about 300 respondents for their study (Belch et al. 

2005). Another eMaven study worked with seven corporate Websites to attract their 

users to participate in the online survey (Walsh and Mitchell 2009). In their study, 

small incentives such as free CDs were provided to the participants, and the sample 

size was 2,530 with predominantly student participants and young male participants 

(Walsh and Mitchell 2009).  

Based on the review of various sampling procedures employed in the past, 

the number of completed questionnaires ranging from 200 to 600 should be 

acceptable for a market maven study. Feick and Price (1987) contend that a sample 

size of approximately 300 should capture sufficient consumers with great market 

maven tendency. Therefore, the sample size for this dissertation study was set at 300 

completed questionnaires.  

Different sampling procedures used by previous studies have advantages and 

disadvantages. Traditional mail surveys, telephone interviews, and mall interceptions 

may not capture as many consumers with great eMavenism as needed. Snowball 

sampling or the use of online consumer panel may be appropriate to this dissertation 

study. The downside of snowball sampling is that the sample lacks needed variance. 

In other words, the sample may be homogeneous since people are likely to pass along 

the questionnaire to friends or family members who are similar to themselves. It is 

difficult to control the quality of the questionnaires returned through snowball 

sampling.  

The use of online consumer panels also has its self-selection biases since 

those who respond are generally interested in the survey topic, have extra leisure time, 

or need money. However, these self-selection biases for participating in an online 
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survey may work to this dissertation study‘s advantage since respondents reached via 

an online consumer panel may have demonstrated Internet use capability and interest 

in the topic on eWOM communication to a certain degree, and therefore are more 

likely to indicate some degree of eMaven tendency. The online consumer panel is 

usually made up of people with extra leisure time such as housewives and young 

workers, and slightly low-income people with a desire to make extra money. Based on 

the literature review of mavens, eMavens are said to tilt towards women, slightly 

low-income people, and young people.  

Pretest 

To refine the questionnaire, a pretest was administered via an online 

participant pool to a convenient sample of 405 undergraduate students enrolled at two 

major southwestern universities. In return for their participation, respondents received 

course credit. The online participant pool available in the Advertising Department at a 

major southwestern university is informed-consent, opt-in-based, and 

privacy-protected for Web-based advertising research. The pretest was conducted in 

November 2009 and continued for about two weeks in order to collect as many 

responses as possible. The student sample was conveniently drawn and no quote was 

made on demographics such as gender and age. Student respondents were first 

prompted by the consent form and then proceeded to fill out various questions 

pertaining to the key constructs in the study. On the last page, their information 

regarding demographics was solicited.  

Main Study 

In the main study, a total of 313 completed questionnaires were gathered via a 

well-known online consumer panel, zoomerang.com. Zoomerang.com is 
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informed-consent, opt-in-based, and privacy-protected for Web-based market research. 

Its members are demographically diverse. Previous market maven studies recruited 

respondents aged from 25 to 65 (e.g., Williams and Slama 1995). eMavens are 

influential consumers. Therefore, people above age 25 are proper respondents. 

Furthermore, in the US, more than 80% of Americans from 18 to 39 years old use the 

Internet and they are the major force in the online world (Pew Internet Research 2009). 

Therefore, consumers between the ages of 25 to 39 were sampled through 

zoomerang.com. Since eMavens are assumed to be inclined to be females, the main 

study over-sampled females and the ratio between female and male respondents in the 

completed questionnaires was set at 3:2. Moreover, only non-student panelists were 

invited to participate in the online survey. Since zoomerang.com is an international 

online consumer panel, only American panelists were invited for participation. 

Zoomerang.com solicited respondents based on this study‘s demographic 

requirements. Only qualified panelists received an email solicitation. On the front 

page of the survey, respondents found the consent form and filter questions regarding 

their demographics. Filter questions were used to screen out disqualified panelists in 

case some disqualified panelists accessed the online survey by accident. On the next 

several pages of the survey, respondents filled out various questions pertaining to the 

key constructs in the study.  

Measurements for Major Theoretical Constructs 

Antecedents to eMavenism 

The first set of major antecedents to eMavenism includes psychological 

tendencies which contain four key concepts: altruism, status seeking, attention 

seeking, consumer self-confidence, consumer need for uniqueness, and social 
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comparison. 

Altruism. Altruism is conceptualized as ―the intention to benefit others as an 

expression of internal values, regardless of social or motivational reinforcement‖ 

(Price et al. 1995, p. 257). The measurement for altruism was adopted from Rushton 

et al. (1981) with a revision on scale (Table 1). The original scale is not Likert-type 

(e.g., once, more than once, often, etc.). Their measurement has been well-cited in the 

literature on altruism (e.g., Chou 1996; Khanna et al. 1993; Yablo and Field 2007). 

Johnson et al. (1989) expanded Rushton et al.‘s 20-item scale and made a 56-item 

scale for measuring altruism. Johnson et al. (1989) factor analyzed those 56 items for 

measuring altruism. Among those 56 items, 20 items were adopted from Rushton et al. 

(1981). And, those 20 items loaded on three factors in Johnson et al.‘s (1989) study: 

altruism on time; altruism on time and effort, and altruism on money or goods. The 

categorization is based on the nature of the sacrifice in altruistic behaviors. For 

example, items under altruism on time deal with altruistic behaviors that mainly 

demand sacrifice on time (e.g., giving directions to a stranger). Items under altruism 

on time and effort tap into altruistic behaviors involving effort (e.g., helping push a 

car) or pain (e.g., donating blood) along with time. Items under altruism on money or 

goods address the degree of generosity to give away one‘s own money or goods to 

help others. 

eMavens are assumed to be materialistic comparison shoppers with low to 

moderate income. It is less possible for them to give upon their own money or goods 

in order to help other consumers with their purchase decisions. Rather, it is likely for 

eMavens to sacrifice their time and effort in order to engage in shopping and eWOM 

communication. Therefore, only 14 items in relation to altruism on time and altruism 
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on time and effort from Rushton et al.‘s (1981) 20-item measurement were included 

in this dissertation study. The measurement of altruism was on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale (1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often; 5=Very Often). 

 

Table 1 

Measurement of Altruism 

 

1. I have helped push or restart a stranger‘s car when it was stalled. 

2. I have given directions to a stranger.    

3. I have made change for a stranger. 

4. I have done volunteer work for a charity. 

5. I have donated blood. 

6. I have helped carry a stranger‘s belongings (e.g., books, parcels, etc.). 

7. I have delayed an elevator and held the door open for a stranger. 

8. I have allowed someone to go ahead of me in a lineup (e.g., at photocopy 

machine, in the supermarket). 

9. I have given a stranger a ride in my car. 

10. I have helped a classmate who I did not know that well with a homework 

assignment when my knowledge was greater than his or hers. 

11. I have looked after a neighbor‘s home, children, or pets without being asked and 

without being paid for it. 

12. I have offered to help a handicapped or elderly stranger across a street. 

13. I have offered my seat on a bus or train to a stranger who was standing. 

14. I have helped an acquaintance to move households. 

 

Note: Measurement adapted from Rushton et al. (1981) with a revision on scale; 

measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often; 

5=Very Often). 

 

Status seeking. Status seeking is defined as a tendency to seek for a good 

position or standing in relation to other people (Lampel and Bhalla 2007). The 

measurement for status seeking is rare. After a thorough search, the 5-item 

short-version measurement for status seeking from Scott‘s (1965) personal value 

scales was adopted for this dissertation study (Table 2). The long-version 

measurement for status seeking contains 22 items (Scott 1965) and did not provide a 

better construct validity than the short version (Robinson et al. 1991). In order to 
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avoid a lengthy questionnaire, the short version was adopted and set on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale anchored by ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Strongly Agree.‖ 

 

Table 2 

Measurement of Status Seeking 

 

Please read over the following statements. For each one, please indicate your level in 

the continuum between whether it is something you always dislike and whether it is 

something you always like. 

 

Being respected by people who are themselves worthwhile 

Gaining recognition for your achievement 

Being in a position to direct and mold others‘ lives 

Having the ability to lead others 

Showing great leadership qualities 

 

Note: Measurement adopted from Scott (1965); measured on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale (1=You Always Dislike; 7=You Always Like). 

 

Attention seeking. Attention seeking is conceptualized as the tendency to 

enhance the pride of self through praise and respect from others (Hill 1987). Hill 

(1987) created an interpersonal orientation scale. As part of the scale, attention 

seeking tendency was measured. Therefore, the measurement for attention seeking 

was adopted from Hill (1987) (Table 3). The measurement of attention seeking was on 

a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from ―Strongly Disagree‖ to ―Strongly Agree.‖ 

The alpha reported in Hill‘s (1987) study was .79 and indicated an acceptable level of 

reliability for the measurement. 
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Table 3 

Measurement of Attention Seeking 

 

1. I often have a strong need to be around people who are impressed with what I am 

like and what I do. 

2. I mainly like to be around others who think I am an important, exciting person. 

3. I often have a strong desire to get people I am around to notice me and appreciate 

what I am like. 

4. I mainly like people who seem strongly drawn to me and who seem infatuated 

with me. 

5. I like to be around people when I can be the center of attention. 

6. I don't like being with people who may give me less than positive feedback about 

myself. 
 

Note: Measurement adopted from Hill (1987); measured on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree).  

 

 

Consumer self-confidence. Consumer self-confidence is a specific 

measurement to gauge consumers‘ confidence about their marketplace decisions and 

behaviors. The concept should be deeply affected by human beings‘ general 

self-confidence tendency yet geared towards consumers in specific (Chelminski and 

Coutler 2007). Consumer self-confidence is defined as ―the extent to which an 

individual feels capable and assured with respect to his or her marketplace decisions 

and behaviors‖ (Bearden et al. 2001, p.122). Originally, the measurement for 

consumer self-confidence includes six sub-dimensions: information acquisition, 

consideration-set formation, personal outcome decision making, social outcomes 

decision making, persuasion knowledge, and marketplace interfaces. Clark et al. 

(2008) found that after controlling all other three dimensions, personal outcome 

decision making, persuasion knowledge, and marketplace interfaces were not 

significant predictors of mavenism. Additionally, personal outcome decision making, 

persuasion knowledge, and marketplace interfaces had the lowest correlation 

coefficients with mavenism out of the six dimensions and were slightly correlated 
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with mavenism in Chelminski and Coulter‘s (2007) cross-cultural study.  

Therefore, only information acquisition, consideration-set formation, and 

social outcomes decision making under consumer self-confidence, involving 15 items, 

were used in this dissertation study. These three dimensions represent consumer 

self-confidence from the perspectives of being capable of inquiring and analyzing 

market information, finding alternatives to the product or service, and impressing 

peers with product choices (Chelminski and Coutler 2007). The measurement was 

adopted from Bearden et al. (2001) (Table 4). Respondents were asked to indicate the 

extent to which they possess the consumer self-confidence characteristics, using a 

7-point agree-disagree scale. The respective reliability for the three sub-dimensions 

used in this dissertation study exceeded .75 in past studies (e.g., Bearden et al. 2001; 

Chelminski and Coulter 2007; Clark et al. 2008).  
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Table 4 

Measurement of Consumer Self-Confidence 

 

Consumer Self-Confidence 

1. Information acquisition  

1) I know where to look to find the product information I need.  

2) I know where to find the information I need prior to making a purchase.  

3) I have the skills required to obtain needed information before making 

important purchases.  

4) I am confident in my ability to research important purchases.  

5) I know the right questions to ask when shopping.  

2. Consideration-set formation  

1) I am confident in my ability to recognize a brand worth considering.  

2) I trust my own judgment when deciding which brands to consider.  

3) I can tell which brands meet my expectations.  

4) I can focus easily on a few good brands when making a decision.  

5) I know which stores to shop at to find particular brands.   

3. Social outcomes decision making  

1) My friends are impressed with my ability to make the right purchases.  

2) I impress people with the purchases I make.  

3) I often get compliments from others on my purchase decisions.  

4) I have the ability to give good presents.  

5) People admire my decorating ability. 

    

Note: Measurement adopted from Bearden et al. (2001); measured on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree). 

                                  

   

Consumer need for uniqueness. The original consumer need for uniqueness 

measurement includes three components. Since previous studies found that only the 

component ―creative choice counterconformity‖ was positively related to mavenism 

(e.g., Clark and Goldsmith 2005), this study only included the measurement for 

creative choice counterconformity under consumer need for uniqueness. Creative 

choice counterconformity is the tendency to select products and brands that are 

different from the established norms, but are still viewed as acceptable (Tian et al. 

2001). The operationalized measurement was based on Tian et al.‘s (2001) study 

(Table 5). The measurement was anchored by ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Strongly 
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Agree‖ on a 7-point Likert-type scale. The alpha reported in Tian et al‘s (2001) study 

was .88 and indicated a good reliability for the measurement. 

 

Table 5 

Measurement of Consumer Need for Uniqueness 

 

1. I collect unusual products as a way of telling people I'm different.  

2. I have sometimes purchased unusual products or brands as a way to create a more 

distinctive personal image.  

3. I often look for one-of-a-kind products or brands so that I create a style that is all 

my own.  

4. Often when buying merchandise, an important goal is to find something that 

communicates my uniqueness.  

5. I often combine possessions in such a way that I create a personal image for 

myself that can't be duplicated.  

6. I often try to find a more interesting version of run-of-the-mill products because I 

enjoy being original.  

7. I actively seek to develop my personal uniqueness by buying special products or 

brands.  

8. Having an eye for products that are interesting and unusual assists me in 

establishing a distinctive image.  

9. The products and brands that I like best are the ones that express my 

individuality.  

10. I often think of the things I buy and do in terms of how I can use them to shape a 

more unusual personal image.  

11. I'm often on the lookout for new products or brands that will add to my personal 

uniqueness.  

 

Note: Measurement adopted from Tian et al.‘s (2001); measured on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree). 

 

 

 

Social comparison. Social comparison refers to using others as a yardstick to 

locate self in a society (Festinger 1954). In the pretest, the 7-item measurement for 

social comparison was adopted from Hill (1987) on a 7-point Likert-type scale (Table 

6a). In the main study, social comparison was operationalized by the downward social 

comparison subscale cited in Gibbons and Buunk‘s (1999) study (Table 6b). This 

measurement consisted of 6 items and was, again, on a 7-point Likert-type scale.  
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The change of measurement was due to the following reasons. First, the 

downward social comparison subscale cited in Gibbons and Buunk‘s (1999) study 

was developed more recently than Hill‘s (1987) measurement. Second, the original 

measurement for social comparison and the measurement for attention seeking were 

from Hill‘s (1987) study and they served as two sub-scales of the interpersonal 

orientation scale in Hill‘s study. The two measurements had high correlations. Since 

the attention seeking measurement was already adopted from Hill (1987), the 

measurement for social comparison would be better off if drawn from other studies. 

Third, social comparison can be directional, either upward or downward. It may be 

plausible for downward social comparison to be closely related to eMavenism since 

downward social comparison was said to be positively related to self-confidence. 

Hill‘s (1987) measurement for social comparison is non-directional, and people who 

engage in both upward and downward social comparison can position high on the 

measurement. Therefore, the downward social comparison subscale cited in Gibbons 

and Buunk‘s (1999) study was chosen for the main study.  

 

 

Table 6a 

Measurement of Social Comparison in Prestest 

 

1. When I am not certain about how well I am doing at something, I usually like to 

be around others so I can compare myself to them. 

2. I find that I often look to certain other people to see how I compare to others. 

3. If I am uncertain about what is expected of me, such as on a task or in a social 

situation, I usually like to be able to look to certain others for cues. 

4. I prefer to participate in activities alongside other people rather than by myself 

because I like to see how I am doing on the activity. 

5. I find that I often have the desire to be around other people who are experiencing 

the same thing I am when I am unsure of what is going on. 

 

Note: Measurement adopted from Hill (1987); measured on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree).  
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Table 6b 

Measurement of Downward Comparison Subscale in Main Study 

 

1. When it comes to my personal life, I sometimes compare myself with others who 

have it worse than I do. 

2. When I consider how I am doing socially (e.g., social skills, popularity), I prefer 

to compare with others who are less socially skilled than I am. 

3. When evaluating my current performance (e.g., how I am doing at home, work, 

school, or wherever), I often compare with others who are doing worse than I am. 

4. When I wonder how good I am at something, I sometimes compare myself with 

others who are worse at it than I am. 

5. When things are going poorly, I think of others who have it worse than I do. 

6. I sometimes compare myself with others who have accomplished less in life than 

I have. 

                  

Note: Measurement cited in Gibbons and Buunk (1999); accessed at 

http://www.psychology.iastate.edu/~fgibbons/Iowa-Netherlands%20Comparison%20

Orientation%20Measure%20%28Social%20Comparison%20Scale%29.htm; 

measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree).  

 

 

The second group of major antecedents to eMavenism refers to consumption 

factor, that is, market involvement. 

Market involvement. Price et al. (1995, p.257) defined market involvement 

as ―an individual difference variable representing the arousal potential of marketplace 

activities that cause personal relevance. It is a route to self-expression and a vehicle 

for projecting a person's self-concept.‖ In other words, a certain group of consumers 

are consistently and intrinsically involved with the marketplace and products, and 

usually find shopping or other market-related activities delightful (Kassatjian 1981; 

Price et al. 1995; Slama and Tashchian 1985). The measurement was adopted from 

Price et al. (1995) (Table 7). Cronbach‘s alpha was .85 for this measurement in Price 

et al.‘s (1995) study. 

 

 

http://www.psychology.iastate.edu/~fgibbons/Iowa-Netherlands%20Comparison%20Orientation%20Measure%20%28Social%20Comparison%20Scale%29.htm
http://www.psychology.iastate.edu/~fgibbons/Iowa-Netherlands%20Comparison%20Orientation%20Measure%20%28Social%20Comparison%20Scale%29.htm
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Table 7 

Measurement of Market Involvement 

 

1. Marketplace activities are boring to me (R). 

2. Marketplace activities are fun to me. 

3. Marketplace activities are fascinating to me. 

4. Marketplace activities are exciting to me. 

5. Marketplace activities are unappealing to me (R). 

 

Note: Measurement adopted from Price et al. (1995); measured on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree). R represents reverse 

coding. 

 

The third set of antecedents to eMavenism includes the technology factor, 

Internet skills. 

Internet skills. Internet self-efficacy is defined as an individual‘s 

competency to use various Internet functions. The measurement was adapted from 

Christensen (1997) (Table 8). The only difference between the measurement adapted 

for this dissertation study and the original measurement is that item number three 

―finding Internet projects‖ was taken off from this dissertation study, given that it may 

be perceived unclear and ambiguous in definition by average respondents. The 9-item 

measurement was once again on a 7-point continuum with bipolar ends of 

"7=Strongly Agree" and "1=Strongly Disagree."  
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Table 8 

Measurement of Internet Skills 

 

Please rate your competence in each of the following areas 

1. Using email 

2. Using an Internet web browser   

3. Bookmarking web sites   

4. Printing from the web   

5. Using search engines   

6. Saving graphics from the web   

7. Authoring a web page   

8. Publishing a web page   

9. Integrating the Internet into Instruction   

 

Note: Measurement adapted from Christensen (1997) with removal of one item from 

the original measurement, measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1=Very Low; 

4=Medium; 7=Very High). 

                                               

The final major antecedents of eMavenism are demographics. They include 

gender, age, and income (Table 9). Education and profession are also included to help 

further outline the sample.  
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Table 9 

Measurement of Demographics 

 

1. Gender 

a) Female      

b) Male 

 

2. The year you were born:________   

 

3. Household income 

a) 0-$9,999 

b) $10,000-19,999   

c) $20,000-29,999   

d) $30,000-39,999    

e) $40,000-49.999    

f) $50,000-59,999    

g) $60,000-69,999 

h) $70,000-79,999 

i) $80,000-89,999 

j) $90,000-99,999 

k) $100,000 or greater 

 

Note: Measurement adapted from Williams and Slama (1995) with a revision on 

options of household income.  
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eMavenism 

Market mavenism has been measured by the six-item Market Maven Scale 

developed by Feick and Price (1987) in a great number of past studies. This 

measurement for mavenism has demonstrated reliability and validity in previous 

market maven studies (e.g., Abratt et al. 1995; Chelminski and Coutler 2007; Clark 

and Goldsmith 2005; Geissler and Edison 2005; Goldsmith et al. 2006; Price et al. 

1995; Williams and Slama 1995). Belch et al. (2005) adapted Feick and Price‘s (1987) 

mavenism scale to gauge eMavenism. The measurement for eMavenism received a 

high degree of reliability at .92 in their study. Walsh and Mitchell (2002, 2009) 

adapted Feick and Price‘s (1987) six-item market mavenism scale into a 7-item 

measurement which specifically gauges eMavenism in the music Website context. 

Since this dissertation study places an emphasis on identifying general eMavens, 

Belch et al.‘s (2005) eMavenism measurement was therefore adopted for this 

dissertation study (Table 10). The scale was 7-point anchored by strongly agree and 

strongly disagree.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



85 

 

Table 10 

Measurement of eMavenism 

 

1. I like using information collected from the Internet to introduce new brands and 

products to my family and friends. 

2. I like helping my family and friends by using the Internet to provide them with 

information about various kinds of products and services. 

3. My family and friends often ask me to search the Internet to provide them with 

information about products, places and sites to shop, sales, etc. 

4. If someone wanted to know which Internet sites had the best bargains on various 

types of products and services, I could tell him or her. 

5. My family and friends think of me as a good source of information from the 

Internet when it comes to new products, sites to visit, sales, etc. 

6. Think about a person who gets information from the Internet about a variety of 

products. This person knows about how to use the Internet and how to find 

product or brand information on the Internet, but does not necessarily feel he or 

she is an expert on the products he/ she gathers information on. How well does 

this description fit you? 

  

Note: Measurement adopted from Belch et al. (2005); measured on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree).  
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Consequences of eMavenism 

Online communication preferences. Online communication preferences 

include anonymity and online communication platforms. Anonymity is defined as a 

state of being unknown. Anonymity includes pseudonymity which refers to a choice 

of carrying a fictitious identity (Hinduja 2008).  

The measurement for anonymity was adapted from Qian and Scott (2007) 

(Table 11) with a major revision on scale and a revision on measurement wording. 

The original scale asked respondents to select one anonymity type out of six options 

in the context of blogs. This dissertation study was conducted in the general Internet 

context. Therefore, picking one anonymity type out of six options may be closely 

associated with which online communication platform a respondent uses most often. 

For example, if a respondent spends hours on Facebook on a typical day, the 

respondent may select the most ―discursively identified‖ (Qian and Scott 2007) option 

from the measurement. However, frequent Facebook users may differentiate 

themselves in terms of their use in other online communication platforms such as 

product review Websites which may be more relevant to eWOM communication and 

eMavenism. Therefore, the scale of picking one out of six options may fall flat in this 

dissertation study and not reflect the differences in anonymity based on eMavenism. 

In the pretest, the six options of anonymity were adapted from the original 

measurement with a revision on wording, and the scale to the measurement was 

changed from selecting one out of six options to rank-ordered scale.  

In the main study, the scale was further changed to a 7-point Likert-type 

scale for each option. First, the options do not represent the degrees of anonymity. It 

is unjustifiable to say that ―I use an obvious pseudonym‖ is more anonymous than ―I 
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use a non-obvious pseudonym.‖ They are both discursively anonymous while in 

different forms. They were treated as different types of anonymity in Qian and Scott‘s 

(2007) study. Therefore, it may be better to ask respondents to evaluate each 

individual anonymity type than to rank-order the options. Second, in the general 

Internet context, it is possible for respondents to use several types of anonymity 

interchangeably contingent upon the online communication platforms they visit. A 

rank-ordered scale may enforce respondents to build an order while respondents may 

switch between anonymity types equally and simultaneously.  

 

Table 11 

Measurement of Anonymity 

 

When you are online, what name do you use for yourself?  

 

Discursively anonymous 

1． When I am online, I remain totally anonymous (no name, no personal 

information at all). 

2． When I am online, I use an obvious pseudonym (e.g., graveyard or catlover). 

3． When I am online, I use a non-obvious pseudonym (e.g., John Philips, which 

sounds like a real name but is not your real name). 

 

Discursively identified 

4．  I use a partial real name (like your real first name, or last name, or initials only). 

5．  I use my full real name.  

6． I use my full real name, and also reveal further personal info (like age, location, 

job etc.) 

 

Note: Measurement adapted from Qian and Scott (2007) with a significant revision on 

scale and a revision on measurement wording; measured on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale (1=Strongly Disagree; 7=Strongly Agree).  

 

Consumers these days have a variety of online platforms through which to 

communicate with each other and to share information and experience about products 

and brands (Goldsmith and Horowitz 2006). eWOM these days can occur through 
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platforms such as emails, instant messengers, blogs, social networking Websites, 

shopping Websites, consumer review Websites, corporate Websites, and coupon 

Websites. The measurement for online communication platforms was developed 

based on relevant literature (e.g., Goldsmith and Horowitz 2006; Negroponte and 

Maes 1996; Sen and Lerman 2007) (Table 12).  

 

Table 12 

Measurement of Online Communication Platforms  

 

How often do you use the following method of communication online? 

Email 

Instant messenger 

Blog including micro-blogging services such as twitter                                                                           

Social networking Website (e.g., Facebook, MySpace) 

Shopping Website (e.g., amazon.com, overstock.com) 

Coupon Website (e.g., fatwallet.com, dealsea.com) 

Consumer review Website (e.g., apartmentratings.com) 

Corporate Website 

 

Note: Measurement developed based on Goldsmith and Horowitz (2006), Negroponte 

and Maes (1996), and Sen and Lerman (2007); measured on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale (1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often; 5=Very Often). 

 

Content of eWOM Communication. The measurement for the number of 

positive vs. negative eWOM sent by eMavens was developed for this dissertation 

study (Table 13). Goodey and East (2008) and Phelps et al. (2004) asked respondents 

to recall the number of WOM or email messages they provided or received during a 

certain period of time. The measurement for this dissertation study was also based on 

respondents‘ recall of the number of eWOM messages they provided in the last three 

months. The time period and wording for the measurement were developed in order to 

suit the research objective of this dissertation study. 
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Table 13 

Measurement of the Number of Disseminated eWOM 

 

Positive information about products or brands refers to consumers‘ talk about their 

pleasant experiences with a product/brand and their recommendation for a 

product/brand. Negative information about products or brands includes consumers‘ 

unpleasant experiences with a product/brand, product/brand scandal or rumor, and 

complaints about marketers. 

 

In the past 3 months, approximately how many pieces of positive information about 

products or brands (e.g., computer, cosmetics, restaurant, clothing, car etc.) have you 

sent to your friends or posted for your friends to see via various online 

communication tools (e.g., email, instant messenger, social networking Website, blog 

etc.)? Write in the number (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 

19, 20, 20+) (      ) 

 

In the past 3 months, approximately how many pieces of positive information about 

products or brands (e.g., computer, cosmetics, restaurant, clothing, car etc.) have you 

sent to people you don‘t personally know or posted for many others you don‘t 

personally know to see via various online communication tools (e.g., consumer 

review Website, shopping Website, corporate Website, coupon Website etc.)? Write 

in the number (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 20+) 

(      ) 

 

In the past 3 months, approximately how many pieces of negative information about 

products or brands (e.g., computer, cosmetics, restaurant, clothing, car etc.) have you 

sent to your friends or posted for your friends to see via various online 

communication tools (e.g., e.g., email, instant messenger, social networking Website, 

blog etc.)? Write in the number (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

17, 18, 19, 20, 20+) (      ) 

 

In the past 3 months, approximately how many pieces of negative information about 

products or brands (e.g., complaint about computer, cosmetics, restaurant, clothing, 

car etc.) have you sent to people you don‘t personally know or posted for many others 

you don‘t personally know to see via various online communication tools (e.g., 

consumer review Website, shopping Website, corporate Website, coupon Website 

etc.)? Write in the number (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 

19, 20, 20+) (      ) 

 

Note: Measurement developed based on Goodey and East (2008), and Phelps et al. 

(2004). 
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In summary, the majority of the measurements in the questionnaire were 

adopted or adapted with minor revisions from past studies published in peer-reviewed 

journals (e.g., Bearden et al. 2001; Feick and Price 1987; Tian et al. 2001; Triandis 

and Gelfand 1998). The measurements for eMavens‘ eWOM communication 

behaviors were developed from relevant literature or adapted from original 

measurements with significant revisions. Such revisions were made in order to suit 

the research objective of this dissertation study. 
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CHAPTER V 

DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

Pretest 

Pretest was conducted via an online participant pool to a convenient sample 

of 405 undergraduate students enrolled at two southwestern universities. In return for 

their participation, respondents received course credits. Table 14 displays sample 

characteristics of pretest. 

 

Table 14 Sample Characteristics of Pretest 

Demographics  Number of Responses Percentage 

Age 19 to 38 years old, M=26  396  

Gender Female 291 72% 

 Male 113 28% 

Household Annual Income  $0-29,999 147 38% 

 $30,000-59,999 42 11% 

 $60,000-89,999 34 9% 

 $90,000-119,999 39 10% 

 $120,000 and 149,999 18 5% 

 $150,000 and 179,999 25 7% 

 $180,000 and 209,999 17 4% 

 $210,000 or more 62 16% 

Note. The total number of responses for each demographic information may be less 

than 405, because some respondents skipped questions regarding demographics. 

  

 

According to sample characteristics, pretest was skewed to female college 

students. The gender ratio between female and male was about 2.58:1, which is fine 

for an eMavenism study since some past mavenism studies intentionally oversampled 

females and females are supposed to be more engaged in shopping than males. The 

vast majority of respondents came from either low-income or high-income families. 

The number of respondents from moderate-income families was relatively small.  

A component factor analysis was computed with measurement items for 



92 

 

eMavenism and measurement items for eight antecedents. First of all, this dissertation 

attempts to examine the relationships between antecedents and eMavenism and 

address corresponding hypotheses. Secondly, every behavioral consequence was 

measured on a single item. There is no need to include measurement items for 

behavioral consequences in the component factor analysis. Therefore, the objective of 

this component factor analysis was to develop a factor structure for the antecedents of 

eMavenism. Eigenvalue of 1.00 as the stopping criterion and a factor loading value 

of .4 were used as the factor interpretation. Poorly loaded as well as cross-loaded 

items were deleted from later data analyses.  

Table 15 shows the final results of the component factor analysis. The 

principal component analysis with Varimax rotation yielded 11 factors with 61 items. 

Although 17 items were eliminated as a result of this principal component factor 

analysis, the data reduction procedure had a negligible impact on the substantive 

content of the affected variables (from 72% to 68% of the matrix variance). Through 

this analysis, a stable factor structure was found, and these 11 factors explained 68.01 

percent of the matrix variance. eMavenism and eight antecedents loaded on 11 factors.  

Among them, consumer self-confidence loaded on three factors. According 

to literature, the measurement items for consumer self-confidence included in this 

dissertation study do contain three sub-concepts, namely, information acquisition, 

consideration-set information, and personal and social outcome. Therefore, it is 

reasonable for measurement items of consumer self-confidence loaded on three 

different factors. And, the items gauging information acquisition loaded on one factor. 

So did the items gauging consideration-set information or personal and social 

outcome. 
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Table 15 Results of Component Factor Analysis in Pretest 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Uniqueness1 .76           

Uniqueness2 .80           

Uniqueness3 .88           

Uniqueness4 .87           

Uniqueness5 .87           

Uniqueness6 .83           

Uniqueness7 .85           

Uniqueness8 .88           

Uniqueness9 .84           

Uniqueness10 .84           

Uniqueness11 .81           

Skills1  .86          

Skills2  .80          

Skills3  .78          

Skills4  .85          

Skills5  .72          

Skills6  .75          

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information2 

  .78         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information3 

  .78         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information4 

  .76         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information5 

  .69         

Attention seeking1    .80        

Attention seeking2    .78        

Attention seeking3    .82        

Attention seeking4    .82        
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Table 15 (continued) 

Attention seeking5    .79        

Attention seeking6    .54        

Involvement1     .80       

Involvement2     .91       

Involvement3     .86       

Involvement4     .88       

Involvement5     .82       

Altruism2      .69      

Altruism3      .66      

Altruism6      .73      

Altruism7      .61      

Altruism8      .71      

Altruism10      .60      

Altruism12      .62      

Altruism13      .69      

eMavenism1       .74     

eMavenism2       .78     

eMavenism3       .67     

eMavenism4       .73     

eMavenism5       .79     

Status seeking1        .51    

Status seeking2        .56    

Status seeking3        .71    

Status seeking4        .83    

Status seeking5        .81    

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition1 

        .76   

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition2 

        .78   
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Table 15 (continued) 

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition3 

        .75   

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition4 

        .68   

Social comparison1          .67  

Social comparison3          .79  

Social comparison4          .74  

Social comparison5          .76  

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome1 

          .66 

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome2 

          .74 

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome3 

          .64 
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After removing 15 measurement items as a result of the component factor 

analysis, a reliability check was run for remaining measurement items of eMavenism 

as well as antecedents. Table 16 presents the results of the reliability analysis of 

measurement items. The alpha levels ranged from .79 to .96, which is regarded as 

acceptable to excellent. 

 

Table 16 Reliability Analyses of Measurement Items in Pretest (N=405) 

Major Constructs Number of Items Alpha 

eMavenism 5 .84 

Altruism 8 .83 

Status seeking 5 .83 

Attention seeking 6 .89 

Consumer self-confidence 11 .91 
Information acquisition 4 .91 
Consideration-set information 4 .86 
Personal and social outcome 3 .86 

Consumer need for uniqueness 11 .96 

Social comparison 4 .79 

Market involvement 5 .91 

Internet skills 6 .89 

 

 

The measurement items for eMavenism were averaged to create an indicator 

of eMavenism. Indices for antecedents except demographics were constructed in the 

same way. Table 17 provides the mean and standard deviation for each averaged 

indicator and single measurement item in the data. Overall, pretest captured 

respondents who positioned absolutely high on eMavenism and the mean value for 

eMavenism was 4.79 out of 7. The mean values for all antecedents exceeded the 

mid-point of the scale and suggested respondents‘ overall positive relevance to all 

antecedents. In behavioral consequences, blog, coupon Website, consumer review 
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Website, and corporate Website uses were below the mid-point of the scale, indicating 

that as a whole, college student respondents did not frequent consumption-related 

Websites. The mean values for passing along positive and negative eWOM were at 

the low end, suggesting that college student respondents, on average, did not actively 

engage in eWOM giving. 
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Table 17 Means and Standard Deviations of Major Theoretical Constructs in 

Pretest (N=405) 

Variables M SD 

eMavenism   

eMavenism (scale: 1-7) 4.79 1.19 

 

 

  

Antecedents 

 

  

Psychological factors   

Altruism (scale: 1-5) 3.26 .74 

Status seeking (scale: 1-7) 5.83 .94 

Attention seeking (scale: 1-7) 4.08 1.26 

Consumer self-confidence (scale: 1-7) 5.40 .86 

Information acquisition (scale: 1-7) 5.61 .99 

Consideration-set information (scale: 1-7) 5.58 1.00 

Personal and social outcome (scale: 1-7) 4.91 1.19 

Consumer need for uniqueness (scale: 1-7) 4.18 1.43 

Social comparison (scale: 1-7) 4.51 1.16 

Consumption factor   

Market involvement (scale: 1-7) 4.48 1.28 

Technology factor   

Internet skills (scale: 1-7) 6.40 .89 

   

Consequences   

Online communication platforms   

Email use (scale: 1-5) 4.61 .75 

Instant messenger use (scale: 1-5) 3.50 1.33 

Blog use (scale: 1-5) 2.36 1.40 

Social networking website use (scale: 1-5) 4.67 .75 
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                            Table 17 (continued) 

Shopping website use (scale: 1-5) 

 

3.11 

 

1.34 

 

 

Coupon website use (scale: 1-5) 1.88 1.17 

Consumer review website use (scale: 1-5) 2.46 1.27 

Corporate website use (scale: 1-5)  2.53 1.27 

The content of eWOM communication   

Positive eWOM to friends (scale: 0-10) 3.41 2.59 

Positive eWOM to strangers (scale: 0-10) 1.70 2.48 

Negative eWOM to friends (scale: 0-10) 2.59 2.55 

Negative eWOM to strangers (scale: 0-10) 1.57 2.46 

 

Table 18, 19, and 20 present the correlations between antecedents, between 

online communication platform uses, and between positive and negative eWOM. 

Market involvement and Internet skills did not correlate with some psychological 

antecedents or each other. This is understandable given that market involvement 

represents consumption factor while Internet skills indicate technology factor. Within 

psychological tendencies, altruism was unrelated to social comparison. All 

psychological tendencies were drawn from scattered literature on market mavenism. 

Therefore, it is likely that social comparison is not theoretically linkable to altruism 

while both social comparison and altruism affect eMavenism. In the correlation table 

concerning online communication platform uses, the use of email and social 

networking Websites seems to be unrelated to the use of a few other online 

communication platforms. The behaviors of passing along positive vs. negative 

eWOM were related to one another to a great extent.   

 

 



100 

 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Table 19 Correlations between Online Communication Platform Uses in Pretest (N=405) 

 eMavenism Email Instant 

messenger 

Blog Social networking 

Website 

Shopping 

Website 

Coupon 

Website 

Consumer 

review Website 

Corporate 

Website 

eMavenism -  .       

Email .08 -        

Instant Messenger .20*** .11* -       

Blog .21*** -.05 .22*** -      

Social networking Website .19*** .27*** .16** -.01 -     

Shopping Website .38*** .14** .13* .19*** .22*** -    

Coupon Website .21*** -.03 .18*** .30*** -.01 .43*** -   

Consumer review Website .31*** .04 .11* .23*** .08 .43*** .44*** -  

Corporate Website .25*** .17** .13* .21*** .12* .41*** .41*** .45*** - 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

Table 18 Correlations between Antecedents in Pretest (N=405) 

 eMavenism Altruism Status 

seeking 

Attention 

seeking 

Consumer 

self-confidence 

Consumer need 

for uniqueness 

Social 

comparison 

Market 

involvement 

Internet 

skills 

eMavenism -         

Altruism .15** -        

Status seeking .21*** .17** -       

Attention seeking .22*** .13* .34*** -      

Consumer self-confidence .38*** .17** .46*** .21*** -     

Consumer need for uniqueness .22*** .17** .21*** .23*** .25*** -    

Social comparison .15** .09 .31*** .46*** .12* .10* -   

Market involvement .17** .03 .14** .08 .15** .15** .02 -  

Internet skills .17** .08 .34*** .05 .42*** .12* .08 .09 -- 
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Table 20 Correlations between Positive and Negative eWOM in Pretest 

 eMavenism Positive eWOM to friends Positive eWOM to strangers Negative eWOM to friends Negative eWOM to strangers 

eMavenism -     

Positive eWOM to friends  .28*** -    

Positive eWOM to strangers  .14** .35*** -   

Negative eWOM to friends  .20*** .51*** .45*** -  

Negative eWOM to strangers  .12* .30*** .70*** .56*** - 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 
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Hierarchical Regression of Antecedents on eMavenism 

The relationships between antecedents and eMavenism were tested with a 

two-step hierarchical regression analysis. Demographics were placed in the first block. 

The goal was to demonstrate that after controlling for demographics, how antecedents 

such as psychological factors, consumption factor, and technology factor affect 

eMavenism. Antecedents except demographics were entered in the second block. 

Table 21 exhibits unstandardized coefficients and standardized coefficients (β) for all 

antecedents. In addition, F values, R
2
, and t values are also reported in Table 21. 

 

Table 21 Hierarchical Regression of Antecedents on eMavenism in Pretest 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.49 .02     

Gender   .25 .09 1.68 .095 

Income   .05 .12 2.12* .035 

Age   -.01 -.01 -.13 .900 

       

Model 2 6.38*** .18     

Gender   .19 .07 1.33 .183 

Income   .02 .06 1.06 .288 

Age   .01 .01 .17 .862 

Altruism   .05 .03 .55 .583 

Status seeking   -.03 -.02 -.36 .718 

Attention seeking   .09 .09 1.50 .135 

Consumer self-confidence   .38 .28 4.60*** .000 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .08 .09 1.69 .092 

Social comparison   .08 .08 1.34 .180 

Market involvement    .08 .08 1.62 .105 

Internet skills    .04 .03 .53 .595 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Model 1 was insignificant, [R
2 
= .02, F(3, 333) = 2.49, p = .06]. In model 1, 

of three control variables (gender, income, and age), income was the only significant 

predictor of eMavenism (β= .12, t=2.12, p < .05), which means college student 

respondents from relatively high-income families were more likely to position high on 
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eMavenism than those from relatively low-income families when only demographics 

were analyzed as predictors. Model 2 was significant [R
2 

= .18, △R
2 
= .16, F(11, 333) 

= 6.38, p <. 001]. The R square change from model 1 to model 2 was significant, 

which means after controlling for demographics, all other antecedents had an overall 

significant impact on eMavenism. The antecedents except demographics accounted 

for 16% of the variance in eMavenism. The level of tolerance for each antecedent 

exceeded .68 in model 2, which signals that the statistical problem in multicollinearity 

was not an issue in the hierarchical regression analysis. Findings, in large measure, 

were inconsistent with hypotheses. Only consumer self-confidence significantly and 

positively affected eMavenism. All other hypotheses were not supported.  

Since consumer self-confidence has three sub-concepts and they loaded on 

three different factors in the component factor analysis, another two-step hierarchical 

regression was performed with three sub-concepts of consumer self-confidence as 

three different independent variables. Table 22 presents the results. 
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Table 22 Hierarchical Regression of More Antecedents on eMavenism in Pretest 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.49 .02     

Gender   .25 .09 1.68 .095 

Income   .05 .12 2.12* .035 

Age   -.01 -.01 -.13 .900 

       

Model 2 5.49*** .18     

Gender   .17 .06 1.16 .247 

Income   .03 .06 1.14 .256 

Age   .001 .002 .04 .970 

Altruism   .04 .02 .44 .657 

Status seeking   -.03 -.02 -.36 .718 

Attention seeking   .09 .10 1.55 .122 

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition 

  .23 .19 2.74** .007 

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information 

  .08 .07 .91 .364 

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome 

  .09 .09 1.29 .200 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .08 .10 1.78 .075 

Social comparison   .08 .08 1.33 .185 

Market involvement    .08 .09 1.66 .098 

Internet skills    .02 .02 .31 .761 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

In this new regression model, the first sub-concept of consumer 

self-confidence, information acquisition, was found to be the only significant 

predictor that positively affected eMavenism. 

Since altruism, as an other-regarding psychological tendency, has theoretical 

linkages with self-serving interests such as status seeking and attention seeking, 

another hierarchical regression was computed with only altruism, status seeking, and 

attention seeking as independent variables besides demographics (see Table 23).  
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Table 23 Hierarchical Regression of Other-Regarding Variable vs. Self-Serving 

Interests on eMavenism in Pretest 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.59* .02*     

Gender   .30 .11 2.16* .032 

Income   .04 .10 1.84 .067 

Age   .004 .01 .10 .917 

       

Model 2 5.20*** .08     

Gender   .24 .09 1.75 .081 

Income   .03 .07 1.41 .159 

Age   .01 .02 .37 .713 

Altruism   .13 .08 1.53 .127 

Status seeking   .17 .14 2.48* .014 

Attention seeking   .12 .13 2.36* .019 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

Model 1 was marginally significant [R
2 

= .02, F(3, 365) = 2.59, p = .05]. In 

model 1, of three control variables (gender, income, and age), gender was the only 

significant predictor of eMavenism (β= .11, t=2.16, p < .05), which means male 

college student respondents were more likely to score high on eMavenism than female 

college student respondents when only demographic information was present as 

independent variables in regression. The difference between model 1 in this 

regression and model 1 in foregoing regressions was caused by different numbers of 

responses included in one regression model. Model 2 was significant, [R
2 
= .08, △R

2 

= .06, F(6, 365) = 5.20, p <. 001]. The R square change from model 1 to model 2 was 

significant, which means after controlling for demographics, all other antecedents had 

an overall significant impact on eMavenism. The antecedents except demographics 

explained 6% of the variance in eMavenism. The level of tolerance for each 

antecedent exceeded .85 in model 2, which signals low multicollinearity. More 

importantly, with only an other-regarding variable and two self-serving interests as 

independent variables in the regression, status seeking and attention seeking were 
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found to significantly and positively affect eMavenism while altruism remained 

insignificant. 

Similarly, another two hierarchical regressions were run with consumer 

self-confidence or its three sub-concepts, consumer need for uniqueness, and social 

comparison as independent variables (see Table 24 and 25). 

 

Table 24 Hierarchical Regression of Consumer Self-Confidence, Consumer Need 

for Uniqueness, and Social Comparison on eMavenism in Pretest  

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 3.75* .03     

Gender   .26 .10 1.88 .061 

Income   .06 .12 2.36* .019 

Age   .001 .08 1.48 .139 

       

Model 2 11.70*** .17     

Gender   .21 .08 1.55 .121 

Income   .03 .06 1.27 .206 

Age   .001 .05 .99 .324 

Consumer self-confidence   .43 .31 6.06*** .000 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .08 .10 1.90 .058 

Social comparison   .11 .11 2.19* .029 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 
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Table 25 Hierarchical Regression of Consumer Self-Confidence (Information 

Acquisition), Consumer Self-Confidence (Consideration-Set Information), 

Consumer Self-Confidence (Personal and Social Outcome), Consumer Need for 

Uniqueness, and Social Comparison on eMavenism in Pretest  

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 3.75* .03     

Gender   .26 .10 1.88 .061 

Income   .06 .12 2.36* .019 

Age   .001 .08 1.48 .139 

       

Model 2 8.86*** .17     

Gender   .20 .07 1.48 .140 

Income   .03 .07 1.32 .186 

Age   .001 .05 .99 .322 

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition 

  .22 .18 2.84** .005 

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information 

  .08 .07 1.01 .314 

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome 

  .14 .14 2.22* .027 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .08 .09 1.77 .077 

Social comparison   .11 .11 2.16* .032 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

Model 2 in both regressions was significant. The R square changes in both 

regressions were significant, too. The antecedents except demographics accounted for 

14% of the variance in eMavenism. The level of tolerance for each antecedent 

exceeded .51 in model 2 in both regressions, which indicates that multicollinearity 

was not a severe problem in both hierarchical regression analyses. More importantly, 

with only consumer self-confidence as a whole, consumer need for uniqueness, and 

social comparison as independent variables in the regression, consumer 

self-confidence and social comparison were significantly and positively related to 

eMavenism. When three sub-concepts of consumer self-confidence were individually 

present in the regression, consumer self-confidence (information acquisition), 

consumer self-confidence (personal and social outcome), and social comparison were 

significant. 
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Impact of eMavenism on Preferences for Anonymity 

Anonymity was based on a rank-order scale. Respondents were asked to 

rank-order six options underneath anonymity from ―1=most often use‖ to ―6=least 

often use.‖ Each response was reversely coded in data analysis (e.g., 6 was re-coded 

into 1). Then, all responses for each option were added up and divided by 2430 [6 

times 405 (number of responses), maximum preference for each option]. The results 

became respondents‘ preferences for anonymity. Table 26 outlines respondents‘ 

preferences for anonymity. Using a partial real name was most preferred (61%). 

However, it seems that there was not much difference in terms of respondents‘ 

preference for each type of anonymity.  

 

Table 26 Respondents’ Preferences for Anonymity Types in Prestest 

Remain totally anonymous (rank-order scale:1-6) 45% preferred  

Use an obvious pseudonym (rank-order scale:1-6) 41% preferred  

Use a non-obvious pseudonym (rank-order scale:1-6) 44% preferred  

Use a partial real name (rank-order scale:1-6) 61% preferred  

Use a full real name (rank-order scale: 1-6) 56% preferred  

Reveal a full real name and other personal information 

(rank-order scale: 1-6) 

54% preferred  

 

Since anonymity types were rank-ordered data, Mann-Whitney U tests were 

employed to assess whether highly eMavenist respondents rank-ordered each 

anonymity type differently from low eMavenism respondents. First, responses on 

eMavenism were dichotomized. High eMavenism and low eMavenism groups were 

identified. Second, six anonymity types served as test variables. The results indicate 

that there was no difference between high and low eMavenism groups in terms of 
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their given ranking to each anonymity type (Table 27). 

 

Table 27 Mann-Whitney U Tests on Anonymity Types in Pretest 

 Total 

anonymity 

Obvious 

pseudonym 

Non-obvious 

pseudonym 

Partial real 

name 

Full real 

name 

Full real name and 

further information 

Mann-Whitney U 13763 11909 14685 14289 14606 18227 

Wilcoxon W 27624 25439 31705 28654 28971 38127 

Z -.02 -.90 -.44 -1.60 -.83 -.36 

Exact Sig. 

(1-tailed) 

.493 .186 .330 .055 .203 .362 

 

Impact of eMavenism on Preferences for Online Communication Platforms 

Based on correlation test results, it seems that the use of emails and social 

networking Websites among college student respondents had nothing to do with their 

uses of other online communication platforms. Give that email use is a necessity and 

social networking Website use is a fad among college students in today‘s US market, 

it is understandable that the use of emails and social networking Websites among 

college student respondents disconnected with other online communication platform 

uses. A one-way MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of Variance) was used to examine 

the impact of eMavenism on uses of different online communication platforms. 

However, one of the assumptions to perform MANOVA is that dependent variables 

need to be correlated. Therefore, email and social networking Website use were 

excluded from the MANOVA analysis.  

Median split was used to recode the averaged number of eMavenism 

measurement items into 1 referring to any averaged number below or equal to the 

median and 2 representing any averaged number above the median. The overall 

MANOVA model was significant [F (6, 387) = 11.37, p < .001]. Table 28 provides the 

results for the effect of eMavenism on uses of different online communication 
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platforms. As shown in Table 28, college student respondents who were relatively 

high on eMavenism used a variety of online communication platforms more often 

than those who scored relatively low on eMavenism.  

 

 

Table 28 MANOVA Results for the Impact of eMavenism on Uses of Different 

Online Communication Platforms in Pretest 

 Low on  

eMavenism 

 

 

High on  F p 

 eMavenism eMavenism    

 N = 203 N = 191    

 M M    

Instant messenger use 

(scale: 1-5) 

3.29 3.71  17.48** (1, 393) .002 

Blog use  2.08 2.64  30.31*** (1, 393) .000 

Shopping website use 

(scale: 1-5) 

2.68 3.55  74.47*** (1, 393) .000 

Coupon website use 

(scale1-5) 

1.59 2.15  30.36 ***(1, 393) .000 

Consumer review website 

use (scale: 1-5) 

2.12 2.78  43.11*** (1, 393) .000 

Corporate website use 

(scale: 1-5)  

2.27 2.82  29.85 ***(1, 393) .000 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

Impact of eMavenism on Content of eWOM Communication 

A one-way MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of Variance) was used to 

examine the impact of eMavenism on the content of eWOM communication. The 

overall MANOVA model was significant [F (4, 394) = 7.55, p < .001]. Table 29 

displays the results for the effect of eMavenism on passing along positive vs. negative 

eWOM. As exhibited in Table 29, college student respondents who were relatively 

high on eMavenism passed along more positive and negative eWOM to friends than 

those who scored relatively low on eMavenism. Also, of college student respondents, 

the high eMavenism group passed along more positive eWOM to strangers than the 
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low eMavenism group. However, there was no difference in terms of passing along 

negative eWOM to strangers between the high and low eMavenism group. More 

importantly, overall, college student respondents who positioned relatively high on 

eMavenism passed along more positive than negative eWOM.  

 

 

Table 29 MANOVA Results for the Impact of eMavenism on Content of eWOM 

Communication in Pretest 

 Low on  

eMavenism 

 

 

High on  F p 

 eMavenism eMavenism    

 N = 206 N = 193    

 M M    

Positive eWOM to friends 2.77 4.09  27.68*** (1, 398) .000 

Positive eWOM to strangers 1.37 2.05  7.68** (1, 398) .006 

Negative eWOM to friends 2.33 2.90  5.03*(1, 398) .025 

Negative eWOM to strangers 

strangersstrangers 

1.41 1.78  2.18 (1, 398) .141 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

In summary, measurements, by and large, indicated good reliability and 

validity in pretest. Only the rank-ordered measurement for anonymity was not 

statistically compatible with continuous measurements for other constructs. It caused 

difficulties to statistically demonstrate the relationships between anonymity and other 

constructs. Moreover, college student respondents seemed to rank-order different 

anonymity types in the same way, since the vast majority of them might be frequent 

Facebook users and they probably rank-ordered their preference based on how they 

managed their Facebook user name. Furthermore, the options of using a partial real 

name, a full real name, and further revealing personal information did not appear to 
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measure the concept of anonymity. Therefore, the measurement for anonymity was 

changed to Likert-type scale in main study and the options of using a partial real name, 

a full real name, and further revealing personal information were removed from the 

measurement. Due to their stability in prestest, measurements for all other constructs 

remained the same in main study. Although the prestest indicated significant and 

insignificant results, considering that a college student sample may be fundamentally 

different from a consumer sample, all constructs were retained in main study.  
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Main Study 

Main study was conducted via a credible online consumer panel, 

zoomerang.com, to a sample of 313 consumers. In return for their participation, 

respondents received 50 Zoom points which can be redeemed for prizes through 

zoomerang.com in the future. Table 30 displays sample characteristics of main study. 

Sample Characteristics 

 

Table 30 Sample Characteristics of Main Study (N=313) 

Demographics  Number of Responses Percentage 

Age 26 to 39 years old, M=33  313  

Gender Female 205 65% 

 Male 108 35% 

Household Annual Income $0-29,999 89 28% 

 $30,000-59,999 106 34% 

 $60,000-89,999 71 22% 

 $90,000-119,999 30 10% 

 $120,000 and 149,999 8 3% 

 $150,000 and 179,999 6 2% 

 $180,000 and 209,999 3 1% 

Employment Full-time employee  163 52% 

 Part-time employee 21 7% 

 Self-employed 32 10% 

 Home maker 49 16% 

 Unemployed 48 15% 

Education Grammar school 3 0.7% 

 High school or equivalent 23 7% 

 Vocation/technical school 74 24% 

 Some college  76 24% 

 College graduate  90 29% 

 Master‘s degree 34 11% 

 Doctoral degree 12 4% 

 Other 1 0.3% 
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According to sample characteristics, the vast majority of the respondents 

came from low-to-moderate-income families, which coincides with the nature of an 

online consumer panel and is fine for an eMavenism study. Based on literature on 

market mavenism, consumers with low-to-moderate income were most likely to place 

high on market mavenism. It may be assumed the same way in an eMavenism study. 

Most respondents were employed in a way or were homemakers. Employed 

respondents may have the purchasing power to engage in consumption and thus 

participate in eWOM communication. Homemakers are likely to be the purchase 

agent for their family. Homemakers are also likely to be concerned about a variety of 

consumer goods which are exactly the center of interest of consumers who are 

relatively high on eMavenism. Most respondents were educated. They went through 

either technical school or higher education in colleges or universities. 

A component factor analysis was computed with measurement items for 

eMavenism and measurement items for eight antecedents. The objective of this 

component factor analysis was to develop a factor structure for the antecedents of 

eMavenism. Eigenvalue of 1.00 as the stopping criterion and a factor loading value 

of .4 were used as the factor interpretation. Poorly loaded as well as cross-loaded 

items were deleted from later data analyses.  

Table 31 displays the final results of the component factor analysis. The 

principal component analysis with Varimax rotation yielded 10 factors with 65 items. 

Although 12 items were eliminated as a result of this principal component factor 

analysis, the data reduction procedure had a negligible impact on the substantive 

content of the affected variables (from 74% to 72% of the matrix variance). Through 

this analysis, a stable factor structure was found, and these 10 factors explained 72 
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percent of the matrix variance. eMavenism and eight antecedents loaded on 10 factors. 

Among them, consumer self-confidence loaded on two factors. According to literature, 

the measurement items for consumer self-confidence included in this dissertation 

study do contain three sub-concepts, namely, information acquisition, 

consideration-set information, and personal and social outcome. In main study, 

information acquisition and consideration-set information loaded on one factor while 

personal and social income loaded on another factor.  
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Table 31 Results of Component Factor Analysis in Main Study (N=313) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Uniqueness1 .71          

Uniqueness2 .78          

Uniqueness3 .86          

Uniqueness4 .89          

Uniqueness5 .90          

Uniqueness6 .86          

Uniqueness7 .88          

Uniqueness8 .85          

Uniqueness9 .86          

Uniqueness10 .83          

Uniqueness11 .86          

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition1 

 .74         

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition2 

 .75         

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition3 

 .77         

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition4 

 .73         

Consumer self-confidence: 

information acquisition5 

 .73         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information1 

 .83         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information2 

 .83         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information3 

 .81         
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Table 31 (continued) 

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information4 

 .82         

Consumer self-confidence: 

consideration-set information5 

 .70         

Altruism1   .65        

Altruism2   .65        

Altruism3   .68        

Altruism4   .54        

Altruism6   .79        

Altruism8   .63        

Altruism11   .58        

Altruism12   .76        

Altruism13   .68        

Social comparison1    .75       

Social comparison2    .77       

Social comparison3    .83       

Social comparison4    .83       

Social comparison5    .68       

Social comparison6    .80       

Attention seeking1     .78      

Attention seeking2     .78      

Attention seeking3     .78      

Attention seeking4     .81      

Attention seeking5     .74      

Attention seeking6     .52      

Skills1      .77     

Skills2      .84     

Skills3      .77     
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Table 31 (continued) 

Skills4      .79     

Skills5      .83     

eMavenism1       .67    

eMavenism2       .75    

eMavenism3       .73    

eMavenism4       .64    

eMavenism5       .74    

eMavenism6       .46    

Involvement1        .88   

Involvement2        .72   

Involvement3        .83   

Involvement4        .81   

Involvement5        .83   

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome1 

        .69  

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome2 

        .77  

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome3 

        .73  

Consumer self-confidence: 

personal and social outcome5 

        .52  

Status seeking3          .68 

Status seeking4          .79 

Status seeking5          .77 
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Reliability Analysis 

Internal consistency of major constructs was examined after a few 

measurement items were removed from data analysis as a result of the component 

factor analysis. The results of the reliability analysis are provided in Table 32. As 

antecedents, psychological factors such as altruism, status seeking, attention seeking, 

consumer self-confidence, consumer need for uniqueness, and social comparison, 

consumption factor (market involvement), and technology factor (Internet skills) were 

measured on Likert-type scales. eMavenism was also measured on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale.  

 

Table 32 Reliability Analysis of Measurement Items in Main Study (N=313) 

Major Constructs Number of Items Alpha 

eMavenism 6 .88 

Altruism 9 .87 

Status seeking 3 .89 

Attention seeking 6 .92 

Consumer self-confidence 14 .94 
Information acquisition 5 .93 
Consideration-set information 5 .93 
Personal and social outcome 4 .88 

Consumer need for uniqueness 11 .97 

Social comparison 6 .90 

Market involvement 5 .89 

Internet skills 5 .92 

 

 

As indicated in Table 32, the measurement items for major constructs yielded 

great reliabilities, ranging from .87 to .97. The results suggested great internal 

consistency for each major construct. The measurement items gauging each major 

construct were averaged to produce an index of the construct. 

Table 33 provides the mean and standard deviation for each averaged 
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indicator as well single measurement item in the data. Overall, the main study also 

captured respondents who positioned absolutely high on eMavenism and the mean 

value for eMavenism was 4.78 out of 7.  
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Table 33 Means and Standard Deviations of Major Theoretical Constructs in 

Main Study (N=313) 

Variables M SD 

eMavenism   

eMavenism (scale: 1-7) 4.78 1.18 

 

 

  

Antecedents 

 

  

Psychological factors   

Altruism (scale: 1-5) 3.16 .86 

Status seeking (scale: 1-7) 4.91 1.30 

Attention seeking (scale: 1-7) 3.49 1.41 

Consumer self-confidence (scale: 1-7) 5.13 .97 

Consumer need for uniqueness (scale: 1-7) 3.78 1.49 

Social comparison (scale: 1-7) 3.50 1.35 

Consumption factor   

Market involvement (scale: 1-7) 4.47 1.49 

Technology factor   

Internet skills (scale: 1-7) 6.05 1 .14 

   

Consequences   

Online communication preferences--anonymity   

Remain totally anonymous (scale:1-7) 4.29 1.63 

Use an obvious pseudonym (scale:1-7) 3.57 1.72 

Use a non-obvious pseudonym (scale:1-7) 2.96 1.70 

Use a partial real name (scale:1-7) 4.01 1.80 

Use full real name (scale:1-7) 3.23 1.86 

Reveal full real name and other personal information 

(scale:1-7) 

3.15 1.87 

Online communication preferences—online communication platforms 

Email use (scale: 1-5) 4.54 .74 
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                           Table 33 (continued) 

Instant messenger use (scale: 1-5) 

 

3.04 

 

1.35 

Blog use (scale: 1-5) 1.96 1.20 

Social networking website use (scale: 1-5) 3.46 1.50 

Shopping website use (scale: 1-5) 3.26 1.27 

Coupon website use (scale: 1-5) 2.55 1.40 

Consumer review website use (scale: 1-5) 2.37 1.23 

Corporate website use (scale: 1-5)  2.47 1.28 

The content of eWOM communication   

Positive eWOM to friends (scale: 0-20) 4.35 5.02 

Positive eWOM to strangers (scale: 0-20) 2.64 4.49 

Negative eWOM to friends (scale: 0-20) 2.47 4.15 

Negative eWOM to strangers (scale: 0-20) 1.91 3.65 

 

 

Table 34, 35, 36, and 37 provide the correlations between antecedents, 

between different anonymity types, between online communication platforms, and 

between positive and negative eWOM. As shown in Table 34, all psychological 

factors (altruism, status seeking, attention seeking, consumer self-confidence, 

consumer need for uniqueness, and social comparison) were significantly and 

positively associated with eMavenism as well as with each other. Consumption factor, 

market involvement, and technology factor, Internet skills, also positively correlated 

with eMavenism. Reasonably, market involvement and Internet skills did not always 

significantly correlate with psychological factors. And, they were not related to each 

other. As shown in Table 35, eMavenism was positively associated with remaining 

totally anonymous online and using a non-obvious pseudonym online. Table 36 
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suggests that eMavenism correlated with all online communication platforms included 

in this dissertation study, although email use was unrelated to some online 

communication platform uses. The behaviors of passing along positive vs. negative 

eWOM were deeply related to each other (Table 37).
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Table 34 Correlations between Antecedents in Main Study (N=313) 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

Table 35 Correlations between Different Anonymity Types in Main Study (N=313) 

 eMavenism Altruism Status 

seeking 

Attention 

seeking 

Consumer 

self-confidence 

Consumer need 

for uniqueness 

Social 

comparison 

Market 

involvement 

Internet 

skills 

eMavenism -         

Altruism .39*** -        

Status seeking .50*** .40*** -       

Attention seeking .35*** .30*** .34*** -      

Consumer self-confidence .63*** .35*** .57*** .34*** -     

Consumer need for uniqueness .32*** .31*** .26*** .48*** .38*** -    

Social comparison .24*** .17** .18** .54*** .13* .31*** -   

Market involvement .17** -.003 .07 .18** .30*** .17** .13* -  

Internet skills .44*** .17** .33*** .07 .50*** .05 .004 .10 - 

 eMavenism Remain totally 

anonymous 

Use obvious 

pseudonym 

Use non-obvious 

pseudonym 

Partial real 

name 

Full real 

name 

Real name 

and 

further 

eMavenism -       

Remain tota lly anonymous .20*** 

 

-      

Use an obvious pseudonym .07 

 

.24*** -     

Use a non-obvious pseudonym .18** 

 

.35*** .39*** -    

Partial real name .13* .12* -.00 .24** -   

Full real name .09 -.14* .07 .19** .22** -  

Real name and further information .04 -.10 .17** .22** .18** .77** - 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 
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Table 36 Correlations between Uses of Different Online Communication Platforms in Main Study (N=313) 

 eMavenism Email Instant 

messenger 

Blog Social networking 

Website 

Shopping 

Website 

Coupon 

Website 

Consumer 

review Website 

Corporate 

Website 

eMavenism -  .       

Email .21*** -        

Instant Messenger .21*** .15* -       

Blog .24*** -.09 .39*** -      

Social networking Website .24*** .24*** .40*** .29*** -     

Shopping Website .33*** .24*** .18** .22*** .30*** -    

Coupon Website .31*** .10 .25*** .36*** .22*** .51*** -   

Consumer review Website .32*** .02 .31*** .46*** .18** .46*** .60*** -  

Corporate Website .27*** .06 .25*** .29*** .14* .42*** .47*** .63*** - 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

Table 37 Correlations between Positive and Negative eWOM in Main Study 

 eMavenism Positive eWOM to friends Positive eWOM to strangers Negative eWOM to friends Negative eWOM to strangers 

eMavenism -     

Positive eWOM to friends  .40*** -    

Positive eWOM to strangers  .26*** .68*** -   

Negative eWOM to friends  .30*** .63*** .66*** -  

Negative eWOM to strangers  .24*** .55*** .78*** .82*** - 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 
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Hierarchical Regression of Antecedents on eMavenism  

The relationships between antecedents and eMavenism were tested with a 

two-step hierarchical regression analysis. Table 38 exhibits unstandardized 

coefficients and standardized coefficients (β) for all antecedents. In addition, F values, 

R
2
, and t values are also reported in Table 38. 

 

Table 38 Hierarchical Regression of Antecedents on eMavenism in Main 

Study(N=313) 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.06 .02     

Gender   .06 .02 .42 .676 

Income   .07 .07 1.26 .207 

Age   -.04 -.13 -2.22* .027 

       

Model 2 26.63*** .49     

Gender   .04 .01 .34 .736 

Income   -.002 -.002 -.04 .965 

Age   -.01 -.05 -1.12 .263 

Altruism   .19 .14 2.96** .003 

Status seeking   .11 .12 2.24* .026 

Attention seeking   .04 .04 .76 .447 

Consumer self-confidence   .45 .38 6.12*** .000 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .03 .04 .83 .408 

Social comparison   .09 .10 2.07* .039 

Market involvement    .01 .01 .15 .880 

Internet skills    .19 .18  3.67*** .000 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Model in 1 was insignificant [R
2 

= .02, F(3, 312) = 2.06, p = .105]. In model 

1, of the three control variables (gender, age, and income), age was the only 

significant predictor of eMavenism (β= -.13, t=-2.22, p < .05). It means that younger 

respondents were more likely to position high on eMavenism than older respondents 

when only demographics were analyzed as predictors of eMavenism. Model 2 was 

significant [R
2 

= .49, △R
2 

= .47, F(11, 312) = 26.63, p <. 001]. The antecedents except 
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demographics accounted for 47% of the variance in eMavenism. The R square change 

(.47) from model 1 to model 2 was significant, which means after controlling for 

demographics, all other antecedents had an overall strong impact on eMavenism. The 

level of tolerance for each antecedent exceeded .44 in model 2, which signals that 

multicollinearity was not a severe problem in the hierarchical regression analysis. 

Findings were, to a great extent, congruent with the hypotheses. The results showed 

that altruism, status seeking, consumer self-confidence, social comparison, and 

Internet skills were important predictors of eMavenism. Among them, consumer 

self-confidence and Internet skills were the strongest predictors while altruism was a 

moderately strong predictor and status seeking and social comparison were relatively 

weak predictors. Therefore, hypotheses 1a, b, d, f, and 3 were all supported. Since 

attention seeking, consumer need for uniqueness, market involvement, and all 

demographics were insignificant in model 2, hypotheses 1c and e, 2, and 4a, b, and c 

were not supported.  

Since altruism, as an other-regarding psychological tendency, has theoretical 

linkage with self-serving interests such as status seeking and attention seeking, 

another hierarchical regression was computed with only altruism, status seeking, and 

attention seeking as independent variables besides demographics (see Table 39).  
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Table 39 Hierarchical Regression of Other-Regarding Variable vs. Self-Serving 

Interests on eMavenism in Main Study 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.06 .02     

Gender   .06 .02 .42 .676 

Income   .07 .07 1.26 .207 

Age   -.04 -.13* -2.22* .027 

       

Model 2 24.36*** .32     

Gender   -.02 -.01 -.16 .877 

Income   .03 .04 .73 .464 

Age   -.02 -.06 -1.12 .263 

Altruism   .27 .20 3.73*** .000 

Status seeking   .32 .36 6.69*** .000 

Attention seeking   .14 .17 3.16** .002 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Model 2 was significant [R
2 

= .32, △R
2 

= .30, F(6, 312) = 24.36, p <. 001]. 

The antecedents except demographics explained 30% of the variance in eMavenism. 

The level of tolerance for each antecedent exceeded .77 in model 2, which indicates 

that multicollinearity was not a problem. More importantly, with only an 

other-regarding variable and two self-serving interests as independent variables in the 

regression, altruism, status seeking, and attention seeking were all found to 

significantly and positively affect eMavenism. All three independent variables were 

strong predictors of eMavenism in this regression. According to their beta coefficients, 

status seeking was the most important antecedent of eMavenism, followed by altruism 

and attention seeking in this regression analysis. 

Similarly, another hierarchical regression was run with consumer 

self-confidence, consumer need for uniqueness, and social comparison as independent 

variables (see Table 40). 

 



129 

 

Table 40 Hierarchical Regression of Consumer Self-Confidence, Consumer Need 

for Uniqueness, and Social Comparison on eMavenism in Main Study 

 F R
2
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients(β) 

t p 

Model 1 2.06 .02     

Gender   .06 .02 .42 .676 

Income   .07 .07 1.26 .207 

Age   -.04 -.13 -2.22* .027 

       

Model 2 38.91*** .43     

Gender   .04 .02 .37 .711 

Income   .02 .02 .38 .704 

Age   -.02 -.07 -1.58 .115 

Consumer self-confidence   .71 .59 12.64*** .000 

Consumer need for uniqueness   .04 .05 1.08 .279 

Social comparison   .12 .14 2.98** .003 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

The three independent variables except demographics accounted for 41% of 

the variance in eMavenism. The level of tolerance for each independent variable in 

the regression exceeded .78, which rules out the multicollinearity issue. However, 

with only consumer self-confidence, consumer need for uniqueness, and social 

comparison as independent variables in the regression, consumer need for uniqueness 

was still insignificant. In this regression analysis, the most important antecedent was 

still consumer self-confidence, followed by social comparison. 

Impact of eMavenism on Preferences for Anonymity Types 

A one-way MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of Variance) was used to 

examine the impact of eMavenism on different anonymity types. Median split was 

used to recode the averaged number of eMavenism measurement items into 1 

referring to any averaged number below or equal to the median and 2 representing any 

averaged number above the median. The overall MANOVA model was significant 

[F(6, 306) = 2.29, p < .05]. Table 41 provides the results for the effect of eMavenism on 

each anonymity type. As shown in Table 41, eMavenism had an impact on remaining 
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totally anonymous and using a non-obvious pseudonym online. More specifically, 

respondents who were high on eMavenism preferred to remain totally anonymous 

online more than those who were low on eMavenism. Respondents who scored high 

on eMavenism chose to use a non-obvious pseudonym online more often than those 

who scored low on eMavenism.  

 

Table 41 MANOVA Results for the Impact of eMavenism on Different 

Anonymity Types in Main Study 

 Low on  

eMavenism 

 

 

High on  F p 

 eMavenism eMavenism    

 N = 169 N = 144    

 M M    

Remain totally anonymous  4.08 4.55  6.61* (1, 312) .011 

Use an obvious pseudonym  3.43 3.73  2.43 (1, 312) .120 

Use a non-obvious pseudonym 2.67 3.29  10.72** (1, 312) .001 

Partial real name 3.88 4.16  1.85(1, 312) .175 

Full real name 3.16 3.31  .52 (1, 312) .470 

Full real name and further information 3.11 3.20  .18 (1, 312) .675 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Impact of eMavenism on Preferences for Online Communication Platforms 

Based on correlation test results, it seems that email use was unrelated to 

uses of quite a few other online communication platforms. One of the assumptions of 

performing MANOVA is to have all dependent variables correlate with each other. 

Therefore, email was removed from the MANOVA analysis. A one-way MANOVA 

(Multivariate Analysis of Variance) was performed to investigate the effect of 

eMavenism on uses of different online communication platforms. The overall 
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MANOVA model was significant [F(8, 304) = 5.96, p < .001]. Table 42 exhibits the 

results. As shown in Table 42, there were differences in uses of a variety of online 

communication platforms between the high-eMavenism and the low-eMavenism 

group. The high-eMavenism group always used a variety of online communication 

platforms more often than the low-eMavenism group. 

 

Table 42 MANOVA Results for the Impact of eMavenism on Uses of Different 

Online Communication Platforms in Main Study 

 Low on  

eMavenism 

 

 

High on  F p 

 eMavenism eMavenism    

 N = 169 N = 144    

 M M    

Instant messenger use 

(scale: 1-5) 

2.78 3.35  14.09 ***(1, 312) .000 

Blog use (scale: 1-5) 1.78 2.16  7.91** (1, 312) .005 

Social networking website 

use (scale: 1-5) 

3.27 3.69  6.41* (1, 312) .012 

Shopping website use 

(scale: 1-5) 

2.92 3.65  27.71*** (1, 312) .000 

Coupon website use (scale: 

1-5) 

2.25 2.90  17.62 ***(1, 312) .000 

Consumer review website 

use (scale: 1-5) 

2.11 2.67  17.13*** (1, 312) .000 

Corporate website use 

(scale: 1-5)  

2.25 2.72  10.78** (1, 312) .001 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 

 

 

Impact of eMavenism on the Content of eWOM Communication 

A one-way MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of Variance) was used to 

examine the impact of eMavenism on the content of eWOM communication. The 

overall MANOVA model was significant [F(4, 308) = 9.58, p < .001]. Table 43 reveals 

the results for the effect of eMavenism on passing along positive vs. negative eWOM. 
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As shown in Table 43, respondents who were relatively high on eMavenism passed 

along more positive and negative eWOM to either friends or strangers than those who 

scored relatively low on eMavenism. Furthermore, respondents who positioned 

relatively high on eMavenism passed along more positive eWOM than negative one.   

 

Table 43 MANOVA Results for the Impact of eMavenism on Content of eWOM 

Communication in Main Study 

 Low on  

eMavenism 

 

 

High on  F p 

 eMavenism eMavenism    

 N = 169 N = 144    

 M M    

Positive eWOM to friends 2.86  6.18   36.45***(1, 312)  .000  

Positive eWOM to strangers 1.54  3.59   19.35***(1, 312)  .000  

Negative eWOM to friends 1.82  3.67   13.12***(1, 312)  .000  

Negative eWOM to strangers 

strangersstrangers 

1.24  2.73   12.92***(1, 312)  .000  

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (2-tailed). 
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Additional Analysis 

Others vs. Self and Social vs. Personal 

The hierarchical regression results showed that counterintuitive 

psychological tendencies simultaneously affected eMavenism and their relationships 

with eMavenism were all positive. For instance, other-regarding variable, altruism, 

was positively related to eMavenism. Meanwhile, self-serving interest, status seeking, 

was also positively related to eMavenism. Furthermore, social comparison refers to 

people‘s evaluation of themselves by social standards while consumer self-confidence 

addresses judgment of consumption by personal confidence and standards. Social 

comparison and consumer self-confidence were once again both positively related to 

eMavenism. A valid question is whether an eMaven possesses counterintuitive 

psychological tendencies (altruism vs. status seeking or social comparison vs. 

consumer self-confidence) simultaneously, or whether some eMavens embody 

self-related tendencies while other eMavens manifest other-related tendencies?  

Additional analysis is needed in that if different eMavens manifest different 

psychological tendencies that are counterintuitive, it is likely that there are 

breakdowns of eMavens based on their psychological profile. On the other hand, if 

counterintuitive psychological tendencies are embodied on the same eMaven, the 

results will also contribute to the literature since the results demonstrate that eMavens 

are consumer influencers who live by their own standards and for the sake of 

themselves, as well as who operate within a social system and take others into account. 

Moreover, when eMavens manifest both other-regarding (i.e., altruism) and selfish 

(i.e., status seeking) tendencies, it echoes the prediction that other-regarding 

tendencies such as altruism may be moderated by selfish reasons in order to affect 
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voluntary behaviors. To the bottom, sustaining voluntary behaviors such as giving 

consumption advice to other consumers need to be supported by both altruistic and 

selfish motivations (Lampel and Bhalla 2007).  

In order to address these exploratory predictions and cross-validate, four 

statistical methods (visualization, cross-tabulation, clustering, and discriminant 

function analysis) were employed. Also, based on theoretical assumptions and 

concerns for the statistical methods employed (too many variables together will cause 

messy results in visualization, clustering, and discriminant function analysis), altruism 

and status seeking were paired and put into analysis. So were consumer 

self-confidence and social comparison. Altruism and status seeking represent 

other-regarding and self-serving tendencies while consumer self-confidence and 

social comparison denote personal and social evaluation standards. 

Visualization 

The relationship between eMavenism, altruism, and status seeking were first 

visualized (Figure 4). 3-D scatter under legacy dialogs in ―Graphs‖ in SPSS was 

performed with eMavenism set as the Y axis, altruism set as the X axis, and status 

seeking set as the Z axis. 
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Figure 4 Visualization of eMavenism, Altruism, and Status Seeking 

 
According to the above graph, when respondents scored high on eMavenism 

(above 4 on a scale of 1 to 7), most respondents scored high on both altruism and 

status seeking. There were a few respondents who positioned high on altruism and 

low on status seeking when they had a strong tendency to become eMavens. There 

were also a few respondents who were high on status seeking while low on altruism 

when they had a relatively high dispositional level of eMavenism.  

A 3-D scatter was performed with eMavenism set as the Y axis, consumer 
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self-confidence set as the X axis, and social comparison set as the Z axis (Figure 5). 

The scatter suggested that when respondents had a great eMaven tendency (above 4 

on the Y axis), there were some respondents who scored high on both consumer 

self-confidence and social comparison. However, there were quite a few eMavens 

who placed high on consumer self-confidence while hitting low on social comparison.  

 

 

Figure 5 Visualization of eMavenism, Consumer Self-Confidence, and Social 

Comparison 
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Cross-Tabulation 

A simple cross-tabulation was computed when respondents placed high on 

eMavenism (above the median of eMavenism scores). In total, there were 144 

respondents who positioned high on eMavenism. 

 

Table 44 Cross-Tabulation of Altruism and Status Seeking in High eMavenism 

Group 

 Low on Altruism High on Altruism 

Low on Status Seeking 17.36% (25) 21.53% (31) 

High on Status Seeking 13.89% (20) 47.22% (68) 

 

 

 

According to the above cross-tabulation, more than 64% of the high 

eMavenist respondents scored either high or low on both altruism and status seeking. 

There were 31 (21.53%) respondents who scored high on altruism while low on status 

seeking based on the median split of each variable. Also, there were 20 (13.89%) 

respondents who positioned high on status seeking while low on status altruism.  

Both scatter visualization and cross-tabulation results suggested that although 

the majority of high eMavenism respondents positioned either high or low on both 

altruism and status, there were high eMavenists scoring high on one of the 

counterintuitive psychological tendencies (altruism vs. status seeking) while low on 

the other. Cluster analysis was then used to further analyze the sample and help comb 

the relationships among eMavenism, altruism, and status seeking. 

A simple cross-tabulation was again computed when respondents placed high 

on eMavenism (above the median of eMavenism scores).  
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Table 45 Cross-Tabulation of Social Comparison and Consumer Self-Confidence 

in High eMavenism Group 

 Low on Social Comparison High on Social Comparison 

Low on Consumer Self-Confidence 8.33% (12) 11.81% (17) 

High on Consumer 

Self-Confidence 
32.64% (47) 47.22% (68) 

 

According to the above cross-tabulation, about 55% of the high eMavenist 

respondents scored either high or low on both consumer self-confidence and social 

comparison. There were 47 (32.64%) respondents who positioned high on consumer 

self-confidence while low on social comparison. Also, there were only 17 (11.81%) 

respondents who scored high on social comparison while low on consumer 

self-confidence based on the median split of each variable.  

Both scatter visualization and cross-tabulation results indicated that high 

eMavenism respondents were likely to have a strong tendency of consumer 

self-confidence and a weak tendency of social comparison at the same time. Cluster 

analysis was then used to further analyze the sample and help comb the relationships 

among eMavenism, consumer self-confidence, and social comparison. 

Clustering 

Cluster analysis is used to segment observations or people by their subgroups. 

Although cluster analysis is exploratory, descriptive and cannot be employed to test 

hypotheses, it helps the researcher form a better idea of what subgroups a specific 

sample may have and the group membership of each case. First, by using SPSS 15.0, 

hierarchical clustering was performed to determine how many clusters best suit the 

sample. Agglomerative clustering in hierarchical clustering was used to determine the 

desired number of clusters. By using agglomerative clustering, small clusters are first 

formed and then broader and broader clusters are formed based on small clusters until 
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all cases become a member of a single large cluster (This single large cluster equals to 

the entire sample without taxonomy). The merging of clusters in hierarchical 

clustering was visualized through dendrogram. Ward‘s method was selected as the 

cluster linkage method and squared Euclidean distance was used as the distance 

measure. Ward's method calculates the sum of squared Euclidean distances from each 

case in a cluster to the mean of all variables (e.g., eMavenism, status seeking, and 

altruism) that are employed to discriminate clusters. The Ward‘s method is an 

ANOVA-type approach which maximizes between-group differences and minimizes 

within-group distances, optimizing the F statistic. Ward‘s method was selected 

because it matches the default distance measure ―Squared Euclidean distance‖ and it 

is an ANOVA-type approach preferred by some researchers. The dendrogram results 

suggested that the sample may have 2 to 6 clusters. The two-cluster solution appeared 

to be balanced and clear-cut in terms of the dendrogram while other cluster solutions 

were not very clear and balanced. 

The number of clusters can be determined based on theory, on results of 

hierarchical clustering, or on repeated trying of K-means clustering itself. Since 

additional analysis is exploratory and theoretical assumption on the matter of 

subgroups of eMavenism is lacking, both hierarchical clustering results and repeated 

trying of K-means clustering were used to determine the number of clusters that best 

fit the sample. By using SPSS 15.0, algorithm in K-means clustering assigned each 

case to its corresponding cluster. The ANOVA table showing mean-square error in 

K-means clustering was also provided and interrupted. The researcher has the option 

to re-set the number of iterations and the convergence criterion. In order to realize 

convergence, the researcher can either increase the number of iterations or enter a 
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positive number less than or equal to 1 in the convergence box. This dissertation study 

enlarged the number of iterations from the default (10) to 20, kept the convergence 

criterion at 0, and achieved convergence.  

Five cluster solutions (2, 3, 4, 5, 6) were tried with K-means clustering. The 

rule of thumb for forming clusters is to minimize within-cluster variation and 

maximize between-cluster variation. Also, each cluster needs to have sufficient cases 

to be meaningful. A very small cluster with a few members may not suggest a 

subgroup. The number of members needs to be similar across clusters. Thus, 

clustering achieves balance. Based on these principles and the dendrogram results of 

hierarchical clustering, it appeared that the two-cluster solution was the best out of 

five cluster solutions. Below is the final cluster centers, Euclidean distances between 

final cluster centers, ANOVA table, as well as number of cases in each cluster when 

the cluster number was set at 2.  

 

 

Table 46 Final Cluster Centers formed by eMavenism, Altruism, and Status 

Seeking 

 

Cluster 

1 2 

eMavenism 3.98 5.53 

Altruism 2.75 3.55 

Status Seeking 3.94 5.81 

 

 

Table 47 Distances between Final Cluster Centers formed by eMavenism, 

Altruism, and Status Seeking 

Cluster 1 2 

1   2.560 

2 2.560   
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Table 48 ANOVA Table of K-Means Clustering by eMavenism, Altruism, and 

Status Seeking 

  Cluster Error F Sig. 

  

Mean 

Square df 

Mean 

Square df  

eMavenism 189.495 1 .776 311 244.131 .000 

Altruism 49.165 1 .591 311 83.134 .000 

Status Seeking 273.427 1 .809 311 337.977 .000 

The F tests should be used only for descriptive purposes because the clusters have been chosen to 

maximize the differences among cases in different clusters. The observed significance levels are 

not corrected for this and thus cannot be interpreted as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster 

means are equal. 

 

 

Table 49 Number of Cases in each Cluster formed by eMavenism, Altruism, and 

Status Seeking 

Cluster 1 151.000 

2 162.000 

Valid 313.000 

Missing .000 
 
 
 
 
 

SPSS 15.0 cannot visualize clusters. Hence, another clustering software, 

Weka, was employed to generate a visual of two clusters. For example, when the X 

axis was set as status seeking and the Y axis was set as eMavenism, the visualization 

of clusters was as follows (Figure 6).  
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Figure 6 Visual of Two Clusters formed by eMavenism, Altruism, and Status 

Seeking 

 
 

 

Along with the hierarchical clustering results, the two-cluster solution was 

acceptable, while not perfect.  The visualization indicated that cluster 1 and cluster 2 

had some overlaps. Moreover, cluster 1 appeared to be a little sparse and possessed a 

few outliers. Nevertheless, the two-cluster solution appeared to be the best fit for the 

data out of all the possibilities. Explanation was based on the two-cluster solution. 

Overall, according to the two-cluster solution, when respondents were high 

on eMavenism, they tended to score high on both altruism and status seeking. The 

significant ANOVA table suggested that eMavenism, altruism, and status seeking all 

contributed to discriminating the two clusters. The mean square errors in the ANOVA 

table indicated that out of these three variables, altruism (.591) was the best variable 

that helped discriminate between two clusters, followed by eMavenism (.776) and 

status seeking (.809). Although the details in 3, 4, 5, and 6 cluster solutions were not 



143 

 

reported in this dissertation study due to their imbalance between cluster numbers and 

small variations between clusters, the pattern of the final cluster centers were still 

briefly analyzed in order to address the exploratory prediction. It appeared that in 

three- or four-cluster solutions, when respondents possessed great eMavenism, they 

tended to score high on both altruism and status seeking. When respondents were 

moderately high on eMavenism, five- or six-cluster solution each contained one 

cluster of members who positioned high on status seeking while placing low on 

altruism. Nevertheless, five- or six-cluster solution did not appear to be good 

clustering solutions due to their imbalance in case numbers and lack of between-group 

variations. Moreover, only a few respondents belonged to the high-status-seeking and 

low-altruism cluster. 

Hierarchical clustering was performed for variables such as eMavenism, 

consumer self-confidence, and social comparison. The dendrogram results suggested 

that three clusters may best suit the sample. Then, three clusters were employed in 

K-means clustering. In order cross-validate the number of clusters that best suit the 

sample, 2, 4, and 5 clusters based on the dendrogram results were still tested in 

K-means clustering. However, the four- or five-cluster solution was very imbalanced, 

and the two-cluster solution generated a large mean square error for social comparison. 

Therefore, the three-cluster solution appeared to be the best cluster solution for the 

sample. Below is the final cluster centers, distances between final cluster centers, 

ANOVA table, as well as number of cases in each cluster when the cluster number 

was set at 3.  

 

 

 



144 

 

Table 50 Final Cluster Centers formed by eMavenism, Social Comparison, and 

Consumer Self-Confidence 

 

Cluster 

1 2 3 

eMavenism 3.75 5.47 5.50 

Social Comparison 3.19 4.72 2.18 

Consumer Self-Confidence 4.28 5.63 5.85 

 

 

 

Table 51 Distances between Final Cluster Centers formed by eMavenism, Social 

Comparison, and Consumer Self-Confidence 

Cluster 1 2 3 

1   2.668 2.561 

2 2.668   2.548 

3 2.561 2.548   

 

 

Table 52 ANOVA Table of K-Means Clustering by eMavenism, Social 

Comparison, and Consumer Self-Confidence 

  Cluster Error F Sig. 

  Mean Square df Mean Square df  

eMavenism 113.270 2 .659 310 171.827 .000 

Social Comparison 153.689 2 .843 310 182.286 .000 

Consumer Self-Confidence 79.140 2 .445 310 177.962 .000 

The F tests should be used only for descriptive purposes because the clusters have 

been chosen to maximize the differences among cases in different clusters. The 

observed significance levels are not corrected for this and thus cannot be interpreted 

as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster means are equal. 

 

 

Table 53 Number of Cases in each Cluster formed by eMavenism, Social 

Comparison, and Consumer Self-Confidence 

Cluster 1 127.000 

2 112.000 

3 74.000 

Valid 313.000 

Missing .000 
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Weka was again employed to generate a visual of three clusters. For example, 

when the X axis was set as social comparison and the Y axis was set as eMavenism, 

the visualization of clusters was as follows (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7 Visual of Three Clusters formed by eMavenism, Consumer 

Slef-Confidence, and Social Comparison 

 
 

According to the above visualization, cluster 1 and cluster 2 were 

distinguished from each other. Cluster 3 had a little overlap with both cluster 1 and 

cluster 2. Overall, three clusters were clear-cut and discriminant. The three-cluster 

solution, by and large, achieved between-group maximization based on the relatively 

small sample size (N=313). However, each cluster still had a few outliers and looked a 

little sparse. Within-group minimization was not perfect with the three-cluster 

solution. However, the three-cluster solution appeared to be the best out of all 

possibilities. 

Overall, according to the three-cluster solution, when respondents had great 
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eMavenism, they could be very high on consumer self-confidence and very low on 

social comparison in the mean time. The significant ANOVA table suggested that 

eMavenism, consumer self-confidence, and social comparison all contributed to 

discriminating the three clusters. The mean square errors in the ANOVA table 

indicated that out of these three variables, consumer self-confidence was the best 

variable that helped discriminate between three clusters, followed by eMavenism and 

social comparison.  

Discriminant Function Analysis  

Discriminant analysis was also performed in order to cross-validate 

clustering results. First, eMavenism was split into two groups by median. Therefore, 

the grouping variable, eMavenism, was defined as 1 and 2, with 1 representing the 

low eMavenism group and 2 indicating the high eMavenism group. Altruism and 

status seeking served as independent variables in discriminant analysis. The 

eigenvalue for this discriminant analysis was .25, which is not high. The larger the 

eigenvalue, the more of the variance in eMavenism is explained by the discriminant 

function. The multivariate test, Wilks‘ lambda, was .800 (p <. 001). It suggested that 

the discriminant function was a good fit for the sample. The standardized Canonical 

discriminant function coefficients were .433 for altruism and .776 for status seeking, 

suggesting status seeking was stronger in discriminating high vs. low eMavenism than 

altruism in the equation. Based on unstandardized Canonical discrimminant function 

coefficients, the equation for the discriminant function can be written out as follows: 

 

Discriminant Function : eMavenism= .529*altruism + .656*status seeking-4.891 
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The cut score for the above discriminant function equation was calculated 

based on group centroids. In SPSS output, the group centroid for the low eMavenism 

group was -.460 while the centroid for the high eMavenism group was .540. The cut 

score was halfway between the two centroids, that is, (-.460+.540)/2=.04. If a 

respondent‘s score based on the discriminant function equation is above .04, then the 

respondent is likely to be in the high eMavenism group. If their discriminant function 

equation scores are below .04, then they are likely to be members of the low 

eMavenism group. Overall, only 70.3% of original grouped cases were correctly 

classified. Both the eigenvalue and the percentage of correctly classified suggested 

that the discriminant function equation was not a very good model. Based on the 

discriminant function equation, respondents must score 3.48 and above on status 

seeking (a scale of 1 to 7) in order for the combined discriminant function score to be 

greater than .04 and classified into the high eMavenism group. The following table 

shows some possible combinations for the discriminant function equation score to be 

above .04, given that status seeking was measured on a scale of 1 to 7 while altruism 

was measured on a scale of 1 to 5. 

 

Table 54 High eMavenism Situations based on the Discriminant Function Analysis Equation 

Status seeking 14 out of 92 (15.22%) cases 

were between 3.48 and 5 

5-5.01 (high status 

seeking group) 

5.01-7 (high status seeking 

group) 

Altruism 5-3.12 (high altruism group) 3.12-3.11 (high 

altruism group) 

20 out of 88 (22.7%) cases 

were between 1 and 3.11 

 

 

According to the above table, the majority of respondents who were classified 

into the high eMavenism group scored relatively high (above the median of a variable) 

on both status seeking and altruism. Fourteen high eMavenism respondents (15.22%) 

who scored between 3.12 and 5 on altruism positioned low on status seeking (between 
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3.48 and 5). Twenty high eMavenism respondents who scored between 5.01 and 7 on 

status seeking positioned below 3.11 on altruism, accounting for 22.7% of eMavens 

who were within the same range of status seeking scores. Given that the discriminant 

function analysis equation had a relatively low eigenvalue and percentage of correctly 

classified cases, the statistics provided above were really rough and descriptive.  

Consumer self-confidence and social comparison served as independent 

variables in discriminant analysis, with high vs. low eMavenism as the dichotomous 

dependent variable. The eigenvalue for this discriminant analysis was .425, which is 

acceptable. The larger the eigenvalue, the more of the variance in eMavenism is 

explained by the discriminant function. The multivariate test, Wilks‘ lambda, was .702 

(p <. 001). It suggested that the discriminant function was a good fit for the sample. 

The standardized Canonical discriminant function coefficients were .968 for 

consumer self-confidence and .210 for social comparison. Based on unstandardized 

Canonical discrimminant function coefficients, the equation for the discriminant 

function can be written out as follows: 

 

Discriminant Function: eMavenism = 1.176*consumer self-confidence 

+ .157*social comparison-6.586 

 

 

The cut score for the above discriminant function equation was calculated 

based on group centroids. In SPSS output, the group centroid for the low eMavenism 

group was -.600 while the centroid for the high eMavenism group was .704. The cut 

score was halfway between the two centroids, that is, (-.600+.704)/2=.052. If a 

respondent‘s score on the discriminant function in terms of the above-mentioned 

equation is above .052, then the respondent is likely to be in the high eMavenism 
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group. If their discriminant function equation scores are below .052, then they are 

likely to be members of the low eMavenism group. Overall, 75.7% of original 

grouped cases were correctly classified. Based on the discriminant function equation, 

respondents must score 4.72 and above on consumer self-confidence in order for the 

combined discriminant function score to be greater than .052 and classified into the 

high eMavenism group. The following table shows some possible combinations for 

the discriminant function equation score to be above .052. 

 

Table 55 High eMavenism Situations based on the Discriminant Function Analysis Equation 

Consumer 

Self-Confidence 

11 out of 72 (15.28%) 

cases were between 4.72 

and 5.14 

5.14-5.15 (high 

consumer 

self-confidence 

group) 

5.15-7 (high consumer 

self-confidence group) 

Social 

Comparison 

7-3.78 (high social 

comparison group) 

3.78-3.67 (high 

social comparison 

group) 

46 out of 111 (41.4%) cases 

were between 1 and 3.67 

 

 

According to the above table, quite a few respondents who were classified into 

the high eMavenism group scored relatively high (above the median of a variable) on 

both consumer self-confidence and social comparison. Forty six high eMavenism 

respondents who scored high on consumer self-confidence positioned below the 

median of 3.67 on social comparison, accounting for 41.4% of eMavens who were 

within the same range of consumer self-confidence scores. There were only eleven 

eMavens (15.28%) hit high on social comparison while placing low on consumer 

self-confidence. Considering that the discriminant function analysis equation only 

correctly classified 75% of the cases, the statistics provided above should be read with 

caution.  
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Conclusion 

Based on cross-validation by using plot visualization, cross-tabulation, 

clustering, as well as discriminant function analysis, it is safe to say that the majority 

of eMavens had a great tendency on both altruism and status seeking, while a few 

eMavens were high on one tendency while low on the other. Both five- or six-cluster 

solution in K-means clustering and discriminant function analysis suggested that there 

could be a small subgroup of eMavens who were high on the self-serving interest 

(status seeking) while low on the other-regarding tendency (altruism). However, it is 

worthy of noting that the discriminant function analysis results were very rough and 

descriptive, and the five- or six-cluster solution in K-means clustering was not 

adopted due to great imbalance in membership across clusters. It remains open 

whether such a small high-self-serving-low-other-regarding subgroup of eMavenism 

does exist. It should be verified by either collecting a far larger sample (e.g., 

thousands of respondents) or replicating this dissertation study with different samples.     

Based on cross-validation by using plot visualization, cross-tabulation, 

clustering, as well as discriminant function analysis, it is safe to say that although 

quite a few eMavens had a great tendency on both altruism and status seeking, there 

was a subgroup of eMavens who positioned high on consumer self-confidence while 

placing low on social comparison. Nevertheless, when eMavens hit high on social 

comparison, they usually had a great tendency on consumer self-confidence as well. 

Parallel or Moderate 

The theoretical framework juxtaposes psychological tendencies, consumption 

factor, as well as technology factor. Due to the scarcity of literature on eMavenism, 

framework on eMavenism needs to be refined. The hierarchical regression results 
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suggested that psychological tendencies were the most important predictors of 

eMavenism, while demographics and the consumption factor did not have a direct 

impact on eMavenism. Nevertheless, the consumption factor and demographics such 

as gender may affect the relationships between psychological tendencies and 

eMavenism.  

Although not consistent, gender was found or theorized to be a moderator 

between altruism and its consequences. Females were theorized to be more altruistic 

in general than males, although in specific situations, altruism may transcend across 

genders (e.g., Brickell and Sylvia 2010; Kamas et al. 2008; Lin 2008). Females‘ 

communication objectives are mainly about socialization, networking (e.g., Awad and 

Ragowsky 2008; Kray et al. 2001; Langford and MacKinnon 2000), and they are 

likely to engage in social comparison, while men‘s chief communication goals are to 

look for better social standing, and they are likely to be more status seeking (e.g., 

Awad and Ragowsky 2008). Some literature indicated that there might be a gender 

difference in terms of self-confidence with men being more self confident than 

women (e.g., Barber et al. 2009). The consumption factor, market involvement may 

influence the relationship between psychological tendencies and eMavenism in that 

average people with certain psychological tendencies need to be involved in 

consumption in order to be influencers in the consumer domain.  

Although Internet skills were a good predictor of eMavenism, Internet skills 

may serve as a moderator between psychological tendencies and eMavenism given 

that people with certain psychological tendencies must be competent in Internet use in 

order to qualify as eMavens. Internet skills should have an impact on the relationship 

between psychological tendencies and eMavenism, and such a moderating role is 



152 

 

particularly important for eMavenism. Self-revelation is the opposite of anonymity. 

The two measurements were ―When I am online, I use my full real name‖ and ―When 

I am online, I use my full real name, and also reveal further personal info (like age, 

location, job etc.)‖ (Scott and Qian 2007). The measurements were adapted from 

Scott and Qian (2007) with major revision on measurement scale (from selecting one 

out of six options to Likert-type scale) and revision on the context (from blog specific 

to Internet in general). The two measurement items were extracted from six original 

measurement items since they formed the concept of ―discursively identified‖ in Scott 

and Qian (2007). Another measurement item of ―discursively identified‖ in Scott and 

Qian (2007) was not included in this dissertation study since the item, partial real 

name, is theoretically confusing in terms of whether it belongs to ―discursively 

anonymity‖ or ―discursively identified.‖ Partial real name can be a type of anonymity 

and remain unidentifiable to others. Therefore, it was excluded from the concept 

―self-revelation‖ in this dissertation study.  

Self-revelation is assumed to influence some of the relationships between 

psychological tendencies and eMavenism. For example, self-revelation may moderate 

altruism and continuous market helping tendency such as eMavenism, because 

self-revelation may help altruistic people gain personalized psychological rewards 

such as personal ―thank you‖ from others. Self-revelation may also be favorable to 

status-seeking people since their goal is to receive a better personal social standing 

while anonymity will de-individualize their effort to move up the social ladder. 

Self-revelation may attenuate the relationship between consumer self-confidence and 

eMavenism since being identifiable and traceable online will certainly be a concern 

for whether to express self-confidence in purchasing outwardly to other online 
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consumers.  

Gender may also impact upon the relationship between eMavenism and 

passing along positive vs. negative eWOM. Females may attenuate the relationship 

between eMavenism and negative eWOM pass-along, and accentuate the relationship 

between eMavenism and positive eWOM pass-along, as compared to males. Females 

appear to emphasize on bulding and maintaining relationships with others through 

communication while males are taught to be socially independent, strong and worry 

less about others (Brannon 1999). Females define themselves in terms of their social 

network and may even alter their opinions or behaviors to keep relationships with 

others (Clancy and Dollinger 1993; Brannon 1999; Garbarino and Strahilevitz 2004). 

As compared to males, females may focus more on the positive aspects of 

communication and avoid negativities or conflicts for the sake of network building 

and relationship maintenance. Therefore, the WOM of females may be more positive 

and less negative than that of males. Lucid marketing (2006) revealed that females 

gave more positive WOM than males.  

In the refined framework, relationships were also directly drawn between 

psychological tendencies and eWOM behavioral consequences with eMavenism as 

the mediator between their relationships. This is an initial attempt to see whether 

online consumer influencers such as eMavens are necessary for offering positive and 

negative eWOM or whether psychological profile is enough for eWOM giving 

(Figure 8). 
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Figure 8 Structural Equation Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Measurement Model 

The two-step approach advocated by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) was 

utilized to test the hypothesized research model. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

was used to refine the measures for input into the structural-equation model (SEM). 

AMOS 16.0 was performed to conduct a CFA with four antecedents (altruism, 

status seeking, consumer self-confidence—information acquisition, and social 

comparison). Items were removed on the basis of their measurement properties 

(loading≥.70 and variance extracted≥.50) in order to purify the measures. In the case 

of the 17-item antecedent measures, an acceptable fit was achieved (chi-square=221.8, 

df=113, chi-square/df=1.96; GFI=.92; CFI=.97; TLI=.97; RMSEA=.056; SRMR=.04). 

The chi-square statistic was significant, indicating that the measurement model's 
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covariance structure was significantly different from the observed covariance matrix. 

However, because the model chi-square is so conservative (prone to Type II error), 

researchers may well discount a significant chi-square finding if other model fit 

measures support the model. First, the ratio of chi-square to degree of freedom was 

below 2, which is deemed good by convention (Kline 1998). Second, the comparative 

fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) 

were highlighted in the fitness of the model, considering these indices are relatively 

independent of sample size (Gerbing and Anderson 1993). The model exceeded the 

good fit level of .95 for CFI (Schumacker and Lomax 2004) and TLI. RMSEA almost 

achieved a good model fit (≤ .05) and was certainly an adequate fit (≤ 0.08) since it 

was .056 (Hu and Benter 1999). SRMR exceeded the criterion of SRMR ≤ .05, 

suggesting a well-fit model (Byrne, 1998; Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2000). By 

convention, GFI greater than .90 is considered acceptable. 

The CFA model provided evidence of convergent validity in that the average 

variance extracted (AVE) for each construct was at least .50 (Fornell and Larcker 

1981). Also, discriminant validity of all pairs was tested by constraining the estimated 

correlation parameter between the compared two constructs to 1.0 and then 

performing a chi-square difference test on the values obtained for the constrained and 

unconstrained models (Anderson and Gerbing 1988). All six chi-square difference 

tests for four antecedent measures were significant, indicating that the discriminant 

validity of all pairs was achieved. Reliabilities of the constructs were assessed via 

Cronbach’s alpha and the Fornell and Larcker‘s (1981) construct reliability (≥.70).  
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Table 56 Reliabilities of the Constructs 

 Average Variance Extracted Construct Reliability Cronbach‘s alpha 

Status .75 .90 .89 

Altruism .50 .72 .83 

Consumer self-confidence: 

Information acquisition 

.81 .94 .94 

Social comparison .69 .73 .92 

 

 

Table 57 Standardized Regression Weights of Indicators in CFA 

Altruism1 .64 

Altruism3 .68 

Altruism6 .77 

Altruism12 .78 

Altruism13 .65 

Status seeking3 .67 

Status seeking4 .96 

Status seeking5 .95 

Social comparison1 .72 

Social comparison2 .82 

Social comparison3 .93 

Social comparison4 .90 

Social comparison6 .78 

Consumer self-confidence: information 

acquisition1 

.89 

Consumer self-confidence: information 

acquisition2 

.93 

Consumer self-confidence: information 

acquisition3 

.92 

Consumer self-confidence: information 

acquisition4 

.96 

 

Overall, the measurement model was supported by the results of the CFA. 

However, it was worthy of noting that nine items were eliminated from the construct 

altruism due to their relative low factor loadings (less than .70) and negative 

contribution to average variance extracted (less than .50). Although many items of 

altruism were removed for the purpose of measurement purification, the remaining 

five items should still differentiate respondents who scored relatively high on altruism 

from those who scored relative low and the remaining five items are valid and reliable. 
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The purpose of this dissertation study is not to identify respondents with stable 

altruistic personality. Rather, this dissertation study aims for analyzing the 

relationship between relative altruistic tendencies of respondents and eMavenism. 

Therefore, though the number of measurement items was reduced to five, the purified 

measure of altruism should still help accomplish the research objective. The 

measurement items for status seeking were reduced from five to three while the 

substantive content of the measure should still be kept. Social comparison and 

consumer self-confidence had one item removed each. The removed item in social 

comparison had a low factor loading while the removed item in consumer 

self-confidence had heavy loadings on all other constructs, especially on altruism.  

Structural Model 

The hypothesized model was tested via structural-equation modeling. The rule 

of thumb for the sample size of the structural model is eight times the number of 

variables plus 50. Therefore, the 24-item structural model should have a minimum of 

242 cases. Given this dissertation study drew 313 respondents, the structural model 

should be reliable. One item measuring eMavenism was eliminated due to low factor 

loading (eMavenism 6). The eMavenism measure yielded good reliability and validity 

(Cronbach‘s alpha=.89, Construct reliability=.90, Average variance extracted=.63). 

Since average variance extracted was greater than .50, convergent validity manifested 

for eMavenism. Discriminant validity between eMavenism and four antecedents were 

tested through Anderson and Gerbing‘s (1988) procedure. All four tests showed 

discriminant validity between eMavenism and four antecedents. 
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Table 58 Standardized Regression Weights of eMavenism in 

Structural Equation Modeling 

eMavenism1 .73 

eMavenism2 .80 

eMavenism3 .79 

eMavenism4 .77 

eMavenism5 .87 

 

The direction and strengths of the paths are present in the following table. The 

structural model provided an acceptable fit to the sample: chi-square=603.32, df=234, 

p <.001, chi-square/df=2.58, CFI=.93, IFI=.93, TLI=.92, RMSEA =.071, and 

SRMR=.0498. The R square value for eMavenism was .53, for passing along positive 

eWOM was .27, and for passing along negative eWOM was .21, indicating these 

endogenous variables explaining a significant amount of variance and having the 

explanatory power. Moreover, most structural paths between constructs were 

significant.  

 

Table 59 Unstandardized Path Weights in Structural Equation Modeling 

Paths Regression 

Weights 

C.R. P 

Status seeking to eMavenism .17 2.62 .009** 

Altruism to eMavenism .28 3.69 .000*** 

Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to 

eMavenism 

.53 8.96 .000*** 

Social comparison to eMavenism .17 3.74 .000*** 

eMavenism to passing along positive eWOM 2.13 5.33 .000*** 

eMavenism to passing along negative eWOM 1.46 4.35 .000*** 

Status seeking to passing along positive eWOM -.09 -.25 .800 

Status seeking to passing along negative eWOM -.68 -2.33 .020* 

Altruism to passing along positive eWOM 1.42 3.45 .000*** 

Altruism to passing along negative eWOM 1.26 3.62 .000*** 

Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to passing 

along positive eWOM 

-.36 -1.01 .315 

Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to passing 

along negative eWOM 

-.19 -.62 .539 

Social comparison to passing along positive eWOM -.26 -1.10 .272 

Social comparison to passing along negative eWOM .26 1.29 .197 
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However, most direct paths between psychological tendencies and positive or 

negative eWOM pass-along were not significant. Altruism not only affected 

eMavenism but also directly affected eWOM pass-along. Status seeking had a direct 

and negative impact on negative eWOM pass-along.  

eMavenism may be considered a mediator to the extent to which it carries the 

influence of psychological tendencies (IV) to passing along positive or negative 

eWOM (DV). The purpose of the Sobel test is to check whether eMavenism carries 

the influence of psychological tendencies (IV) to passing along positive or negative 

eWOM (DV) in a structural model. By using the online calculator for the Sobel test 

(Calculation for the Sobel Test; Equation: z-value = a*b/SQRT(b
2
*SE

2
a + a

2
*SE

2
b); a 

and b represent unstandardized coefficients for the two paths related to eMavenism; 

SEa and SEb represent the standard errors for the same two paths), whether 

eMavenism was a mediator was tested.  
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Table 60 Sobel Test of the Mediation Effect of eMavenism 

 z p 

AltruismeMavenismPositive eWOM 3.02 .003** 

AltruismeMavenismNegative eWOM 3.66 .000*** 

Status seekingeMavenismPositive eWOM -.25 .802 

Status seekingeMavenismNegative eWOM -1.73 .081 

Social comparisoneMavenismPositive eWOM -1.05 .292 

Social comparisoneMavenismNegative eWOM 1.22 .223 

Consumer self-confidence: Information 

acquisitioneMavenismPositive eWOM 

-1.00 .319 

Consumer self-confidence: Information 

acquisitioneMavenismNegative eWOM 

-.61 .539 

 

The above table suggested that eMavenism served as the mediator between 

altruism and eWOM provision. An altruistic tendency can directly lead to eWOM 

provision and indirectly lead to eWOM provision through eMavenism. In other words, 

eMavenism could explain the relationship between altruism and eWOM provision. 

Status seeking had a direct and negative impact on negative eWOM giving. However, 

eMavenism was not the mediator between status seeking and negative eWOM giving 

and could not explain the relationship between status seeking and negative eWOM 

giving. In other words, status seeking not only helped profile eMavenism but also 

directly affected negative eWOM giving as well. The direct effect of status seeking on 

negative eWOM giving was not accounted for or taken on by online consumer 

influencers, eMavens. Social comparison and consumer self-confidence had no direct 
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impact on eWOM giving at all. Neither did status seeking on positive eWOM giving. 

eMavenism could not be the mediator since there were no direct relationships between 

these psychological tendencies and positive or negative eWOM pass-along. In other 

words, social comparison and consumer self-confidence only helped profile 

eMavenism, and then online consumer influencers, eMavens, determined eWOM 

giving. In the case of status seeking, it helped profile eMavens, and then eMavens 

offered positive eWOM.  

Whether eMavens offered more positive than negative eWOM was tested in 

the full structural model. The paths from eMavenism to positive eWOM and negative 

eWOM were constrained (chi-square=605.4, df=235). The chi-square difference test 

between the constrained and unconstrained full structural models was insignificant 

(△chi-square=1.68, △df=1), indicating that although in the full structural model the 

regression weight of the path from eMavenism to positive eWOM (2.13) was greater 

than that to negative eWOM (1.46), the magnitude difference of the regression 

weights was not statistically significant in the full structural model. However, the 

result must be explained with caution, because the chi-square statistic is very sensitive 

to sample size and number of parameters. Due to the relatively small sample size and 

complexity of the structural model, it is not surprising to obtain the insignificant 

chi-square difference test. Nevertheless, when the model is much less complex or the 

sample size is larger, a significant difference between eMavens‘ positive and negative 

eWOM provision is likely to take place      

For example, a simple model with two paths from eMavenism to passing along 

positive or negative eWOM was built. A chi-square difference test was performed 

based on the constrained and unconstrained models. A significantly lower chi-square 
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value for the unconstrained model indicates that the strengths of the two paths are 

significantly different. The chi-square difference test was significant (△

chi-square=5.5, △df=1, p<.05). Moreover, paired sample t-test can compare means 

where the two groups are repeated measures. Only the high eMavenism group (N=144) 

was selected in SPSS. The paired sample t-test was significant (t=6.20, p<.001) in the 

high eMavenism group and showed that eMavens gave significantly more positive 

(M=6.17) than negative eWOM (M=3.59). Both efforts suggested that when only the 

relationships between eMavenism and negative/positive eWOM giving were 

considered (not the full structural model), eMavens did statistically provide more 

positive than negative eWOM. 

A principle component factor analysis was conducted to purify the 

measurements for moderators. An eigenvalue of 1.00 as the stopping criterion and a 

factor loading value of .4 as the factor interpretation were used. Principal component 

analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation yielded 3 factors with 12 items. Four items for 

Internet skills were eliminated from principle component factor analysis due to poor 

loading and cross loading. The remaining five items still appear to reflect respondents‘ 

competency in Internet use. These three factors explained 77.05 percent of the matrix 

variance. The reliability for each moderator exceeded the acceptable level (Internet 

skills: alpha=.92; market involvement: alpha=.89; self-revelation: alpha=.87). 
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Table 61 Component Factor Anlysis of Moderators 

 1 2 3 

Internet skills1 .85   

Internet skills2 .91   

Internet skills3 .84   

Internet skills4 .86   

Internet skills5 .89   

Involvement1  .91  

Involvement2  .78  

Involvement3  .90  

Involvement4  .79  

Involvement5  .80  

Self-revelation1   .91 

Self-revelation2   .91 

 

 

Moderating effects testing followed the procedure developed by Dabholkar 

and Bagozzi (2001). Moderators such as Internet skills, market involvement, and 

self-revelation were divided into high and low groups by median split. Dabholkar and 

Bagozzi‘s (2001) procedure first verified that group differences, rather than 

measurement errors of the dependent variables, caused the changes in coefficients. 

Therefore, moderating effects are not spuriously existent. Then, their procedure tested 

the direction and magnitude of the changes in the relationships in the structural model 

due to moderators. Their procedure involves four models that are examined between 

two groups (high vs. low group or females vs. males). 

For each moderator, model A constrained all factor loadings between the two 

groups, and the error variances of the measurement items for endogenous variables 

were also constrained. Since positive and negative eWOM had a single measurement, 

they were treated as manifest variables and thus they had no measurement item to 

constrain. Only the measurement items for eMavenism were constrained. Model B set 

the factor loadings free but constrained error variances. Model C let both factor 

loadings and error variances free. Model D constrained factor loadings while letting 
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error variances free (Dabholkar and Bagozzi 2001). Model A and Model D (and 

Model B and Model C) were compared. Insignificant chi-square difference indicates 

that the moderating effect is not caused by the measurement error in the dependent 

variables and therefore was not spurious (Dabholkar and Bagozzi 2001). 

Except market involvement, for gender, Internet skills, and self-revelation, the 

chi-square differences between models A and D were nonsignificant. So were 

between models B and C. Then, models A and B or Models D and C were compared. 

The chi-square difference between the two models (either models A and B or models 

D and C) was further divided by the change in degrees of freedom. If the result is 

significant for one degree of freedom, then there is significant difference between the 

two groups and the moderator has an impact on the relationship between independent 

and dependent variables. Unfortunately, model A was not sufficiently different from 

model B in each case (similar results in the comparison of model C and D). Thus, the 

moderating effects for the four variables (i.e., gender, Internet skills, self-revelation, 

and market involvement) were refuted.  
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Table 62 Moderating Effect Tests 

 Model Chi-Square Degrees of 

Freedom 

Internet skills A 943.6 490 

 B 929.5 473 

 C 925.3 468 

 D 944.1 485 

Market 

involvement 

A 958.4 490 

 B 926.7 473 

 C 914 968 

 D 944.1 485 

Self-revelation A 935.6 490 

 B 925.7 473 

 C 921.7 485 

 D 928.1 469 

Gender A 1025.4 490 

 B 1010.2 477 

 C 1001.6 468 

 D 1018.7  485 

 

 

The moderating tests in SEM did not reveal the expected moderating effects in 

the full model. It could be due to a relatively small sample and/or a number of paths. 

Therefore, three regressions were conducted in order to first break the full model into 

small sections and then test prospective moderating effects. Anticipated moderators 

were tested between psychological tendencies and eMavenism (all four moderators 

tested with all four psychological tendencies simultaneously in one regression), 

between eMavenism and positive eWOM (all four moderators tested simultaneously 

in one regression), and between eMavenism and negative eWOM (all four moderators 

tested simultaneously in one regression). Among the moderators, gender was dummy 

coded and then put into the regression. As a result, self-revelation turned out to be a 

moderator between altruism and eMavenism (their interaction was significant, p<.05). 

Internet skills moderated the relationship between social comparison and eMavenism 
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(their interaction was significant, p<.05), and the relationship between consumer 

self-confidence (information acquisition) and eMavenism (their interaction was 

significant, p<.01). Moreover, gender marginally moderated the relationship between 

eMavenism and passing along negative eWOM (p=.05). The results suggested that 

except market involvement, all other moderators did moderate some relationships in a 

less complex model. Unfortunately, since they did not moderate most of the 

relationships in the full model, the moderating effect as a whole for each moderator 

did not emerge in the full-model SEM multi-group comparisons. When the full model 

was broken down into one regression concerning antecedents and two regressions 

pertaining to consequences, the moderating effects on some relationships began to 

show.  

Multi-Group Analysis of SEM between the Two Genders 

Hierarchical regression is one way to test whether eMavenism differs in terms 

of gender. In hierarchical regression, gender served as another independent variable. It 

is important to analyze whether eMavenism differs across genders. In the past 

literature, females were said to be dominant on mavenism due to their market 

involvement, purchase agent role for the family, and wide interests in a variety of 

commodities. Whether females‘ dominance will continue in eMavenism remains a 

question since male and female Internet users are nearly half to half in the US market, 

males are said to be more competent in Internet use than females, and males may be 

aware of a wider range of commodities than before. Therefore, it is interesting to test 

whether the full structural model works across genders. A multi-group analysis of 

SEM was then performed between the two genders.   

The model for females was acceptable (chi-square=487.3, p<.001, df=234; 
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chi-square/df=2.08; CFI=.92, IFI=.92, TLI=.91, RMSEA =.073, and SRMR=.06). The 

model fit for males was not as good as that for females (chi-square=513.5, p<.001, 

df=234; chi-square/df=2.20; CFI=.87, IFI=.87, TLI=.85, and SRMR=.06). The model 

for males had a small sample size (N=108) and a number of parameters, which makes 

it vulnerable to degraded fit. Cote suggests that fit indices in the 0.80 range may be 

justified due to the complexity of the model and the small sample size. The results of 

the multi-group analysis of SEM must be read with caution since the sample size for 

females (N=205) and for males (N=108) is not sufficient enough for a complex SEM 

model like the one tested before. However, an SEM model with a small sample size is 

still allowed to proceed and the results need to be read with great caution since the 

model may be unreliable due to small sample size. 

After establishing model in each group, a multi-group testing between females 

and males was then conducted. The measurement variance was first tested in order to 

verify that measurements carry the same connotation to both males and females. In 

other words, the parameter difference was not caused by different understanding of 

the measurements across the groups. Measurement invariance was tested by 

comparing the chi-square difference of the two models—the unconstrained model (in 

which all factor loadings were set free to vary between the two genders) and the 

constrained model (in which all factor loadings were constrained to be equal across 

the two genders) (Vandenberg 2002; Vandenberg and Lance 2000; Chelminski and 

Coulter 2007). The nonsignificant chi-square difference indicated that the 

measurements were invariant across genders. That is, the measurements applied to 

both genders. The fit of the constrained model with all factor loadings set equal across 

genders did not deteriorate significantly in terms of chi-square, indicating 
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measurement invariance between the two sexes. The measurement invariance was 

upheld before testing structural invariance. Structural invariance was tested by 

comparing the unconstrained full structural model (in which no path wasset to be 

equal) with the constrained model in which all paths were constrained to be equal 

across the two genders. The chi-square difference test again showed insignificance 

and indicated invariance across genders (Kline 1998) (Unconstrained model: 

chi-square=1001.6, df=468; Constrained model: chi-square=1022.1, df=488; 

chi-square difference was 20.5 when df was 20 and the chi-square difference was 

insignificant). It provided evidence for the invariance of the structural structure 

between the two sex groups.    

Then, the researcher systematically went through the possibilities, one at a 

time, constraining a structural path weight while freeing all other parameters in order 

to see if there is any structural path coefficient significantly different across genders. 

Although comparing one path at a time is analogous to fishing, given that eMavenism 

is an understudied and underdeveloped research topic and this dissertation study made 

initial attempts to make a better understanding of the topic, the exploratory results will 

contribute to eMavenism literature and provide topics for future research. Systematic 

comparison of paths was also adopted by other exploratory studies (e.g., Chelminski 

and Coulter 2007). To compare the structural paths between genders, unstandardized 

regression weights were used according to Chelminski and Coulter (2007). The results 

of the path comparisons across genders indicated that only the path between social 

comparison and passing along negative eWOM was statistically significant across 

genders (△chi-square=4.7, △df=1, p<.05). In the male group, this path was 

insignificant and indicated a negative relationship (regression weight=-.44) while the 
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path was significant and positive in the female group (regression weight=.49). 

Although other path weights were nonsignificant across groups in the comparison of 

the full structural model, several path weight differences related to eMavenism were 

worthy of noting since they might be significant in a less complex structural model 

(with less paths). They were the path between status seeking and eMavenism 

(insignificant in the male group while significant in the female group) and the path 

between eMavenism and negative eWOM (the strength was much stronger in the male 

group). 
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Table 63 Path Weights Comparison across Gender Groups 

Paths Regression 

Weights 

C.R. P 

Females: Status seeking to eMavenism .20 2.61 .009** 

Males: Status seeking to eMavenism .06 .52 .607 

Females: Altruism to eMavenism .31 3.00 .003** 

Males: Altruism to eMavenism .28 2.27 .023* 

Females: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition 

to eMavenism 

.58 7.48 .000*** 

Males: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to 

eMavenism 

.48 5.07 .000*** 

Females: Social comparison to eMavenism .17 3.07 .002** 

Males: Social comparison to eMavenism .15 2.20 .028* 

Females: eMavenism to passing along positive eWOM 1.91 3.91 .000*** 

Males: eMavenism to passing along positive eWOM 2.65 3.92 .000*** 

Females: eMavenism to passing along negative eWOM 1.07 2.96 .003** 

Males: eMavenism to passing along negative eWOM 2.28 3.49 .000*** 

Females: Status seeking to passing along positive eWOM -.13 -.30 .762 

Males: Status seeking to passing along positive eWOM .13 .23 .819 

Females: Status seeking to passing along negative eWOM -.74 -2.34 .019* 

Males: Status seeking to passing along negative eWOM -.40 -.72 .474 

Females: Altruism to passing along positive eWOM 1.32 2.39 .017* 

Males: Altruism to passing along positive eWOM 1.59 2.32 .021* 

Females: Altruism to passing along negative eWOM 1.20 2.86 .004** 

Males: Altruism to passing along negative eWOM 1.43 2.13 .033* 

Females: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition 

to passing along positive eWOM 

-.37 -.80 .427 

Males: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to 

passing along positive eWOM 

-.47 -.84 .399 

Females: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition 

to passing along negative eWOM 

.02 .06 .955 

Males: Consumer self-confidence: Information acquisition to 

passing along negative eWOM 

-.57 -1.04 .300 

Females: Social comparison to passing along positive eWOM -.12 -.39 .694 

Males: Social comparison to passing along positive eWOM -.69 -1.84 .066 

Females: Social comparison to passing along negative 

eWOM 
.49 2.21 .027* 

Males: Social comparison to passing along negative eWOM -.44 -1.20 .230 

 

  



171 

 

CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

Summary and Discussion 

It was hypothesized that eMavenism was positively associated with six 

psychological tendencies: altruism, status seeking, attention seeking, consumer 

self-confidence, consumer need for uniqueness, and social comparison. These 

hypothesized relationships were mainly supported by the main study. This dissertation 

study provides a better theoretical understanding of the psychological underpinnings 

of eMavenism.  

When all psychological variables were placed in one regression analysis, 

attention seeking and consumer need for uniqueness were insignificant predictors. 

However, when only altruism, status seeking, and attention seeking served as 

independent variables in the regression, attention seeking became a moderately strong 

predictor of eMavenism. Also, correlation tests indicated that eMavenism was 

moderately related to attention seeking and consumer need for uniqueness. One 

possible explanation is that some psychological factors might mediate other factors‘ 

relationship with eMavenism.  

Among all the psychological antecedents, consumer self-confidence 

appeared to be the most important one, followed by altruism, status seeking, and 

social comparison. All four tendencies for the first time were demonstrated to be 

related to eMavenism. More specifically, consumer self-confidence and altruism were 

found to be positively linked to market mavenism (e.g., Chelminski and Coulter 2007; 

Clark et al. 2008; Price et al. 1995; Walsh et al. 2004) and they appeared to positively 

impact eMavenism as well. This dissertation study is the first to associate status 
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seeking and social comparison with eMavenism on the basis of Internet information 

sharing studies and interpersonal communication research (e.g., Hill 1987; Lampel 

and Bhalla 2007).  

Although it is a convention to draw a college student sample in a pretest, the 

results showed that a college student sample and a consumer sample yielded different 

degrees to which psychological tendencies affected eMavenism. The pretest depicted 

that college students, on average, had high dispositional levels of all six psychological 

tendencies. However, only consumer self-confidence strongly influenced and 

explained eMavenism. All other psychological variables appeared to be common 

traits of college students while not predicting eMavenism in particular. Especially, 

college students self-reported that they were altruistic in general. Nevertheless, 

altruism was not a dispositional motivation for college students to be highly 

positioned on eMavenism. One possible explanation could be that college students 

regard community service, etc. as altruistic behaviors while helping other consumers 

with consumption-related requests on the Internet is perceived as consumerized and 

should not be explained by an altruistic tendency.  

Market involvement was found to positively influence market mavenism 

(e.g., Price et al. 1995). However, correlation tests suggest that market involvement 

alone was only weakly related to eMavenism. It is possible that other antecedents 

such as consumer self-confidence mediated the positive relationship between market 

involvement and eMavenism in regression analysis. Since market involvement alone 

was only weakly related to eMavenism in bivariate correlation, its insignificant 

relationship with eMavenism in regression analysis may signal the primary difference 

between market mavenism and eMavenism.  
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Market involvement refers to a consumer‘s involvement with the 

marketplace and its entertainment. This demands a tremendous amount of time 

devoted to shopping at physical malls and interactions with service employees, and 

often exposes consumers to sufficient product- or market-related information (Higie et 

al. 1987; Ruvio and Shoham 2007; Shoham et al. 1997; Wiedmann et al. 2001). 

Market involvement may run counter to Internet information seeking and giving. 

Internet use studies found that the fundamental reasons for consumers to engage in 

online activities such as online shopping are convenience and time-saving (e.g., 

Bagdoniene and Zemblyte 2009; Dholakia and Uusitalo 2002). Therefore, eMavens 

and other heavy Internet users are unlikely to do much shopping at the physical 

marketplace.  

Further, interactions with service employees were often found to be 

negatively associated with self-service machine operation such as online search 

engine use. For example, researchers confirmed that consumers who have a greater 

need for interpersonal communication with retailer employees are resistant to 

self-service machine use (Forman and Sriram 1991; Prendergast and Marr 1994). 

Consumers receive sufficient information from service employees. There is no need 

for them to go through a ―cold‖ machine to find out the information by themselves 

(Dabholkar and Bagozzi 2002). In contrast, heavy Internet users are likely to be more 

comfortable with non-personal methods of information-gathering and have less need 

for traditional marketplace activities or interactions. Moreover, according to literature, 

market involvement often accommodates social interactions with friends (e.g., Price 

et al. 1988; Walsh et al. 2004). If frequent WOM communication already occurs 

between market mavens and their friends, eWOM communication may become 
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secondary and unimportant to market mavens and this may stop market mavens from 

evoling into eMavens. Hence, the insignificant relationship between market 

involvement and eMavenism is understandable and may serve as the starting point to 

analyze the differences between eMavenism and market mavenism. 

Internet skills were the second important predictor of eMavenism in the main 

study whose respondents were drawn from an online consumer panel. They had 

various professions and levels of education. In this case, Internet skills did play a role 

in the dispositional level of eMavenism. However, it was insignificant in the pretest 

with a college student sample. Nevertheless, college student respondents, on average, 

possessed a great ability to use various Internet functions, thereby suggesting more 

technology factors need to be explored in order to single out high eMavenism people 

from college students. 

Overall, demographics did not influence eMavenism when all other 

antecedents were also entered in the regression. Psychological antecedents and 

technology factor explained far more variance in eMavenism than demographics. The 

present dissertation study adds to the limited knowledge of eMavenism, suggesting 

that eMavenism is less a function of consumer demographics but more a function of 

psychological tendencies as well as a technology factor. There has been a shift from 

focusing on consumer demographics to focusing on consumer psychographics in 

studies of market mavenism. Given that there are many male Internet users (Pew 

Internet Research 2009) and consumers at all levels of income are able to find 

products/services in their best interest from the Internet, demographics alone do seem 

to be too negligible to influence eMavenism. More studies need to be conducted to 

shed light on psychological and technological antecedents of eMavenism.  
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However, in the main study, when only demographics were analyzed, age 

was a significant and negative predictor of eMavenism as hypothesized. When 

demographics were placed in the regression with all other antecedents, the 

relationship between age and eMavenism was very likely to be mediated by 

antecedents such as Internet skills and therefore dropped to an insignificant level.  

In the pretest, results were unstable due to the fact that some college student 

respondents skipped demographic questions. Depending on how many responses were 

included in one regression, either income or gender was significant in different 

regressions. Due to the fluctuation over different regressions, these results should be 

considered descriptive rather than analytical.  

Additionally, the college student sample indicated that females were more 

likely to be high on eMavenism than males, and respondents from a wealthier family 

were more likely to score high on eMavenism than those from a less wealthy family. 

The first result was as hypothesized while the second one ran counter to the 

proposition. One possible problem with the hypothesis concerning income and 

eMavenism is that there could be a curvilinear relationship between income and 

eMavenism. Consumers low on income supposedly shy away from purchasing many 

goods. On the other hand, high-income consumers may not have intrinsic motivation 

to find the best value goods for their money and acquire consumption knowledge 

along the way. The college student sample captured many respondents from 

moderate-income families in the US market. Therefore, respondents indicated a 

positive relationship between household income and eMavenism. Future studies need 

to explore the possibility of the curvilinear relationship between income and 

eMavenism based on a consumer sample with a wide range of income levels. 
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eMavenism was related to the selection of two types of anonymity. One was 

remaining totally anonymous online and the other was using a non-obvious 

pseudonym. It may be understandable for highly eMavenist consumers to use a 

non-obvious pseudonym. Interpersonal communication studies identified that 

self-disclosure was closely related to the behavioral tendency to engage in social 

interactions with others (e.g., Hill 1987; Ksionzky and Mehrabian 1980). When a 

person is interested in communicating with others, self-revelation, including signaling 

some personal information, will help engage conversational partners, add more 

credibility to the speaker, and uplift the conversation to a more intimate level (Hill 

1987). Meanwhile, anonymity is necessary in the Internet context because anonymity 

protects people from being victimized by online predators (Nissenbaum 1999). 

eMavens‘ desire for socialization and fear of being attacked may lead to an eclectic 

decision, namely, using a non-obvious pseudonym.  

Anonymity also offers a good way for people to voice their own opinions 

freely and go through online transactions confidentially (Nissenbaum 1999). 

Therefore, perhaps some eMavens preferred remaining totally anonymous online in 

order to hold no accountability for the extreme eWOM that they would dare not 

disseminate otherwise.  

The findings from both the pretest and main study exhibited that highly 

eMavenist respondents used a wider variety of online communication platforms than 

minimally eMavenist ones. The list of online communication platforms most likely to 

accommodate eWOM communication such as consumer review Websites and coupon 

Websites did work towards eMavens‘ advantage. However, the results did not specify 

whether eMavens visited those online communication platforms mostly for eWOM 
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seeking or giving. Moreover, it can be only assumed that since eMavens visited those 

Websites significantly more often, they had greater chances to seek or give eWOM 

through those online communication platforms. There is still a possibility that 

eMavens use some online communication platforms for more eWOM communication 

while using others to share non-commercial, daily life experiences.  

Both the pretest and main study found that highly eMavenist respondents 

tended to pass along more positive than negative eWOM. The results ran counter to 

the hypothesis. Although past literature showed that consumers tend to pass along 

more negative than positive WOM or eWOM, more recent applied eWOM research 

suggests that product reviewers posted positive eWOM in various product review 

Websites (e.g., eMarketer 2007). Past studies were conducted to survey all consumers 

(e.g., Gildin 2002; Herr et al. 1991; Ito et al. 1998; Nielsen 2007). Moreover, most 

eWOM communication studies in the past addressed a specific online communication 

platform, email (e.g., Phelps et al. 2004). In other words, an average Joe in the US 

market may tend to pass along more negative than positive eWOM through a highly 

personal and private online communication channel, email, to their family or friends.  

The more recent applied research was distinct from other research in at least 

two significant ways (e.g., eMarketer 2007). First, the product reviewers surveyed are 

relatively active eWOM communicators. Some of them are likely to position highly 

on eMavenism. The goal of most product reviewers in posting a review is to help 

other consumers (e.g., eMarketer 2007). In this case, those product reviewers 

including eMavens must be highly aware of their public image and attempt to present 

an altruistic and helpful image of themselves to other consumers. They do not want to 

be considered mean and negative. Therefore, their posted reviews lean towards 
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positive, too. Price et al. (1995) also found that when market mavens emphasized 

altruistic tendencies, they generated positive behavioral consequences. Nevertheless, 

when market mavens underlined collectivistic consumer tendencies which attempt to 

protect and caution other consumers, they focused on negativities.  

Secondly, the applied research cited by eMarketer was conducted in the 

context of consumer review Websites. Such an impersonal online communication 

platform focusing on the one-to-many communication mode may affect the valence of 

eWOM. Public self-awareness should be heightened when millions of others are 

supposed to watch (e.g., Fenigstein 1979; Fenigstein et al. 1975). A heightened public 

self-awareness is always associated with presenting self carefully and positively to 

others (e.g., Fenigstein 1979; Fenigstein et al. 1975). Hence, it is likely for product 

reviewers, on average, to pass along more positive than negative eWOM in product 

review Websites. This dissertation study did not identify eMavens in a particular 

Internet context. However, according to the relationship between eMavenism and uses 

of various online communication platforms, respondents high on eMavenism were 

more frequent visitors of shopping Websites, consumer review Websites, coupon 

Websites, and corporate Websites. Those were impersonal Websites that might 

heighten respondents‘ sense of public self-awareness and thus influence them to pass 

along primarily positive eWOM.  

Theoretical Implications 

This dissertation examines antecedents that drive an average consumer to 

position high on eMavenism. As part of antecedents, psychological tendencies such as 

social comparison and status seeking were, for the first time, theoretically linked to 

eMavenism. Other psychological tendencies such as altruism and consumer 
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self-confidence were found to positively affect eMavenism. The results build a 

theoretical linkage between eMavenism and antecedents relative to traditional market 

mavenism. The insignificant relationships between demographics and eMavenism call 

for a shift from focusing on consumer demographics to focusing on consumer 

psychographics in theorizing eMavenism. 

This dissertation also attempts to understand high eMavenism consumers‘ 

eWOM communication behaviors. The findings depict high eMavenism consumers‘ 

preferences for anonymity types, online communication platforms, and the valence of 

eWOM. The findings build a solid theoretical foundation for understanding 

eMavenism in their eWOM communication. 

Managerial Implications 

Overall, the results suggest that eMavens exist across demographic groups. 

eMavens are no longer constrained to old consumers with much leisure time in hand, 

the unemployed with the hope of budgeting shopping, or housewives who take the 

responsibility of purchasing for the household (Price et al. 1987; Price et al. 1995). In 

fact, those who actively engage in eWOM communication can be found in a broad 

variety of demographic groups such as young professionals and consumers with 

moderate income. eWOM communication is widely acceptable to consumers 

regardless of their economic and social status. eWOM communication participants 

may have greater purchasing power than expected. Advertisers can feel comfortable 

with launching campaigns through eMavens to reach a variety of consumer segments. 

Nevertheless, if consumers do socialize more often with like-minded people and 

advertisers have a specific segment to target, eMavens are not good online consumer 

influencers for those advertisers because they are from different consumer groups. In 
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summary, along with traditional market mavens, eMavens are probably most useful 

for retailers who intend to approach heterogeneous consumers.   

Altruistic motivation was a significant and strong predictor of eMavenism. 

These results imply that advertisers need to employ empathic emotions and caring for 

others, which are deeply related to altruism (e.g., Price et al. 1995), as creative 

strategies and thus stimulate eMavens to initiate eWOM. Advertisers need to appeal 

to eMavens‘ altruistic tendency in conceiving viral marketing campaigns. For 

example, advertisers can create slogans such as ―Friends don't let friends drive drunk‖ 

or ―Those who care, choose to share‖ in viral marketing campaigns. In order to spur 

eMavens to initiate eWOM, advertisers need to link viral marketing campaigns to 

other consumers‘ welfare. 

In order to address eMavens‘ status seeking tendency, advertisers need to 

reward eMavens with status in viral marketing campaigns. Many Websites support a 

rating system and contributors‘ status is based on their position in the rating system. 

Their status may also result in some privileges such as banning rude consumers from 

joining eWOM communication. When a status mechanism is established and 

maintained for targeting eMavens, eMavens may be more motivated to participate in 

eWOM communication. 

Consumer self-confidence was demonstrated to be the most important 

antecedent to eMavenism. Advertisers need to reassure eMavens‘ confidence about 

their product/service choices. Some auto ads may not appeal to new consumers. 

Rather, they reaffirm to existing consumers that they made a wonderful purchase. 

Viral marketing campaigns may imitate this strategy by reassuring eMavens of their 

ability to make good purchases, and thus drive eMavens to direct other consumers‘ 
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decisions through eWOM communication.  

Social comparison concerns eMavens‘ tendency to compare themselves to 

other consumers in the same situation and evaluate their own performance in terms of 

comparison outcomes. Advertisers should appeal to eMavens on the basis of several 

antecedents. For example, advertisers can create a viral marketing slogan—―We‘ll 

help you learn how to help others.‖ The slogan simultaneously addresses altruism, 

status seeking, consumer self-confidence, and social comparison. 

Highly eMavenist respondents remained totally anonymous or used a 

non-obvious pseudonym online more often. When eMavens choose to remain totally 

anonymous online, they may express their opinions more freely. The lack of 

accountability engendered by sheer anonymity may allow advertisers to employ 

off-the-charts or even controversial messages. Such messages may catch eMavens‘ as 

well as other consumers‘ attention and engage all of them in eWOM communication.  

Using a non-obvious pseudonym may not completely protect eMavens from 

being tracked down and identified. Therefore, eMavens in partial anonymity may 

contemplate their eWOM messages. The eWOM content should not be dramatic to 

eMavens in partial anonymity. They should use eWOM such as where to shop for a 

pair of shoes to maintain a long-term relationship with other consumers. Advertisers 

should reach eMavens using a non-obvious pseudonym with standard advertising 

information. 

Respondents high on eMavenism used a variety of online communication 

platforms more often than those low on eMavenism. This coincides with the assertion 

made by market mavenism studies that market mavens are voracious consumers of 

media (e.g., Williams and Slama 1995). The more eMavens use online 



182 

 

communication platforms, the greater chance they have to encounter marketing 

information. eMavens are ideal online consumer influencers because they are ready 

for advertisers to target via many online media outlets. 

The results that eMavens passed along more positive than negative eWOM 

should encourage advertisers to be more comfortable inviting eMavens to talk about 

products or brands online. Advertisers do not need to take control of what eMavens 

will talk about online. Chances are that eMavens will disseminate positive eWOM. As 

a matter of fact, some retailers already employed this strategy for their holiday 

promotions. Nearly one quarter of the surveyed retailers availed product reviews from 

consumers on their Websites in order to push holiday sales (eMarketer 2007). 

Consumers may be more willing to hear other consumers‘ gift ideas and purchase 

experiences during holidays and active product reviewers, including eMavens, tend to 

provide positive reviews that work towards advertisers‘ advantage. 

Future Research Suggestions 

Future studies need to consider how to conduct more complex tests to 

analyze the interrelationships among psychological tendencies. Future studies should 

explore whether status seeking and social comparison only influence eMavenism or 

whether they affect market mavenism as well. If they affect both eMavenism and 

market mavenism, are the strengths of their influence on eMavenism and market 

mavenism different?  

Future studies also need to explore the differences between market mavenism 

and eMavenism by identifying more consumption as well as technology factors. 

Market involvement can serve as a starting point to analyze the differences between 

eMavenism and market mavenism. Also, future studies need to explore more 
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technology factors in order to single out high eMavenism people from college 

students who are, in general, apt to Internet use.  

Future studies need to consider the relationship between anonymity and 

eWOM content. It is likely that when eMavens use a non-obvious pseudonym to 

communicate with other consumers, they tend to pass along positive eWOM in order 

to build and maintain a good image of the virtual ―self.‖ When eMavens remain 

unaccountable for their eWOM through total anonymity, they may be freer to spread 

negative eWOM. Future studies should also address how psychological tendencies 

may govern eMavens‘ selection of anonymity types.  

Future studies need to apply the framework built in this dissertation study to 

specific Internet contexts and expand the understanding of the linkages between 

psychological tendencies, eMavenism, and positive eWOM pass-along behaviors in a 

specific Internet context. Future research needs to hinge on two specific research 

questions. One is in which online communication platforms eMavens tend to mostly 

seek eWOM and in which they tend to mostly give eWOM. The other is to what 

extent eMavens search for and pass along eWOM through a particular online 

communication platform. Future studies may also compare eMavens‘ intent to pass 

along positive vs. negative eWOM in different online communication platforms. 

Preferably, some of these platforms would be highly personal online communication 

channels (e.g., email) while others would be open to the public (e.g., consumer review 

Websites). 

Further research is needed to expand the knowledge of behavioral 

consequences of eMavenism. Specifically, eMavens‘ online coupon giving behaviors 

and purchasing electronic products such as email services for others deserve more 
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research attention.  

Past studies also propose that culture may mold tendencies such as altruism 

status seeking, social comparison, and consumer self-confidence (e.g., Batson 1990; 

White and Lehman 2005; Heine and Lehman 1999; Heine et al. 1999; Lalwani et al. 

2006). Culture is also likely to shape anonymity and the valence of eWOM (e.g., 

Suler 2004; Watkins and Liu 1996; Liu and McClure 2001). Therefore, future 

research should consider the role of culture in affecting antecedents and behavioral 

consequences of eMavenism. 

Limitations 

The results of this dissertation study contribute to the understanding of 

eMavenism, but some limitations are evident. First, this dissertation study is limited 

by the variables included in the questionnaire. The measures for psychological 

tendencies are usually lengthy. Therefore, only a limited number of antecedents as 

well as behavioral consequences can be included in this dissertation study. Despite 

constructs assessed in this dissertation study, there are certainly other relevant 

constructs that can be included in future research. 

Second, there are alternative measures available for each construct included 

in this dissertation study. The researcher attempted to select the best measure for each 

construct. The measures utilized by this dissertation study performed well. However, 

measures better than the ones employed in this dissertation study could be available.  

Third, some psychological tendencies were measured on the consumer level 

(e.g., consumer self-confidence) while others were measured on the overall level (e.g., 

status seeking). Ideally, all psychological tendencies need to be on the consumer level. 

However, many psychological traits have not been developed in the consumer domain 
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yet and the researcher chose the most appropriate measures available.  

Fourth, this dissertation study is necessarily limited by the constraints of an 

online survey. There is no way to ensure that respondents‘ demographics are authentic. 

Moreover, the online survey was operated by an online consumer panel. Therefore, 

the sample is non-probabilistic. Respondents were drawn to complete the online 

survey based on incentives and their interest in the survey topic. Additionally, 

respondents were limited in range in terms of income. Due to these sampling 

limitations, the results cannot be generalized to the population.  

Fifth, in order to capture as many eMavens as possible, this dissertation study 

narrowed the range of age. This restriction, in turn, constrained the test of the 

hypothesis concerning the relationship between age and eMavenism. Future research 

with a broader age range may yield different results.  

Finally, the results are based on self-reported measures rather than observed 

behaviors. The results have self-reported measure biases. Moreover, since the 

methodology employed was not experiment, it precludes causal conclusions. To 

manage this, future research needs to employ experimental designs to observe 

behavioral responses to the antecedents of eMavenism.
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