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Abstract
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to further explore customer’s motivation to write online
reviews by understanding what factors motivate customers to write positive and negative online
reviews.
Problem: Because of the shift in technology and the introduction of the Internet the way we
communicate, search for information and the way we purchase products have significantly
changed. This has opened up for a new marketing channel within e-Commerce, Electronic
Word-Of-Mouth (eWOM) and more specifically the sub category Online Reviews. With
regards to the novelty of this field of research, previous literature has primarily emphasized the
effects of online reviews but not what motivational factors that result in positive and negative
reviews. This is where the gap in the literature is found and the problem this thesis strives to
understand.
Method: An exploratory strategy and deductive research approach has been applied in the
attempt to fill this literature gap. Ten motivational factors for contributing with eWOM were
identified in the previous literature, they were tested and challenged through a quantitative
approach. Further, the quantitative approach used was based on an online survey targeted
Swedish online consumers between the age of 18-34 years. The collected data was analyzed in
SPSS with a primary focus on descriptive statistics and the exploratory approach allowed for
further insights through a factor analysis.
Findings and Conclusion: The analyzed empirical findings presented that there is a small but
not significant difference between the motivational factors behind why people write positive or
negative online reviews. However, the findings did present which motivational factors that
Swedish online consumers between 18-34 years old found to be the most important for writing
both positive and negative online reviews. The findings of this paper further strengthens the
previous literature arguing for the importance and influence online reviews have on customers’
purchase intentions in an online setting. With the findings in mind, the authors recommend a
qualitative further study within this field of research that could bring new insights and add more
depth to the literature.
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1.0 Introduction
The introducing chapter will give a background to the research topic, leading into a problem
discussion, presentation of the research problem, purpose of the thesis, the definitions and lastly
the delimitations.

1.1 Background
Before the introduction of the Internet consumers who needed information regarding products
or services had to turn to market-generated sources, look at third party certifications or seek
advice from their social circle through traditional Word-Of-Mouth (WOM). The way we
perceive information, communicate, search for information and, most importantly, the way we
purchase goods have with regards to the shift in technology and the introduction of the Internet
changed significantly. This has led to a new form of WOM, the Electronic Word-Of-Mouth
(eWOM) (Zhang, Craciun & Shin 2010; Brown, Broderick & Lee 2007).
The new opportunities presented by eWOM enables huge amounts of content to be created by
individuals. This new source of information expands the consumers' alternatives to collect
objective product information from other consumers. Furthermore, this also provides
consumers with a greater opportunity to give consumption-related advice by engaging in
eWOM (Hennig- Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004). One of the most common forms
of eWOM is online reviews, which by Bickart & Schindler (2001) and Floh, Koller, & Zauner
(2013) is described as a description of a product’s functions, usage, attributes and performance
from a consumer’s perspective. Consumers can share their opinions through online reviews on,
among others, review sites, online retailer websites online communities, and opinion platforms
(Chen & Xie, 2008; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Customers search for information in
connection to a purchase decision to reduce perceived risk and uncertainty (Ho-Dac, Carson &
Moore, 2013). Online reviews also affect the popularity of products consumers' willingness to
pay levels of trust and loyalty and consumer engagement (Zhang et al., 2010; Awad &
Ragowsky, 2008; Nambisan & Baron 2007; Pavlou & Dimoka, 2006; Ba & Pavlou, 2002;
Schau and Muniz 2002; Bickart & Schindler, 2001). In summary, online reviews are of great
significance for online retailers and are argued to be one of the most important marketing
channels for the industry (Bronner & De Hoog, 2011).

1.2 Problem Discussion
EWom is a new online marketing channel, therefore relatively limited research has been
conducted on the topic (e.g. Bronner & De Hoog, 2010; Cheung & Lee, 2012). However, the
importance of the subject cannot be stressed enough and eWOM has been argued by several
researchers to be one of the most influential marketing tool in an online setting in terms of
creating sales (e.g. Tong, Wang, Tan & Teo, 2013; Cheung & Lee, 2012; Bronner & De Hoog,
2010). Research has found online reviews to highly affect customers’ awareness and also affect
the number of sales positively (Zhang et al., 2010; Chen & Xie, 2008; Duan, Gu & Whinston,
2008). However, the literature is contradicting when arguing for the effects of positive and
negative online reviews regarding the impact they have on consumers purchase intention. While
Chevalier & Mayzlin (2006) argues that positive online reviews have a favourable impact on
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purchase intentions and sales, Sen and Lerman (2007) states in their research that negative
online reviews are both seen as more trustworthy, accurate and lastly also increase sales.
However, they argue that without any positive online reviews, unfavourable online reviews
have a negative effect on sales and thereby agrees with eg. Duan et al. (2008) and Chevalier &
Mayzlin (2006) on the importance of a mix of online reviews in order to increase sales.
The vast majority of previous research in this field has focused on what motivational factors
influence online reviews and how they affect the customer’s purchase intentions (HennigThurau et al, 2004; Dellarocas, 2003; Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001). The research on the
topic evolved 2001 when Balasubramanian and Mahajan elaborated on the importance on how
the integration of social and economic activity resulted in economic leverage in virtual
communities (Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001). Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001)
identified three critical motivational factors’ for contributing with eWOM, which HennigThurau et al. (2004) further elaborated on by adding another two motivational factors and
created a eWOM motivational framework. Moreover, the framework is arguably the most
profound contribution to the subject and has been widely referred to by great number of studies
(e.g. Tong et al. 2013; Cheung & Lee, 2012; Dellarocas, et al, 2003). While a major number of
previous literature has been focusing on what motivational factors are driving eWOM, a limited
number of research are looking into the subcategory ‘online reviews’ and more specifically no
one has researched what motivates online users to write positive or negative online reviews
(Cheung & Lee, 2012).

1.2.1 Problem statement
Regarding the great influence online reviews have on the customer's purchase intention, it is
vital to uncover those underling factors in order to create an authentic and mixed online review
base that leads to increased sales (Chen & Xie, 2008; Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). Since
research is lacking on what specific effects motivational factors have on positive and negative
online reviews, a gap in existing literature is identified.

1.3 Purpose
The purpose of this study is to further explore customer’s motivation to write online reviews
by understanding what factors motivate customers to write positive and negative online
reviews.
1.3.1 Research Questions
Research Question 1
What motivational factors motivate people to contribute with positive and negative online
reviews?

1.4 Definitions
eWOM
eWOM is defined as “any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former
customers about a product or a company, which is made available to a multitude of people and
institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004, p. 39).
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Online Reviews
Online reviews are defined as a description of a product’s functions, usage, attributes and
performance from a consumer’s perspective that is published online (Bickart & Schindler,
2001).
Positive Reviews
Positive reviews are descriptions and recommendations of products written by customers to
express their positive purchase experience (Dichter, 1966).
Negative Reviews
Negative reviews are written by dissatisfied customers, who experienced a negative online
purchase (Sundaram, Mitra & Webster, 1998).
Motivational factors
In this thesis the authors will use “motivational factors” as an umbrella term in order to create
consistent use of terminology when describing the motives for consumers to engage and
participate in the creation of eWOM.
Utility
This study will discuss utility as the satisfaction and benefits reviewers received from engaging
in eWOM, as this is how it is referred to in the literature (e.g. Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004;
Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001).

1.5 Contributions
This research is academically relevant since it further explores and adds new knowledge and
insights to the founding literature of online reviews (e.g. Tong et al. 2013; Hennig-Thurau et
al, 2004; Dellarocas, 2003; Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001). Online retailers could also
prosper from the findings since the ambitions is to chart what factors are most influential in
gaining and encouraging customers to write positive and negative online reviews.

1.6 Delimitations
The authors acknowledge that there are several distal factors that can impact the decision to
write online reviews. However, they will not be included in the research, but the focus will be
put on the factors located by previous literature. This research paper does not take the different
characteristics of the product or service into account. The difference between high- and low
involvement products is disregarded, due to the exploratory nature of the research.
In order to validate and extend the findings a mix between a qualitative and a quantitative
method would serve the thesis well and add depth to the findings. With regards to the limited
time frame and the scarcity of previous literature on the topic, the authors argue that a
quantitative study is appropriate to begin with in a first step in order to explore this field of
research.
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2. Frame of reference
Firstly, in this section, the importance and the elements of eWOM, online reviews and
motivational factors are explained in a review of the existing literature. Secondly, the different
motivational factors for consumers to engage in eWOM are identified from the literature.

2.1 From traditional WOM to eWOM
In the past two decades, WOM as we know it from the offline setting, has to a great extent
shifted to an online setting due to the expansion of the Internet (Cheung & Lee, 2012; Matta &
Frost, 2011). The new phenomena are called eWOM and share the fundamental principles but
also differs from the traditional WOM. The traditional WOM is a non-commercial
communication between customers in an offline setting, about a product’s or service’s functions
and attributes (Arndt, 1967). The traditional WOM do not reach further than to the people
actually involved in the communication and the information is not documented, stored or
available for future customers. In contrast, eWOM is published and stored on the Internet and
available to potential consumers long after the eWOM is created (Granitz & Ward, 1996). This
shift has made eWOM an important factor for online retailers to consider, and Bickart and
Schindler (2001) even went as far as stating that the online consumer-generated content played
a bigger role than the marketer-generated content in terms of influencing potential consumers’
purchase intentions.
2.1.1 eWOM
EWOM is all consumer-generated content that is published on the Internet, and it can appear in
many different settings (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014; Cheung & Lee, 2012). Hennig-Thurau
et al. (2004) suggest that eWOM takes place in social media (e.g. Myspace, Facebook), websites
that allows for online reviews e.g. Amazon.com and Tripadvisor.com, emails, online
collaborations such as Wikipedia, blogs and discussion forums. EWOM has become a strong
and powerful marketing tool that has a great impact on sales and consumer purchase intentions
(Chen & Xie, 2008; Fay & Xie, 2008; Xie & Gestner, 2007). Through eWOM, consumers get
access to an authentic and unbiased picture about the performance of the products and services
sold online, from a consumer perspective (Matta & Frost, 2011). The trustworthiness of eWOM
differs from the seller-generated content, in the sense that consumer-generated content is
considered to be more objective towards the product or service (Bickart & Schindler 2001).

2.2 Online reviews
Online reviews are a subcategory to eWOM (Tong et al., 2013; Dellarocas, 2003). Online
reviews are either based on reasoning, eg. explaining functions related to the product or
purchase experience, or based on the expression of emotions associated with the purchase
experience. The quality and the quantity of the online reviews are of importance, as these reflect
the popularity of a product (Park, Lee & Han, 2007).
Online reviews are one of the most powerful elements of eWOM and even though it is a
relatively new phenomenon, it is rapidly growing in terms of popularity and importance (Chen
& Xie, 2008). Bronner & de Hoog (2011) identifies three different channels in which online

10

reviews can be posted which are; commercial-marketer-generated websites, consumergenerated websites and a mix of the previously mentioned channels. Cheung and Lee (2012)
suggest that online reviews function as a “sales assistant” and guides customers to the right
purchase decisions that suits them best. Amazon.com was one of the first online retailers that
allowed for online reviews on their website (Chen & Xie, 2008). The consumer-generated
content is now regarded as one of the top features on Amazon.com and have a significant impact
on the success of the business (New York Times, 2004). Many retailers online have copied
Amazon.com’s recipe to success (Chen & Xie, 2008).
However, not all online businesses give consumers the opportunity to write online reviews on
the products or services they purchase (Chen & Xie, 2008). This is because of the challenges
that retailers face in managing the online reviews and the content of these. Companies have to
adapt a communication style to reply to the online reviews, which can be resource and time
consuming. Also, by allowing “sales assistants”, the online retailer partly gives up the
possibility to control the supply of information that is available on the Internet about their
products or services. However, despite that somewhat negative effect, the presence of online
reviews contributes to the creation of brand loyalty, customer satisfaction and increased sales.
This should therefore be taken into consideration if not emphasized by all online retailers (Chen
& Xie, 2008; Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006).
2.2.1 Usefulness of positive and negative online reviews
The purpose of writing online reviews from a consumer perspective is either to warn potential
consumers about a product or service, or to recommend others to buy a product or service (Sen
& Lerman, 2007). Online reviews are of different character, depending on the experience of the
reviewer. Chatterjee (2001) suggest that online reviews are either of negative or positive
character. Consumers perceive positive and negative online reviews differently, and it is
suggested that online reviews of negative character are perceived as more credible and
trustworthy (Sen & Lerman, 2007). The presence of negative online reviews on a website is
therefore important (Sen & Lerman, 2007). Although, it is not a surprise that negative online
reviews have a negative impact on consumers’ purchase intentions eg. they do not go through
with the purchase (Berger, Sorensen, & Rasmussen, 2010). However, the same research showed
that negative publicity in the right conditions can lead to the opposite (Berger et al., 2010). It is
said that “all publicity is good publicity”, meaning that no matter the character or the content
of a review, they raise awareness and attention.
Although researches have shown that negative online reviews are more credible and
trustworthy, it is suggested that customers will pay considerably more, up to 20%, for the same
product or service, just because of a high rating and an excellent favorable review (Lipsman,
2007). Furthermore, the majority of online reviews are positive, and researchers have identified
their positive impact in terms of increased conversion rates (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006).
Doh and Hwang (2009) stress the importance of having both negative and positive online
reviews available to a consumer on a website. The negative online reviews add trustworthiness
and credibility, while the positive online reviews lead to increased sales
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(Doh and Hwang, 2009). Knowing that a mix of both positive and negative online reviews is
relevant for this study.

2.3 Motivational framework
This section describes the different contributions to the literature and how they intertwine.
Further describing the different motivational factors derived from the same literature, with
relevant examples from different industries and authors to highlight the different motivational
factors.
To understand what motivates customers to write online reviews and engage in eWOM,
researchers have further built upon motivational theories which gives insights into human
behavior and psychology (e.g. Tong et al., 2013; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Dellarocas, 2003;
Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001). The first major research written on motivational factors
within eWOM is Balasubramanian and Mahajan’s (2001) study regarding the importance of
integration of social and economic activity, resulting in economic leverage in virtual
communities. Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001) identified three critical motivational
factors’ for contributing with eWOM; focus-related utility, consumption utility and approval
utility. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) further elaborated upon those findings together with prior
studies and principles from WOM research including Dichter (1966), Engel, Blackwell and
Miniard (1993), Sundaram et al. (1998) and the research conducted by Balasubramanian and
Mahajan (2001). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) argued for another two motivational factors
including moderator-related utility and homeostase utility. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) findings
has become a widely cited framework for modern eWOM research and additional researchers
(e.g. Cheung & Lee 2012, Tong et al., 2007; Dellarocas, 2003).

2.3.1 Focus-Related Utility
“Focus-related utility is the utility the consumer receives when adding value to the webcommunity through his or her contributions” (Stewart, 2014, p.139).
One of the first utilities found in literature regarding traditional WOM is focus-related utility
identified by Dichter (1966), later elaborated on and agreed upon by Engel et al., (1993) and
Sundaram et al. (1998). Dichter’s (1966) findings in the area of WOM highly influenced
Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001) when they developed their framework for eWOM. Focusrelated utility is based on the idea that one wants to add value and contribute to an online
community through providing one’s experience and apprehension of products and services
through commentary and online reviews (Bronner & De Hoog, 2011). There are three different
sub-factors under the focus-related utility umbrella; altruism, social benefit and exerting power
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
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2.3.1.1 Altruism
Altruism involves motives such as intention of helping other customers, concerns for others and
enjoyment of helping the company (Bonner & de Hoog, 2011).
Altruism is according to Bronner and De Hoog (2011) one of the most influential motivational
factors. Altruism is an umbrella term used to bring together multiple motivational factors
including the intention of helping others, enjoyment of helping the company and the concern
for others (e.g. Parikh, Behnke, Nelson, Vorvoreanu & Almanza 2015; Cheung & Lee, 2012;
Bronner & De Hoog, 2011). Moreover, the importance of altruism is supported by Smith,
Coyle, Lightfoot and Scott (2007) arguing in their research that being helpful and give advice
can be considered to be one of the basic human needs.
Dichter (1966) was the first researcher to identify altruism in the research of WOM, referring
to it as “other involvement”. Engel (1993) later developed the findings of Dichter (1966) and
rephrased the concept into “concern for others” which Sundaram et al. (1998) conceptualized
into altruism as referred to today. Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001) adapted altruism into
eWOM and it was further developed by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004). Both studies have since
then been widely cited and accepted by several notable studies (e.g. Bronner & De Hoog, 2011;
Yoo & Gretzel, 2009; Cheung & Lee, 2007). According to Bronner and De Hoog’s (2011)
findings on what motivates vacationers to post online reviews, was helping other vacationers
argued to be the most significant. Moreover, they argued that 70% or the posts were conducted
with the aim to help others vacationers to make a good and informed decision (Bronner and De
Hoog, 2011). Their findings are in line with Cheung and Lee’s (2012) research stating that
customers who post eWOM in the aspiration of altruism, wants to help others and expects
nothing in return. However, Tong et al. (2013) argues that one of the primary motives for
helping others is driven by self-fulfillment, improvement of self-reputation and a sense of
belonging, which is contradicting with the research conducted by Cheung and Lee (2012) and
Bronner and De Hoog (2011). In addition, Jeong and Jang (2011) suggest that restaurant
customers are motivated to provide with eWOM by both altruistic and selfish motivational
reasoning. Additionally, Yoo and Gretzel (2009) research on travelers’ motives for contributing
with online reviews argued that concern for others and enjoyment of positive self-enhancement
to be two very strong motives to engage in eWOM.
2.3.1.2 Social benefit
Social benefit is according to Cheung and Lee (2012) when customers provide content online
with the intention to benefit a group and be a part of an online community.
One of human's primary needs are according to Cacioppo and Patrick (2008) social interactions
and being part of a social community. Furthermore, social benefit is found to be one of the most
influential factors regarding customer’s intention in providing online reviews and eWOM (e.g.
Cheung & Lee, 2012; Hennig-Thurau, 2004). Literature argues consistently upon social
benefits significance as a motive for providing eWOM (e.g. Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004;
Dellarocas, 2003; Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001). Cheung and Lee (2012) states that when
a customer engages and identify himself with a social community, he feels much more obliged
13

to contribute with eWOM. Hence, a sense of belonging motivates the customer to participate
and create eWOM with the object of helping one’s peers and emotional involvement. HennigThurau et al. (2004), argues that social benefits from being part of a social online community
highly influence customers to visit review sites, but also to contribute with eWOM. Familiarity
with the community and its users has also been argued by Burton and Khammash (2010) to
influences one’s participation in eWOM. The authors argue in their research that customers
initially most commonly only read and passively engage in eWOM. However, with time,
Burthon and Khammash (2010) states that one will engage with the users of the community and
start contributing with eWOM.
2.3.1.3 Exerting power
Exerting power is the concept of sharing eWOM with the purpose of exerting power and
possesses control over companies (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
Exerting power is referred to as the availability of sharing long lasting eWOM to a large number
of potential receivers (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Further, the accessibility and development
of the Internet has given customers a great power of sharing their experiences and an
opportunity to exert power over a company. By using public articulations as an instrument to
exert power customers have an opportunity to possibly hurt a company’s image by sharing
negative eWOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
In deviation to social benefit and altruism, exerting power is only referred to by a limit number
of researchers including Bronner & De Hoog (2011), Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) and
Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001). Hennig-Thurau (2004) and Balasubramanian & Mahajan
(2001) argues that exerting power to reflect a great influence on a consumer’s intention to share
eWOM. However, Bronner and De Hoog (2011) states in their research on the topic ‘What
motivates vacationers to post online reviews’, that hurting a company by writing negative
eWOM is not a significant factor. They argued that the concept of exerting power exists, but is
unlikely to occur in practice (Bronner & De Hoog, 2011).
2.3.2 Consumption Utility
Consumption utility is received when people spread eWOM because they are inspired by others’
contributions and believe that they can have greater use of others’ eWOM when they are
engaged in eWOM themselves (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001) was the first to identify consumption utility under the
name of “advise seeking” (Matta & Frost, 2011). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) presented
consumption utility as how consumers assimilate the online content, which is in line with what
Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001) presented about advice seeking. The consumption of
others’ contributions creates value for the consumer and Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) claims
that this consumption and the value the consumer receives becomes a motivational factor for
engaging in the creation of eWOM. They further explain that being engaged beyond just reading
others’ contributions, will increase the use consumers can make of eWOM. Research have
however showed that the percentage of online users contributing with online reviews is low
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when compared to the amount of people that are active online (Brandtzaeg & Heim, 2011). The
findings made by Brandtzaeg and Heim (2001) suggest that consumption utility is a less
important motivational factor, and according to Matta and Frost (2011), the literature is
inconsistent since not all literature acknowledges consumption utility as a motivational factor.
This factor is however found in the most significant studies such as Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004)
and Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001).
2.3.3 Approval Utility
Approval utility “derives from the satisfaction that ensues when other constituents consume
and approve of the constituent’s own contributions” (Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001, p.
126).
Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001) identified this utility in their study, which then was
further developed and emphasized by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004). They further recognize that
the approval of consumer-generated content can be either formal or informal. Informal approval
is given from other consumers that acknowledge the contribution and the value it brings. Formal
approval is on the other hand given from the website where the contribution is published. An
example of formal approval is being appointed “top reviewer”, which gives the contributor
recognition and more credibility. This recognition gives the contributor the satisfaction that
they seek when they are motivated by approval utility. Olivera, Goodman and Tan (2008) and
Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) found approval utility to be one of the most significant factors in
motivating consumers to contribute with eWOM. Yang and Lai (2010) also recognizes the
satisfaction of approval from others, to be a strong motivational factor in their extensive study
of contributing with eWOM. Additionally, Cheung and Lee (2012) acknowledges that beyond
the approval of others, people seek to build a reputation online through contributing with
eWOM that others value. They suggest that building a reputation for oneself online, further ads
to the satisfaction approval utility induce. Two subcategories of approval utility were identified
by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) in the WOM literature, namely self-enhancement and economic
rewards.
2.3.3.1 Self-enhancement
People motivated by self-enhancement are concerned with their own well-being and the goal is
to feel better about themselves when spreading eWOM (Sundaram et al., 1998).
Self-enhancement argues that a person contributes with eWOM since it makes him or her feel
better (Sundaram et al., 1998). People make contributions online, wanting to increase their level
of social status. In a study on people’s motivation to contribute to Wikipedia, their willingness
to spread eWOM was strongly associated with the acknowledgement and appreciation they
received in exchange for their expertise (Yang & Lai, 2010). This is according to Milton and
Westphal (2005) applicable to online reviews since consumers want to share their knowledge
in order to strengthen their view of themselves as an expert in a certain field. Yoo and Gretzel
(2009) found in their study on people’s motivation to spread eWOM in the tourism industry,
how positive self-enhancement was one of the most important factors. Further, this was
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confirmed by Yang and Lai (2010), who also pointed out self-enhancement as one of the key
motivational factors for people to share their knowledge and expertise online.
2.3.3.2 Economic rewards
Economic rewards motivate people to contribute with eWOM through discounts and monetary
incentives (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
For some, the recognition from others is not enough to make the effort to contribute with
eWOM. Historically economic compensations have been proved to motivate people to behave
in certain ways (Lawler, 1984). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) applied this theory to people’s
intentions to spread eWOM and proved through their study that motivating people to spread
eWOM is not an exception. The “right behavior”, e.g. creating consumer-generated content, is
rewarded and approved, and the economic compensation is a sign of this approval. People are
motivated by different things, depending on the goal they have in mind when contributing to
eWOM. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) proved that people with a high self-interest, eg. selfinterest helpers, are strongly motivated to contribute to eWOM when there are monetary
compensations involved. In Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) study, the self-interest helpers were
one of the largest segments, thus making economic rewards an important motivational factor to
consider. In their study on consumers’ motivations to contribute to Wikipedia, Yang and Lai
(2010), further confirmed how economic rewards is a factor that encourages people to spread
eWOM. However, in contradiction to this Tong et al. (2013) did not agree with these results
and did not recognize economic rewards as an important motivational factor in their study.
2.3.4 Homeostase Utility
Homeostase utility is based on the notion that individuals are always striving to balance the
equilibrium in their lives by venting positive or negative feelings through online comments or
reviews (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) identified homeostase utility when they extended the social
interaction utility typology, and they based this extension on the balance theory developed by
e.g. Zajonc (1971), Newcomb (1953) and Heider, (1946). Balance theory is another
motivational theory; conceptualizing individuals strive of balance their emotional state and the
urge to maintain cognitive consistency (Yoo & Gretzel, 2007). In the context of online reviews,
balance theory argues that when a customer is having a strong positive or negative experience
he or she can balance the emotional state by venting positive or negative feelings through e.g.
creating eWOM (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). According to Yoo and Gretzel (2007) and
Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) homeostase utility is one of the major driving forces behind
contributing with eWOM. The literature has identified two different parts of this motivational
factor, including venting negative feelings and expressing positive feelings (Hennig-Thurau et
al., 2004; Sundaram et al., 1998; Dichter, 1966). When having a strong positive online shopping
experience, expressing positive feelings in an online community could restore one's emotional
balance (Sundaram et al., 1998). A strong positive shopping experience creates a physiological
tension of joy and fulfillment inside the customer that he or she desire to reduce by contributing
with WOM (Dichter, 1966). Reversely to expressing positive feelings, when a person is
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experiencing a dissatisfying shopping experiences venting negative feelings can reduce the
anger and frustration generated from the event (Yoo & Gretzel, 2007).
2.3.5 Moderator-Related Utility
Moderator-related utility is received when a third party makes the writing of the review easier
for the consumer (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
Moderated-related utility was first introduced by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) and was the
second extension of the work of Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001). Hennig-Thurau et al.
(2004) suggest that having a moderator present on a platform makes the interaction between a
consumer and a company easier, which encourages consumer to spread eWOM. The moderator
is a mediator that on behalf of the consumer communicates and interacts with the company.
Additionally, the moderator can facilitate the communication in a consumer-to-consumer
interaction. The important functions of the platform moderator are, according to Hennig-Thurau
et al. (2004) convenience and support to solve product-related problems.
2.3.5.1 Convenience
People are motivated to spread eWOM because of the convenience that the platform moderator
adds (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Harrison-Walker, 2001).
Communicating through a moderator may seem more convenient to consumers who are not
able to get in touch with the appropriate person for the matter (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
This is derived from the research conducted by Harrison-Walker (2001) who focused on the
importance of convenience for United Airlines customers when they filed their complaints.
Harrison-Walker (2001) found convenience of the platform and an easy way of submitting
complaints was one of the key factors for consumers to spread eWOM.
2.3.5.2 Platform Assistance
Platform assistance motivates people who are looking for support and solutions to their
product-related issues (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
For consumer seeking support, the presence of a platform-moderator is of great importance
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). Consumers spread eWOM with the hopes of getting productrelated support, and the platform-moderator is the link between the consumer and the company
in this communication. Getting support through spreading eWOM is a low-cost and convenient
alternative, and the support is further available for future consumer who can also make use of
the information
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2.4 Summary of the Motivational framework
The full summary of the literature on WOM and eWOM could be found in appendix 3.

Figure 1 - Summary of Motivational Framework
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3.0 Method
3.1 Research strategy
With regards to the purpose of this thesis of “further exploring customer’s motivation to write
online reviews by understanding what factors motivate customers to write positive or negative
online reviews” the authors have chosen a deductive and an exploratory research approach. The
objective of exploratory research is “to gather preliminary information that will help the
researchers define the problem” (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 130) and therefore suits this
study well. Exploratory research is a good fit with regards to the novelty of this research
direction, and how the authors wish to further explore and grasp the underlying factors for
writing a positive or negative online review (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). The
exploratory research approach allowed the authors to during the process modify and add
relevant findings that did not specifically align with the purpose of this study or answer the
research question, but which contributed to further explore the topic. Findings of relevance were
therefore not excluded from the study. The deductive research approach aims to further explore
the existing literature, which aligns with the purpose of this thesis. This will be further
elaborated on throughout the method.
A quantitative survey based on a questionnaire was the selected method for collecting the
empirical data, as it enables the collection of large amounts of data from a sizable population
that can be analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. The authors strive to draw more
general conclusions using a larger data set as it provides the broader population’s opinion and
perception (Yin, 2003). A qualitative method was rejected, since the purpose was to explore a
relatively new topic. Hence, by collecting the broader population’s opinion and perception, the
authors aimed to draw general conclusions and add insights to existing literature within this
rather novel topic and build a base for future in depth research.

3.2 Research philosophy
The research philosophy is of high importance; since it underpins the author’s assumptions and
the way they view the world when collecting their empirical data (Saunders et al., 2016). The
authors of this thesis have chosen realism as their philosophical commitment and scientific
enquiry. Realism is regarded as the most cohesive philosophy for a quantitative research with
an exploratory purpose (Saunders et al., 2016), which aligns with the purpose of this thesis.
Further, realism is with regards to Saunders et al. (2016) appropriate for the purpose of this
thesis due to its objective nature on how the philosophy perceives the world considering the
exclusions of human thoughts and beliefs. Realism is arguing that the participants of a survey
should be placed within a context during the collection of the primary data in order to avoid
distortion (Saunders et al., 2016). This was accomplished in the design of the questionnaire by
placing the participant in an e-commerce context with clear directives of the circumstances in
order to collect authentic and applicable data.
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3.3 Research approach
3.3.1 Deductive
A deductive approach has been selected for the purpose of this study, because it aims to test
and further explore the existing theory and not to develop new theory (Saunders et al., 2016).
A deductive approach is characterized by the assumption of the already existing literature as
true (Saunders et al., 2016). Hence why, the literature published by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004)
and Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001) etc. in this study are not challenged, but regarded as
true. Known authors within the same field also recognize the mentioned publications (e.g.
Cheung & Lee, 2012 and Tong et al., 2007), which further strengthens the assumption made
when regarding the literature as true. This study will focus on further develop the theories found
in the literature and develop the already existing literature and theories by further explore the
topic. This study will use research questions to explore the relationship between the different
motivational factors and the contribution of positive or negative online reviews (Saunders et
al., 2016). This research will not be using hypothesis due to its exploratory nature. An inductive
approach, together with an abductive approach, is rejected from this study and will not be used.
These approaches are excluded from the method because of how the authors chose to not
challenge the existing literature but instead build further on their results.
3.3.2 Quantitative method
For the purpose of this study, the primary data was collected using a quantitative approach. This
is when the data collected is numeric and can further be analyzed using statistical tools
(Saunders et al., 2016). The study was classified as a mono method quantitative study, since the
authors only used one technique to collect the primary research data (Saunders et al., 2016).
With regards to the purpose of further exploring this field of research, a questionnaire was
argued to be the most appropriate data collection technique since it renders a broad overview
of the subject. According to Saunders et al. (2016), using questionnaires are not only the most
commonly used data collection technique, but also one of the most efficient. Further, a
quantitative approach was chosen since it, according to Curwin and Slater (2007), allows for
more accurate measures than the qualitative approach. When using a quantitative approach, the
study includes the opinions of a larger sample population, which Curwin and Slater (2007)
highlights as a factor to make the results and measures more accurate. A quantitative research
design is usually associated with a deductive approach, which is the approach, described above,
and chosen for the purpose of this study. Choosing a qualitative approach and collecting only a
limited amount of people's subjective motivations to write positive or negative online reviews,
will not provide the author's sufficient data to generalize a relevant result. However, a
qualitative approach adds depth to the research, but the interpretations of the results may be too
subjective (Saunders et al., 2016). Adding depth is by the authors considered as an appropriate
subject for further research, hence why the qualitative approach is rejected in this early stage of
research.
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3.4 Data Collection
The authors collected two different kinds of data for the purpose of this study, primary and
secondary data. The secondary data serving as a foundation for the study and a source for
finding the research question and the problem.
3.4.1 Primary data
Primary data is data specifically obtained for the purpose of the research (Saunders et al., 2016).
The main advantage of primary data is in how the information gathered will be focused to fit
the purpose of the research (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2005). However, disadvantages connected
with the collection of primary data can be costly in terms of funds and time (Saunders et al.,
2016). The primary data for the purpose of this study was gathered using an online survey tool,
namely Qualitrics.com. The authors choose to work with the mentioned survey tool because of
their credentials and their accurate way of transferring data into SPSS, a statistical software
tool. The respondents were reached through social media, utilizing the technique of selfselection sampling. Further, the results were exported to SPSS where they were analyzed. The
collection of primary data for the purpose of this study was vital. This because of how it gave
the authors the possibility to collect data relevant for the specific purpose of the study directly
from the respondents. The collected primary data gave the authors access to information about
motivational factors on writing positive or negative online reviews, enabling discoveries that
was not available through secondary data.
3.4.2 Secondary data
Secondary data is data developed by a previous research, which is used to fit the purpose of
another study (Saunders et al., 2016). It is collected to cover existing research on a topic. An
important aspect when including this kind of data is the time aspect, considering the time period
from when the data was collected and making sure it's still relevant (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2005).
The authors begun the research process by completing a literature review, collecting relevant
material, acquiring further knowledge on the chosen research topic and narrowing down the
research focus. This secondary data was mainly collected from academic articles and research
reports found through a selection of online databases, including Emerald, Google Scholar, Web
of Science and Scopus. Further, the authors also consulted the Jönköping University Library
and found relevant books within the field of study for further input. The authors used the
keywords relevant for this study when searching for appropriate articles and literature: eWOM,
Motivation, Online Reviews, Positive reviews, Negative reviews, Customer’s motivation, and
Motivational factors. The authors also determined the relevance of the articles based on number
of citations and the year of publication. Hence, primarily including sources with a higher
number of citations, indication a higher academic value, and studies published in the last
decades, when the topic of this research has become relevant. The authors made some excuses
in cases with publications that they for different reasons perceived off value for the research,
e.g. articles about WOM. It was also taken into consideration that recently published research
might have a lower number of citations because of its newness.
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3.5 Sampling
The first step to consider before collecting primary data is the necessity of a sample. Sampling
is when a portion of the population is chosen to collect information from and to represent the
whole population (Saunders et al., 2016). It is in the context of statistics defined by the Oxford
English Dictionary as “A portion drawn from a population, the study of which is intended to
lead to statistical estimates of the attributes of the whole population.” (OED, n. 2.d.). Choosing
not to use a sample and instead collect data from an entire population does in most cases require
an enormous effort, administrate high cost and require great amount of time (Saunders et al.,
2016). These are all reasons for why the authors chose to use a sample group for the purpose of
this research, since time and funding is scarce.
There are two main categories when choosing the most appropriate sampling technique;
probability- and non-probability sampling. Probability sampling is often used when conducting
extensive surveys or within experimental research strategies. It is a sample technique where
every individual in the sample population must have an equal chance of being selected, this
through different kinds of random selection methods (Saunders et al., 2016). The nonprobability sampling technique is commonly used when conducting business research, such as
market surveys and case study research. This is a technique where the samples are selected
based on the subjective judgement of the researcher, due to that the researchers do not have
access to the full population (Saunders et al., 2016). The authors of this thesis did not have
access to the full population in this case hence why this study was conducted using a nonprobability sampling technique.
There are further several different techniques to conduct non-probability sampling; the
technique aligning with the exploratory purpose of this thesis was self-selection sampling. This
allowed the researchers to reach out to possible respondents and approaching them through the
appropriate medias. One advantage of doing so is in how this lets the respondents decide on
their own whether to participate or not. This led to a sounder set of data in terms of how the
survey taker can be considered to be more involved and engaged once he or she have made the
choice to participate. (Saunders et al., 2016).
3.5.1 Sample Selection
The research questions and purpose of the thesis determines which kind of participants should
be included in the sample (Saunders et al., 2016). The research question in this case was “what
motivational factors impact people to contribute with positive and negative online reviews”,
will limit the research to a certain population, e.g. people with access to the Internet and who
purchase online. The authors chose to further limit this study in two ways, first by only include
a defined age group and secondly by confining research to a defined geographical area. The
sample- selected was Swedish online users in the age ranging between 18-34. The defined age
group was relevant since previous research and secondary data gathered highlight that this
group was the most frequent Internet user and engage the most in online shopping (Statistiska
centralbyrån, 2010). This in terms also implied that they were frequently exposed to online
reviews and further encounter more opportunities to contribute with these. Hence, to understand
this sample group’s motivation to write positive or negative online reviews were of greater use
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than any other age group, reasoned from the logic above. The authors choose to confine the
research to the geographical area of Sweden, this was relevant since 88% of all Nordic
consumers engage in online shopping and the Swedish consumers was the sample group that
were most accessible to the authors (PostNord, 2015). Compared to the rest of Europe, the
Nordic countries were among the top countries when it comes to online retailing, which further
strengthened the argument for further understanding Swedish online consumers (PostNord,
2015).

3.6 Questionnaire design
The questionnaire conducted to collect the quantitative primary research data was written in
Swedish, since the purpose of the study is to only focus on and collects data from Swedish
online consumers. Furthermore, the authors believe that the participants will better understand
the questionnaire when put in Swedish, hence the results from the questionnaire will be more
accurate and of greater value. The authors also phrased the questions in “everyday language”,
to make the survey more readable and easy to comprehend, with the ambition to collect more
accurate answers.
The authors decided to split altruism, one of the motivational factors under focus-related utility,
and moderator-related utility into two different questions in the survey. This was done in order
to make the question less complex and easier to comprehend, so that the survey taker could
leave a more accurate response. The authors chose to re-focus the moderator aspect within the
moderator-utility factor and focus more on the convenience and platform assistance aspect. The
refocus was done of the questions since the literature that was applied to this research originated
from eWOM, hence accounting for the slight difference in the characteristics of eWOM and
online reviews.
The questionnaire was designed and distributed as a self-administered questionnaire, which
implies that the participants in this study completed the questionnaire, themselves and
submitted their answers to the authors (Saunders et al., 2016). An Internet-mediated
questionnaire is distributed to the participants online and the participants submit their answers
online as well. This approach was chosen for the purpose of collecting the empirical data in this
study. The authors chose to distribute the questionnaire by using the Internet, in particular social
media. This in order to reach the desired amount of respondents of approximately 350 people
within the target population. Saunders et al. (2016) highlights that characteristics of the target
population should be considered when deciding where to distribute the questionnaire; this was
supported by the authors decision to use the Internet. Further, supported by how 96-98% of the
Swedish population between 16-54 years old have access to the Internet in 2015 (Statistiska
Centralbyrån, 2015). Additionally, more than 75% of the Swedish population in the ages
between 16-85 uses the Internet on a daily basis (Statistiska Centralbyårn, 2015). This high use
of the Internet, supported the authors’ decision to distribute the questionnaire online. According
to Saunders et al. (2016) the questionnaire design was also depending on the number of
respondents the study requires. The authors aim was to collect approximately 350 responses,
and since the Internet provided the opportunity to spread the questionnaire to multiple people
simultaneously.
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3.6.1 Pilot study
A pilot testing is according to Saunders et al. (2016) a small-scale preliminary study with the
aim to improve the study and refine the questionnaire in order to avoid ambiguity from the
perspective of the targeted population. In order to draw relevant conclusions from a
questionnaire, the quality and clarity of the questions is essential. In order to ensure the validity
and authenticity of the primary data collection the authors developed a pilot study. The pilot
study was carried out with a small sample group and the results provided insight which was
implemented into to make a refined version of the questionnaire.
3.6.2 Likert Scale Approach & Likert-style Rating Scale Approach
The questionnaire consisted of rating questions, which asked the participant to rate on a scale
to what extent they agree or disagree with the statement presented to them (Saunders et al.,
2016). According to Saunders et al. (2016), the Likert-style rating scale approach is one of the
most frequently used approaches when conducting questionnaires with rating questions. This
approach is using rating questions to collect numeric data that aims to find out people’s
opinions. The Likert-style rating scale usually consists of four, five, six or seven point scales
(Saunders et al., 2016). A five-point scale was selected for this questionnaire, which allows the
participant to some extent “sit on the fence” (Saunders et al., 2016, page 379). This five-point
scale does not force the participant to lean towards either agree or disagree, but he or she can
stay relatively neutral by selecting the alternative in the middle, moderate impact. The
participants in this study were asked to rate to what extent a certain motivational factor had on
their decision to write a positive or negative online review. The five-point scale consisted of
the following options; no impact (1), small impact (2), moderate impact (3), big impact (4) and
extensive impact (5). For convenience, all questions in the questionnaire used the same scale
and the alternatives were kept in the same order for all questions, supported by Saunders et al.
(2016).
The research did take the Likert Scale Approach, associated with the types of questions selected
for the study in the previous paragraph. The Likert Scale Approach is a version of a more
complex approach, namely the Thurstone scale developed by L. L. Thurstone (1929) (Likert,
1932). Because of the time restrictions of this study, the Likert Scale Approach was selected
and implemented. Hence, the questions were developed, the participants endorsed or rejected
the importance of each motivational factor and the results were analyzed.
3.6.3 Questionnaire description
The questionnaire started with a short description of how the survey was structured and
approximately how many minutes the survey would take. Then followed questions about the
participant’s demographics including: gender, age and the participant’s occupation. The
questions about demographics were asked to cluster the participants into different groups to
make sure that a representative sample was gathered, keeping track of the distribution between
males and females, and in the end knowing if the data was bias towards any of the genders. The
questions regarding the participant's age was of importance, as this study aimed to test a sample
from the age range of 18-34 and responses outside the age range would have to be eliminated.
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Finally, the question about what the participant’s occupation was asked to gain information
about if the results could be considered biased to a specific occupational group.
After this section, questions about the participant’s relationship to and attitudes towards online
reviews were asked. They were asked to rank how often they write online reviews, and what
impact others’ reviews had on the participants’ purchase intentions. These questions were added
to further prove and strengthen the importance of this study.
In the next section of the questionnaire, the Likert-Style Rating Scale approach was explained.
The participants were presented with a situation; in which they should think about their last
purchase online that was a pleasant experience. Each motivational factor was then presented to
the participants, and they were asked to rate on the Likert-style rating scale to which extent the
specific factor would impact their decision to write a positive online review.
This section consisted of ten questions where each question treated a different motivational
factor and followed by a part where the participants were asked to think about the last online
purchase that they were dissatisfied with. This section mirrored the previous section, as it was
structured in the same way and the questions were formulated in a similar way. The only
difference was that the participants were asked to think of a positive online purchase experience
in the first scenario, and a negative online purchase experience in the second. Between the two
sections, the participants were reminded of the Likert-Style Rating Scale, and it was explained
again. This was done to ensure that the participants used the scale as it was intended to be used.

3.7 Quality of Research
In order to draw authentic conclusions from the findings of this thesis, the scientific
methodology needs according to Saunders et al. (2016) to be seen from its original nature and
true colors. In order to reduce the likelihood of collecting poor answers Saunders et al (2016)
argues that attention needs to be paid on two particular emphases referring to the validity and
reliability of the research. Reliability is defined, as the degree to which the data collection
techniques or analysis procedures used by the authors will result in consistent findings.
Moreover, validity is defined by Robson (2002) as the concern of whether the findings illustrate
what they appear to be about. By carefully take validity and reliability of the research into
account when conducting the research; the study will arguably be transparent at a greater extent
(Robson, 2002).
It has been within the author’s greatest interest to conduct a research that is transparent,
authentic and reliable. Invalid answers have therefore been removed from the survey. Hence,
all answers from participants younger than 18 years old and older than 34 years were eliminated
since the purpose of the thesis were to focus on the age group ranging from 18 to 34 years. All
answers that was submitted in less than 4 minutes were also removed since that time was
regarded as the minimum possible time to carefully read through and answer the questions
properly. Respondents has also been required to fill out the whole questionnaire in order to
make it count, which has made it possible for the authors to evaluate the answers on equal basis
and draw sound conclusions. However, with regards to that the respondents have answered the
questionnaire online without the presence of the authors, control of who answers the survey has
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been lost. Further, this could have an impact on the quality, validity and reliability of the survey
since external factors could impact the respondents’ answers. In addition, the absence of the
authors could possibly have resulted in the participants being less honest compared to if the
survey was conducted face to face.

3.8 Data Analysis
Bryman and Bell (2015) argues together with Sanders et al. (2016) that the empirical data from
a quantitative study needs to be transformed into data and processed once collected before
further analysis is possible. The collected primary data from the survey was imported from
Qualtrics to SPSS using the transfer function within the survey tool. Before preceding to
analyze the data, the authors eliminated some of the responses, based on the criteria mentioned
in the quality of research. Descriptive statistics were used to compare the difference between
motivation to write positive and negative online reviews for each specific motivational factor.
Additionally, the exploratory research approach that was undertaken allowed the authors to
conduct a factor analysis and look at the Cronbach’s alpha value in order to further explore the
topic. The findings from the factor analysis were considered valuable and interesting to further
explore the topic and the authors did not want to exclude these findings from the analysis.
3.8.1 Cronbach's alpha
There are a number of different metrics used to evaluate the internal consistency reliability. The
“internal consistency reliability” is explained by Pallant (2005) as “the extent to which the items
‘hang together’” (p. 6) and how well they are correlated. Cronbach’s alpha is one of the most
commonly used metrics and the authors of this thesis have therefore selected this metric for the
analysis of the data (Lance, Butts & Michels, 2006). The Cronbach’s alpha will be used to
validate the statistics and prove its level of reliability. Nunnaly and Bernstein (1994) argues that
the Cronbach's alpha should be greater than 0.70 in order to be considered statistically accurate
but according to them it is to be preferred to have a value between 0.80 and 0.90.
3.8.2 Factor analysis
A factor analysis is conducted in order to test scales and reduce the number of items by taking
a step back and grouping items together and form more coherent factors (Pallant, 2005). The
purpose of this study is however not to reduce the number of motivational factors, or to exclude
any of them, in regards to the deductive approach selected and explained previously. Therefore,
the factor analysis conducted using the empirical data, primarily aimed to find out the
significance of the data and the sample. The authors found it to be of importance for the research
to explore this further since the reviewed literature lacks evidence of correlations between the
different motivational factors. This was also done through a factor analysis that generated a
series of different statistical values and comparisons. However, only the Pearson correlation
matrix was used for the analysis since the authors considered the other values not to be of
significance or adding value to the research purpose, with regards to the short time frame and
scarcity of resources. Cohen (1988) suggests the following guidelines when determining the
strength of the relationship. This research outlines how the relationship coefficient (r) have the
interval between -1 and 1. Where a correlation of 0 indicates no relationship at all, a correlation
of 1,0 indicates a perfect positive correlation, and a value of –1,0 indicates a perfect negative
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correlation. They further suggest that: r=0,10 to 0,29 or r= –0,10 to –0,29 corresponds to a small
relationship, that r=0,30 to 0,49 or r= –0,30 to –0,49 corresponds to a medium relationship and
that r=0,50 to 1,0 or r= –0,50 to –1,0 corresponds to a large relationship (Pallant, 2005).
In the first step of factor analysis one should first consider two things in order to asses if the
data set is fit for a factor analysis, firstly the sample size and secondly the strength of the
relationship between the variables (Pallant, 2005). Firstly, regarding the sample size, there are
many opinions to how large a sample should be but Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) concluded in
their research that “it is comforting to have at least 300 cases for factor analysis” (p. 588).
Secondly, the matter concerning the strength of the relationship between the variables can be
measured through SPSS by performing a Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett, 1954), and a
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974). A factor analysis may not
be an appropriate method if there are few correlations, hence why the authors performed the
tests and compared the results to the defined minimum values needed to proceed and perform
a good factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
The second step in a factor analysis is factor extraction. In this step, factors that are considered
statistically insignificant are rejected from further analysis (Pallant, 2005). The most frequently
used method to conduct this is through the Kaiser’s criterion, where factors with eigenvalues
of lower than 1.0 are rejected. This method has however been criticized on the grounds that it
tends to reject a great number of factors (Pallant, 2005). With regards to the exploratory purpose
of the study and the criticism in mind, the authors choose to disregard the factor extraction
keeping all factors to maintain all factor in the study as intended from the purpose. In summary,
the authors focus was primarily on the KMO measure of sampling adequacy, including the
Barlett’s test of sphericity and the correlation matrix.
3.8.3 Descriptive statistics
The data collected was transformed in SPSS to display mean value, mode value, standard
deviation, skewness and frequency, as numerical data supported by graphs to visually present
the findings. These summaries of data are referred to as descriptive statistics, and are used to
present numeric data in a less complicated way (Andersson, Sweeney & Williams, 2011).
Frequency measures the number of participants who selected a certain alternative. These
generated frequencies were presented in percentage, and gave an indication of what the majority
of the sample population responded. The frequencies generated from this research were
transformed graphically and presented in histograms. Depending on the distribution of the
answers, the histograms are skewed in different ways (Andersson et al., 2011).
Histograms are skewed differently, depending on the direction the tails of the histogram are
extended furthest. The skewness is either a positive value (if the tail is to the right) or a negative
value (if the tail is to the left). The skewness is an indication of the spread of the participants
answers, and how well the data is clustered either to the left or right in the histogram. Further,
skewness indicates to what extent the participants agree in their opinions.
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The mean value was calculated to further describe the data and it equals to the average value of
all the answers from the participants (Anderson et al., 2011). The mean is one of the most
important measurements of descriptive statistics, as it “provides a measure of central location
for the data” (Anderson et al., 2011 p. 87).
In order to understand the data and to make a more accurate analysis, the standard deviation
was also calculated using SPSS. The standard deviation is equal to the square root of the
variance, which is a measurement on how much the average response deviates from the mean
value (Anderson et al., 2011). When these values were obtained from SPSS, the authors paired
the results. The positive question regarding e.g. “helping other customers” was paired with the
negative questions about the same motivational factor and so forth. The authors compared the
means, frequencies, standard deviation and skewness, and with regards to the differences
created a table to show insignificant and significant differences. The authors choose to not
discuss all descriptive values in all parts of the analysis, excluding those that did not add
anything to the analysis.

3.9 Limitations of method
The authors limited previous experience of creating and analyzing statistical data could be
considered as a weakness of the selected method. This might impact the quality of the analysis,
in terms of how well the authors were able to use SPSS and what statistical measures they were
able to obtain. For the reasons discussed throughout the method section, a quantitative research
approach was selected, hence excluded the benefits of choosing a qualitative method. The
quantitative approach selected does not add as much in-depth insights about the topic, as a
qualitative method would have. This research will therefore be able to primarily explore the
question of which motivational factors that drive people to write positive or negative online
reviews, with less emphasis on why.

3.10 Summary of methods
With regards to the fact that this thesis is further exploring a rather new topic within the fields
of eWOM and e-commerce, a quantitative and exploratory research approach was chosen as the
most appropriate. The authors gathered data through a mono method using a survey. Moreover,
the research strategy was evolved through a deductive approach with realism as the
philosophical basis. In addition, primary and secondary data has carefully been selected and
collected whereof the primary data has been developed through a quantitative survey. The
primary data was collected through an online survey based on the Likert Scale Approach
targeted 18 to 34 years old Swedish online consumers. Lastly, the collected data was exported
and analyzed through a statistic program named SPSS through different tools and aspects that
lead to the analysis.

Figure 2 - Summary of Method
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4. Results
The result section will be built up by the findings from the empirical study. First, mapping the
demographics; gender, age, occupation and geographical spread. Further establishing the
importance of this research. Lastly accounting for the empirical results gathered for all the
different motivational factors. The complete questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1.

4.1 Demographics
In total, 347 people participated and submitted the questionnaire. However, 29 responses did
not meet the requirements set in quality of research, and were eliminated from the study, which
left the authors with 318 responses.
4.1.1 Gender
Out of the 318 participants in the study, 181 were women and 136 were men which
corresponded to 56,9% women and 43,1% men as could be seen of Graph 1.

Graph 1 - Gender Distribution

4.1.2 Age
The age range of the selected target population was 18-34, which was divided into four different
age groups as could be seen in Graph 2. The age allocation of the sample showed that 24,5%
of the participants was between 18-21, 63,5% between 22-25, 9,6% between 26-29 and 2,5%
between 30-33. As could be seen in the graph 2, the majority of the respondents were in the age
group between 22-25.
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Graph 2 - Age Distribution

4.1.3 Occupation
The participants were asked to select their current occupation, by choosing between student,
job searching, unemployed and employed. As shown in Graph 3, the majority of the participants
were students, and very few of them selected any of the other alternatives. A total of 239
participants (75,2%) replied that they were students and 72 participants (22,6%) were
employed. Only 6 participants (1,9%) were looking for a job and 1 person (0,3%) was
unemployed.

Graph 3 - Occupation

4.1.4 Writing online reviews
The participants were asked how often they contribute with online reviews. The survey revealed
that 165 (51,8%) participants answered that they never write any online reviews, and another
130 (40,9%) participants answered that they rarely write online reviews. Drawing from this, a
majority of 295 answered that they rarely or never write online reviews. Further, only 20 (6,3%)
participants answered that they write online reviews sometimes and lastly 3 (0,09%)
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participants answered that they write online reviews often. No participant answered that they
always write online reviews after a purchase.

Graph 4 - Writing Reviews

4.1.5 Reading online reviews
With regards to previous question, the authors wanted to uncover what influence a third party’s
online reviews has on the participants purchase intentions. The survey showed that 51,8 % of
the participants were influenced or highly influenced by other online reviews.

Graph 5 - Reading Reviews
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4.2 Motivational Factors
The following questions were asked to further explore customer’s motivation to write online
reviews. Results from these inquiries are presented in the tables below, categorized by the
different motivational factors and presented in pairs with the value for the positive and the
negative impact showed together. The different factors are presented with equivalent question
from the questionnaire.
4.2.1 Focus-Related Utility
4.2.1.1 Altruism
The authors decided to split this factor into two different questions in the survey, to make the
question less complex and easier to comprehend so that the survey taker could leave a more
accurate response.
4.2.1.1.1 Question 1. Helping the Company
“What impact has helping the company on you in terms of writing positive or negative online
review?”
This question was aimed to cover the helping the company aspect of altruism. The findings are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1 - Helping the Company

4.2.1.1.2 Question 2. Helping other customers
“What impact has helping other customers on you in terms of writing positive or negative online
reviews”
This question was aimed to cover the helping other customers’ aspect of altruism. The findings
are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 - Helping the Customer
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4.2.1.2 Question 3. Social Benefits
“To what extent are you influenced, in the aspect of becoming a part of a social group, through
sharing a positive or negative online reviews.

Table 3 - Social Benefits

4.2.1.3 Question 4. Exerting power
“What impact does the possibility of exerting power over the company have on your decision
to write a positive or negative online review?”

Table 4 - Exerting Power

4.2.2 Question 5. Consumption Utility
“What impact has other customers already written reviews online on you in terms of writing
positive or negative online reviews (e.g. number of written online reviews and the content of
them)”

Table 5 - Consumption Utility
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4.2.3 Approval Utility
4.2.3.1 Question 6. Self-enhancement
“To what extent are you influenced by self-enhancement in your decision to write positive or
negative online review?”

Table 6 - Self-Enhancement

4.2.3.2 Question 7. Economic rewards
“What impact has writing positive or negative online reviews on you in terms of getting an
economic reward?”

Table 7 – Economic Rewards

4.2.4 Question 8. Homeostase Utility
“What impact has venting positive or negative feelings when writing positive or negative online
reviews?”

Table 8 Homostase Utility

4.2.5 Moderator-Related Utility
The authors decided to split this factor into two different questions in the survey, to make the
question less complex and easier to comprehend so that they survey taker could leave a more
accurate response. See below.
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4.2.5.1 Question 9. Convenience of the platform
“What impact does it have on your decision to write a positive or negative online review, if the
platform you are writing on is convenient and easy to use?”
This question was aimed to cover the convenience of submitting a online review aspect of the
moderator-related utility motivational factor. The findings are presented in the table 9 below.

Table 9 - Convenience

4.2.5.2 Question 10. Platform assistance
“What impact has writing positive or negative online reviews on you in terms of getting help
or information from the company or third parties “?

Table 10 - Platform Assistance

4.3 Factor analysis
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) concluded in their research “that it is comforting to have at least
300 cases for factor analysis” (p. 588). Hence, the 318 observations included in this study make
the statistical outcomes valid.
4.3.1 KMO and Bartlett's Test
The KMO value generated from the factor analysis measured up to 0,834 (as seen in Table 11).
These values vary between 0 and 1, and values above 0,6 are considered acceptable for going
through with a factor analysis (Tabacknich & Fidell, 2001). Therefore, the high value of 0,834
is a good indicator for the validity of the data. For the Bartlett's test of sphericity to be
considered significant the p-value has to be 0,05 or below, and as seen in Table 11, p= 0,00 for
this data set indicating that the factor analysis is to be considered valid.
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Table 11 - KMO & Bartlett's

4.3.2 Pearson correlation matrix
A correlation matrix was computed in the factor analysis, to detect any correlations between
the different motivational factors. The full correlation matrix can be found in Appendix 2.
Below is a summary of the highest and lowest correlations found that they will be further
elaborated upon in the analysis. The authors chose to make two correlation matrices, one to see
how the values for writing positive online reviews correlated with each other, and one for how
the motivational factors for negative reviews correlated with each other. Seeing how different
factors were correlated across positive and negative did not align with the purpose of this study.
4.3.2.1 Highest correlations registered

Table 12 - Highest Correlations Registred
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4.3.2.2 Lowest correlations registered

Table 13 - Lowest Correlations Registred

4.3.3 Cronbach’s alpha
The Cronbach’s alpha index is as mentioned in the method a value between 0 and 1, and values
over 0,7 are considered good indicators as mentioned under data analysis (Nunnaly &
Bernstein, 1994). The value obtained from the gathered data is 0,874, (seen in the Table 14)
which indicates that the data is correlated and “hang together”. This validates the empirical
findings and proves that they are significant.

Table 14 - Reliability Statistics
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5.0 Analysis
These sections will present the analysis between the gathered empirical results and the
theoretical findings, establishing to what extent there is a relation between the two. Firstly, the
authors conduct an analysis of all the different factors separately. The second part of the
analysis will be more of transboundary analysis comparing the relationships between the
different motivational factors striving to outline and rank the different factors impact on
motivating customers to write positive or negative online reviews.

5.1 Nominal factors
One important aspect in the survey has been the nominal factors charting the participants’
gender, age, occupation, how often one writes reviews and how influential others already
written reviews are on the participant. Furthermore, it was of great importance to explore those
factors in order to understand the result and draw accurate conclusions. After analyzing age,
occupation and gender one will find that both are slightly unequal distributed with advantage
of females, students and 22-25 year olds. This could impact the result to some extent, which is
further elaborated upon in limitations. However, the most interesting nominal factor was the
participant’s perceptions of influence of online reviews whereof they argue consistently that
they are highly influential when purchasing online. This further strengthens and aligns with the
previous literature (e.g. Duan et al 2008, Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006), presented in the frame
of references in how the empirical findings confirms the importance of online reviews. This
study further supports previous evidence (Brandtzaeg & Heim, 2011) that people are resistant
to contribute with online reviews since a majority of the participants answered that they never
or rarely write online reviews. Those two findings are very important for the thesis since they
further strengthen the importance of the topic.

5.2 Focus-Related Utility
“Focus-related utility is the utility the consumer receives when adding value to the webcommunity through his or her contributions” (Stewart, 2014, p.139). Focus-related utility was
divided into three different sub categories, accounted for below.
5.2.1 Altruism
Altruism involves motives such as intention of helping other customers, concerns for others and
enjoyment of helping the company (Bonner & de Hoog, 2011). The authors decided to split this
factor into two different questions in the survey; the analysis will also follow this pattern.
5.2.1.1 Question 1 -Helping the Company
The first question under the altruism umbrella is focusing on bringing insight into the
motivational factor of helping the company among the targeted audience.
After analyzing the result, the authors found that the mean values did not differ significantly
between writing positive or negative online reviews in order to help the company (see Graph
6). However, a small difference was found regarding the mean values where it was found that
the targeted audience rather write negative online reviews (2.86) than positive (2,62) in order
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to help the company. The two mean values correspond on the Likert scale to in between a small
to moderate impact, which is slightly different compared to Bronner and De Hoog’s (2011)
emphasis of altruism’s importance. This states that the targeted audience is not significantly
motivated by helping the company when contributing with either positive or negative online
reviews. However, the mode and frequency of the answers as, seen in table 1, indicates together
with the mean value that negative online reviews are slightly more impactful than positive
online reviews. When a customer is dissatisfied with a product or company, he or she is more
prone to write a negative online review in order to help the company become more aware of the
problem. This compared to a happy customer that are less willing to write an online review in
order to help the company to for example sell more.

Graph 6 - Helping the Company

5.2.1.2 Question 2 - Helping other customers
The second question under the altruism motivational factor umbrella, aimed to cover the aspect
of helping other customers. The results from these questions revealed that people are more
motivated to write negative online reviews in order to warn other people about products or
websites, than they are to recommend products or websites to others (see Graph 7). This is
drawn from the higher mean value that the questions concerning negative online reviews
generated (3,51), compared to the lower mean that the questions about positive online reviews
generated (3,11). Further, a difference of 0,4 between the both mean values is considered by
the authors to be a difference worth paying attention to, in the context of all results. The
differences in skewness and frequency visible in table 2 further reveals that people are more
prone to warn others about products or websites, versus recommending them. The results from
both positive and negative are clustered around moderate impact (3), big impact (4) and
extensive impact (5) which is in line with the statements made by Smith et al. (2007) regarding
their statement that being helpful is a basic human need.
In the literature, helping the company and helping other customers are one factor, altruism
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). However, this research shows that there is a significant difference
between the motivational factor for writing an online review in regards of helping other

39

customers compared to helping the company. The authors of this research therefore argue for
dividing altruism into two factors in the future when conducting research in the field of online
reviews.

Graph 7 - Help Other Customers

5.1.1.3 Question 3 - Social benefit
Social benefit is according to Cheung and Lee (2012) when customers provide content online
with the intention to benefit a group and be a part of an online community.
The third question in the survey was constructed to measure the motivational factor from social
benefits and being part of a social group from writing a positive or negative online review. The
empirical data showed that the motivational factor for providing online reviews with the
intention to benefit a group and become a part of an online community, were in both the case
of positive and negative of low impact (see Graph 8). This is drawn from the mean values for
writing positive online reviews (1,75) and negative (1,61), which corresponds to in between no
impact and small impact. These findings points at the fact that being a part of an online
community does not seem to motivate the selected target audience to write either positive or
negative online reviews. Approximately 50% of the respondents answered that social benefit
as a motivational factor for writing positive or negative online reviews had no impact on them.
Literature argues consistently upon social benefits significance as a motive for providing online
reviews e.g. Hennig-Thurau et al., (2004), Dellarocas (2003) and Balasubramanian and
Mahajan, (2001), which is interesting since the findings of this thesis states the opposite.
However, Burthon and Khammash (2010) highlighted in their research how customers initially
only read and passively engage in eWOM and that this behavior changes over time to an active
engagement. The participants of this study are perhaps in the initial stage and do not feel the
familiarity with a community, which Burthon and Khammash (2010) argue is important.
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Graph 8 - Social Benefits

5.1.1.4 Question 4 - Exerting power
Exerting power is the concept of sharing eWOM with the purpose of exerting power and
possesses control over companies (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
This question was aimed to cover the third part under the focus-related utility umbrella. The
findings presented from this questions, revealed that the target audience are motivated to a
greater extent to exert power over a company by writing a negative online review (see Graph
9). Judging from the previous literature, these findings were not surprising as Hennig-Thurau
et al. (2004) stressed how customers write negative online reviews to exert power over a
company and to hurt it. The higher mean value for writing negative online reviews (2,65)
compared to positive (2,38) is not as significant, but worth noticing. However, the mode values
show how there is a very small difference in the most frequent answer, positive (30,2%) and
negative (27,7%) responding 1 translating to no impact on the Likert scale. This further implies
that this motivational factor is of less importance judging from the empirical data gathered and
processed in this research. The results generated from writing positive and negative online
reviews are as, could visible in Graph 9, clustered to the left and around the lower values on the
Likert scale. This, along with a low standard deviation, a similar skewness and a similar mean
value, is evidence that the participants of this study agree with each other to a greater extent in
regards to this question. As mentioned in the frame of reference, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004)
and Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001) argues that exerting power is a major motivational
factor when contributing with eWOM. The results generated in this research supports this
statement as far as acknowledging the factor to some extent, even though the answers are not
as radical as what Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) and Balasubramanian and Mahajan (2001)
presented. The findings in this research are more in line with what Bronner and De Hoog
presented in 2011, arguing that exerting power over a company through online reviews should
be viewed as an insignificant motivational factor. The empirical findings contribute and
strengthen the research made by Bronner and De Hoog (2011) and ads the dimension of positive
and negative online reviews.
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Graph 9 - Exerting Power

5.1.2 Question 5 - Consumption Utility
Consumption utility is received when people spread eWOM because they are inspired by
others’ contributions and believe that they can have greater use of others’ eWOM if they are
engaged in creating themselves (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
The question regarding the impact of other online reviews, aimed to uncover if other online
reviews makes one more motivated to write positive or negative online reviews. The result from
this question showed that there is no significant difference if one writes positive or negative
with regards to the similar mean values for positive (2,49) and negative (2,61), as seen of Graph
10. This further reveals that the number of already written online reviews and the content of
them do not significantly motivate the target audience to write more online reviews, with
regards to the responses on the Likert scale where both mean values corresponded to a low or
moderate response. Further, this aligns with the literature of Matta and Frost (2011), who argues
that consumption utility is inconsistent in the literature since not all researchers agree upon its
importance. Additionally, Brandtzaeg and Heim (2011) highlighted in their research that the
ratio of reviews to people active online is low and that consumption utility should therefore be
considered an insignificant motivational factor for eWOM. The empirical findings points at
others already written online reviews have a rather low impact in terms of motivating the target
audience to write online reviews.
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Graph 10 - Consumption Utility

5.1.3 Approval Utility
Approval utility ”derives from the satisfaction that ensues when other constituents consume
and approve of the constituent’s own contributions” (Balasubramanian & Mahajan, 2001, p.
126). Approval utility is divided into two different sub categories by Thorsten Hennig-Thurau
et. al. (2004), accounted for below.
5.1.3.1 Question 6 - Self-enhancement
People motivated by self-enhancement are concerned with their own well-being and the goal is
to feel better about themselves when spreading eWOM (Sundaram et al., 1998).
This question served to measure how important self-enhancement was as a motivational factor
for contributing with positive or negative online reviews. In the literature on eWOM, Yang and
Lai (2010) argued this motivational factor to be very important, but the results from this study
on online review showed the opposite (see Graph 11). Both mean values were close to no impact
on the Likert scale. The measured mode value show that a significant part of the survey takers
answered that this was of no motivation for writing online reviews, with 39,3% for positive
online reviews and 48,8% for negative online reviews answering no impact. Even though there
is a difference between these values, this motivational factor is still insignificant for the selected
population. The insignificance shown in this study contradicts with the findings of Yang & Lai
(2010), which can be a result of the different focuses of the studies. Yang and Lai (2010)
investigated motivation to create eWOM with a study on people’s motivation to contribute to
Wikipedia, which is a noteworthy difference from writing online reviews. Constant et al. (1996)
stressed how people share their knowledge to strengthen their position as an expert in a field,
which people get the opportunity to do when contributing to Wikipedia for example, but not to
the same extent when writing online reviews. This might explain the difference between the
results. However, these are just speculation based on the previous literature and the empirical
findings. The findings of Yoo and Gretzel (2009) and Milton and Westphal (2005) are
contradicting to the empirical data found in this research, as these highlights self-enhancement
as a key motivational factor.
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Graph 11 - Self-Enhancement

5.1.3.2 Question 7 - Economic rewards
Economic rewards motivate people through discounts and monetary incentives (HennigThurau et al., 2004).
This question aimed to cover what impact economic rewards had on people’s motivation to
write a positive or a negative online review. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) together with Yang
and Lai (2010) highlighted economic rewards as a very important motivational factor for
contributing with eWOM, while Tong et al. (2013) disagreed. The findings of this study align
with the findings of Yang and Lai (2010) and Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004). The result from the
survey showed a mean value of 3,62 for writing positive and 2,98 for negative online reviews.
This corresponds to a moderate to big impact on the Likert scale for writing a positive online
review when receiving an economic reward. Further indicating the importance of economic
rewards, is the mode value that is substantially higher when writing positive online reviews
were 36,2% of the participants answered 4 on the Likert scale and only 23% answered 4
regarding negative online reviews. This is also shown by the great difference in skewness
between positive and negative online reviews, in which positive online reviews are very
negatively skewed (-0,779) compare to negative online reviews (-0,048), meaning that the
answers are more clustered for positive online reviews (see Graph 12). Even though economic
rewards are driving both positive and negative online reviews, the higher mean, mode and
skewness shows that economic rewards according to the empirical findings can drive the
contribution of more positive online reviews.
This could be explained by how Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) argue that people with high selfinterest are more motivated to contribute with eWOM when receiving an economic reward.
Further, giving a possible explanation to why people with a positive experience are more
motivated by money. Personal gain has been shown to be a strong motivational factor, and when
writing negative online reviews, for example to vent feelings or to exert power over the
company, increased utility and higher satisfaction is received (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
With regards to the empirical data, one can assume that people are less likely to write positive
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online reviews in order to vent feelings and exert power over a company. This may imply that
the target population to a bigger extent is characterized by a higher self-interest, and that the
personal gain is not as high for writing a positive online review since that actually favors
someone else. Therefore, drawing from the empirical data in this research, economic rewards
have been found to drive more positive than negative online reviews.

Graph 12 - Economic Reward

5.1.4 Question 8 - Homeostase Utility
Homeostase utility is based on the notion that individuals always are striving to balance the
equilibrium in their lives by venting positive or negative feelings through online comments or
reviews (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
This question aimed to cover what impact venting positive or negative feelings had on people’s
motivation to write a positive or a negative online review. Both Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004)
and Yoo and Gretzel (2007) acknowledge this as a strong driver for eWOM. The empirical data
presents evidence that people are more prone to express negative feelings, which has not been
mentioned in the previous literature. Even though the mean values for this motivation factor are
relatively low, there is a difference between the two that is worth noticing when comparing the
values to all the others. The mean value for writing a negative online review to ventilate feelings
is 0,44 higher than for writing positive online reviews, which is considered a significant
difference on the 1-5 Likert scale. The mode value for the question about positive online
reviews shows that more than half of the participants answered no impact (27%) or small impact
(27%). The most frequently selected answer for writing a negative online review to ventilate
feelings, was moderate impact, hence strengthening that this motivational factor generates more
negative than positive online reviews. As can be seen in the Graph 13 the answers are spread
over the Likert scale to a greater extent for negative online reviews, with more participants
selecting the 4 and 5. The empirical findings are not supporting the findings of Hennig-Thurau
et al. (2004) and Yoo and Gretzel (2009) to a great extent, as venting feelings is not recognized
as one of the most important motivational factors in the empirical findings. Why people are
more prone to express their negative feelings associated with an online shopping remains
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unknown, but this might have an explanation with the strong correlation (0,513) it have with
writing negative online reviews in order to exert power over the company. This may indicate
that people express negative feelings in order to hurt the company. Also, drawing from the
reasoning by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) in the previous section regarding economic rewards,
people with high self-interest do things for their personal gain. Hurting the company and
expressing negative feelings is a greater personal gain than doing the opposite, which actually
favors someone else.

Graph 13 - Homostase Utility

5.1.5 Moderator-Related Utility
“Moderator-related utility is derived when a third party makes the complaint act easier for the
community member” (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004, p. 43). The authors decided to split this
factor into two different questions in the survey, to make the question less complex and easier
to comprehend so that they survey taker could leave a more accurate response. See below:
5.1.5.1 Question 9 - Convenience of the platform
People are primarily motivated to spread eWOM because of the convenience the platform
moderator adds (Harrison-Walker, 2001; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
The 9th question was designed to measure the impact of and how important a well-functioning
and convenient platform is as a motivational factor for writing positive or negative online
reviews. Harrison-Walker (2001) stressed the importance of a convenient platform, and the
results from the survey align with these findings. However, this research reveals that a
convenient platform is motivating people to write positive online reviews more than negative
(see Graph 14). Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) and Harrison-Walker (2001) wrote about how this
was important in an eWOM context, whilst this research is solely focusing on people’s
motivation to write online reviews. The previous literature emphasized the role of a moderator,
but with regards to the nature of online reviews the authors chose to write the question with
emphasis on convenience and not the moderator. The convenience factor showed a very high
mode value, where 35,5% of the respondents answering that convenience had an extensive
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impact for writing a positive online review and 27,7% selected the same alternative for writing
a negative online review. This is a first indication of why this factor is an important motivational
factor when contribution with either a positive or negative online review. The lower standard
deviation for writing positive online reviews shows how the sample agreed with each other to
a greater extent, which can also be seen in Graph 14 and is worth noticing. The mean value
further strengthens this argument, the positive mean at a high 3,9 equaling almost a score of 4,
which on the Likert scale translates to a big impact. The mean for contributing with negative
online reviews scored under that of the positive at 3,5.
This research can through these findings show that a good website with an easy way to
contribute with online reviews encourage users to write positive online reviews more than it
encourages them to write negative ones. Harrison-Walker (2001) stressed how the website was
important when filing complaints, but this study shows how it is even more important when
writing a positive online review. That might be because people are more prone to write online
review to express negative feelings (positive: 2,38 vs negative: 2,82). Writing a negative online
review because the platform is convenient is weakly correlated (0,247) with venting negative
feelings. This might implicate that unsatisfied people disregard that a platform is inconvenient,
because they are more motivated by venting their negative feelings to write an online review.
However, these are just speculations and subject for further, more in-depth study.

Graph 14 - Convenience

5.1.5.2 Question 10 - Platform Assistance
Platform assistance motivates people who are looking for support and solutions to their
product-related issues (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004).
The second question under the moderator-related utility umbrella aims at platform assistance
and the motivational factor of getting help from the company. The research conducted by
Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) focused on the general concept of eWOM, and how a moderator
was the link between a customer and the company. However, as explained in the method the
focus on online reviews in this study led the authors to ask the survey takers about their
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motivation to write an online review in order to get help from the company. According to the
findings in terms of mean values there is almost no difference between motivation to write
positive (2,6) and negative online reviews (2,56). This indicates that when one writes an online
review in order get help there is no difference in if the customer is having a satisfactory or
dissatisfactory experience of the company or the products. The similarities between the results
can be assessed from the other descriptive statistics in graph 15. The mean values translate to
between a low to moderate impact on the Likert scale, which does not disregard this factor as
influential, but neither confirming that it is of great importance.
Convenience of the platform and platform assistance are both moderator-related utility in the
eWOM literature, but was in this study divided into two sub-categories. The significant
difference of importance between the factors led the authors to argue that these should be
separated when talking about online review. The moderator aspect within platform assistance
was somewhat disregarded in this study, since the literature that was applied to this research
originated from eWOM and this study focused on online reviews.

Graph 15 - Platform Assistance
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5.3 Factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha
The authors performed a Cronbach’s alpha to establish the internal consistency reliability.
According to Nunnaly and Bernstein (1994), the Cronbach's alpha should be greater than 0,70
in order to be considered statistically accurate. The Cronbach’s alpha obtained from the
empirical data was well above 0,70 and with a value of 0,874, hence in the range between 0,800,90 which Nunnaly and Bernstein (1994) considered to be preferable. This value explained
that the values obtained from the questionnaire in regards to the motivational factors “hang
together” which led the authors to continue with a factor analysis.
The factor analysis was proved accurate by the values from the KMO Measure of Sampling
Adequacy and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity. Additionally, the factor analysis generated a Pearson
correlation matrix where the authors identified five strong correlations and five significantly
weak correlations as could be obtained from table 12. One of the strongest correlations found
were between the convenience of the platform and helping other customers (0,482). This strong
correlation indicates that the same people that are motivated to write a positive online review
because of the convenience of the platform are also motivated to write a positive online review
in terms of helping other customers. This implies that by using these motivational factors
simultaneously, the effect would in theory be greater and generate more positive online reviews.
The other strong correlations have to be considered carefully, since high correlations between
motivational factors that both have low impact, just implies that the participants in this study
agreed that these motivational factors were insignificant. The weak correlations presented, are
examples of motivational factors that do not correlate and hence, do not motivate the same
people. That is, the same person that writes a positive online review in order to help the
company is most likely not looking for an economic reward, since these are insignificantly
correlated (0,052). Therefore, attempts to combine these two motivational factors will most
likely generate fewer positive online reviews. The same goes for the remaining low correlations.

5.4 Summary of analysis
The empirical results from this study strengthens and aligns with the previous literature
presented in the frame of references in how the they confirm the importance of online reviews.
Further, as presented in graph 5, a majority of the participants answered that others online
reviews have a moderate to extensive impact on their purchase intentions. The responses from
the questionnaire also further supports earlier evidence of how people never or rarely write
online reviews, which strengthens the importance of this paper of understanding what could
motivate people to write more positive and negative online reviews.
In the first analysis section the descriptive statistics of the paired motivational factors were
compared and analyzed. From that, the importance of each motivational factor was determined
and a list of the most important motivational factors was compiled for writing positive or
negative online reviews. These lists are based on high mean values, low standard deviation,
high skewness and how the frequencies were distributed, and the top three most important
motivational factors are presented in table 15.
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Table 15 - Most Important Factors

Ranking the factors like this, one can see that the same three motivational factors are of most
importance for writing both positive and negative online reviews. When comparing the pairs
individually and isolated from the other motivational factors, differences between the
descriptive statistics were noticed. The result in table 12 led the authors to conclude that there
is only a small difference between why people in the selected population write positive or
negative online reviews.
The most and least important motivational factors for writing online reviews with regards to
the selected population is outlined above and it is argued by Doh and Hwang (2009) earlier in
this paper, that the presence of both positive and negative online reviews are important. By
focusing on the strongest motivational factors presented in this thesis, online retailers could
encourage reviews of both characters to be generated and will accordingly lead to greater sales
as stated by (e.g. Zhang et al., 2010, Chen & Xie, 2008 and Duan et al., 2008).
The exploratory research approach allowed the authors to include a factor analysis in the results
and the analysis, and as mentioned in the second part of the analysis, some motivational factors
correlate with each other. By knowing which factors correlated and which don’t, motivational
factors paired together can be used more effectively in order to generate more online reviews
(Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006).

6.0 Conclusion
The purpose of this thesis was to further explore customer’s motivation to write online reviews
by understanding what factors motivate customers to write positive and negative online
reviews. Further, the mentioned purpose has throughout the project been guided by the chosen
research question “what motivational factors motivate people to contribute with positive and
negative online reviews”?
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The findings of this thesis show that primarily three motivational factors are of significant
impact namely; economic rewards, convenience of the platform and helping other customers
(table 15). In addition, self-enhancement and social benefit had almost no motivational impact
at all on the respondents. Further, helping the company, platform assistance, exerting power,
consumption utility and homeostase utility showed a moderate impact that could by online
retailers be taken into account when online retailers strive to encourage more reviews. The
exploratory research approach allowed the authors to gain further insights through a factor
analysis finding how the factors correlated. In summary, the authors have been presented new
insights into what factors motivate customers to write positive and negative reviews, answering
the research question

7. Discussion
This section elaborates on the author's impressions and insight from the work process. This is
followed by a discussion about the limitations and strengths of the research leading to a section
about contributions from the research. Finally, the section presents suggestions for further
research in the subject.
The process of igniting, planning and completing a project of this magnitude has been a thrilling
journey with its ups and downs. It has both challenged and strengthen the bonds within the
group, and been a great learning experience on the individual plan as well as for the group as a
whole. The project has required multiple skills and the authors feel like the process in itself has
been the greatest learning experience and a way to connect theoretical knowledge acquired at
JIBS from numerous courses to practice. Further, giving the team a great opportunity to do so
in a forgiving environment where learning is the objective has been of utmost importance. The
project has enhanced and further developed the team's planning skills in terms of dividing a big
project into smaller milestones that the authors have worked slowly and steadily towards. In
addition, the project has also given a great insight into how to work efficiently in a team and
highlighted the importance of good communication. The group dynamics have been of great
importance and the team has learned valuable lessons from having a continuous dialogues and
evaluating the progress on a weekly basis to find the best methods for writing, conducting
research and communicating within the group. Decisions and obstacles were, as of practice,
first thoroughly discussed within the group accounting for strengths and weaknesses and taking
potential outcomes and consequences from the decision made into consideration.

7.1 Limitations and strengths
In order to validate and extend the findings a mix between a qualitative and a quantitative
method would serve the thesis well and add depth to the findings. However, with regards to the
limited time frame and the scarcity of previous literature on the topic, the authors argues that a
quantitative study was appropriate to begin with in a first step in order to explore this field of
research. Another limitation revealed during the process and development of the thesis is the
scarcity of valid and useful literature covering the topic. As a consequence, the used literature
is based on some extent a limited number of articles and publications that is solely focused on
the broader concept of eWOM and not the narrow focus of online reviews that this thesis is
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taking, this could be an explanation for why the empirical data and literature does not fully
align. However, with regards to the scarcity of relevant articles the authors purpose has been to
further explore the topic by primarily using a questionnaire serving the purpose of further
exploring the topic. The primary data collected through the author's questionnaire is therefore
an essential resource for this thesis. A limitation connected to the findings and relevance of the
questionnaire is therefore the predominant number of female respondents. Further, this leads to
a somewhat bias generalization in the drawn conclusions, since the study does not represent the
genders equally. Another limitation that could be argued upon is the fact that a majority of the
respondents answered that they rarely write reviews, but still the authors includes them in the
questionnaire. This could perhaps limit the questionnaire, but the authors argue that their
questions are asked in a way as “if the respondent were to write a review, how much would the
following motivational factor influence him or her”. Therefore, the authors do not believe that
this have a significant effect on the empirical data gathered. The research does not make any
difference between high or low involvement products and the questionnaire is looking at all
online reviews even though there might be a difference between different products. Another
limitation that could be argued upon is the fact that a majority of the respondents are students,
this can have an effect on the empirical data, e.g. in terms of students’ financial limitations,
differences in priorities and time management.
In opposition, the strengths of the thesis are primary the usage of highly qualitative, validate
and approved literature that is widely accepted within the academic world. Further, this adds to
the relevance of the topic, the problem formulation and the importance of further exploring the
topic since all covered literature argues for its absence of substantial theory. By further
exploring the field of online reviews the authors add insights to existing literature and highlights
new aspects to existing literature that is of importance for both academics and practitioners.

7.2 Contributions
Online reviews are according to Matta and Frost (2011) a rather novel topic and therefore only
a scarce number of literatures are covering the topic. With regards to the impact online reviews
have on the customer’s perception of the product and the company, it is vital to further explore
this new field of research (Park et al., 2007). This research is therefore academically relevant
since it further explores and adds new knowledge and insights to the founding literature of
online reviews provided by e.g. Tong et al. (2013), Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) and Dellarocas
(2003). As previous mentioned, academic research that is covering the aspects of motivational
factors that leads to either positive or negative online reviews is scarce. This study therefore
further explores and starts to fill that literature gap and opens up for further studies that will add
more depth to the topic. This research also charts an elementary foundation for what
motivational factors influence customers the most to contribute with either positive or negative
online reviews and online reviews in general.
This research is highly relevant since it could function as a foundation for future studies within
the scarce literature covering the aspects of motivation to write positive and negative online
reviews. This research is also of importance for online retailers since it charts what factors are
most motivational in gaining and encouraging the writing of online reviews in general but also
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more specifically positive and negative online reviews. By understanding those factors online
retailers could create a better mix of positive and negative online reviews that is more authentic,
helpful and that will increase sales as stated by Duan et al., (2008) and Chevalier & Mayzlin
(2006).
The findings of this thesis suggests that altruism and moderator-related utility should not be
compiled as two separate factors, as stated by e.g. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004). Hence, rather
be divided into its underlying factors including helping the company and helping other
customers on one hand and platform assistance and convenience of the platform on the other.
This is motivated by the fact that the factors underlying both altruism and moderator-related
utility are very different in terms of motivational importance according to the empirical findings
of this thesis.

7.4 Suggestions for Further Research
Suggestions for further research within this study are based on the learnings, limitations and
contributions of this project. With regards to the scarce number of previous literature on the
specific topic, the author wanted to further explore this field of research by conducting a
quantitative research method. The authors therefore explored and shed light on new insights
within the field of online reviews that leads to a number of suggestions for further research.
In consideration to the uncharted field of research the need of depth is essential in order to
further validate the findings and their impact on online reviews. The authors of this thesis
therefore suggests a qualitative approach with the aim to add depth to the field of online reviews
based on this empirical data and the literature of e.g. Tong et al. (2010), Hennig-Thurau et al.
(2004), Dellarocas (2003) and Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001).
Another suggestion of further research is the aspect of understanding and exploring the
relationship between different demographic variables such as for an example: age, gender,
geographical area and education in the aspect of how they are affected by the different
motivational factors. As an example: do men and females correspond differently to the
mentioned motivational factors and how do age impact the motives to contribute with online
reviews?
Lastly, the authors also suggest further research exploring if the motivational factors for writing
online reviews differs between high and low involvement products and how this impacts the
decision to contribute. This is a factor that has been purposely excluded in this study but the
authors recognized the need to add this dimension in the future.
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Appendix
1.0 Appendix - Questionnaire

Uppsats Questions - Den nya
Q1 Hej, Kul att du valt att fylla i vår enkät! Den kommer att ta dig ca. 4 minuter, ha kul! I
följande enkät definieras ”Reviews” som den åsikt & kommentar du eller andra kunder väljer
att skriva på hemsidan kopplat till en produkt. Din review kan omfatta kundnöjdhet, tips,
kommentarer av produktens egenskaper, kvalitet osv.
Q2 Kön?
 Kvinna (1)
 Man (2)
Q3 Ålder?
 Under 18 (1)
 18 - 21 (2)
 22 - 25 (3)
 26 - 29 (4)
 30 - 33 (5)
 Över 34 (6)
Q4 Vad är din sysselsättning?
 Student (1)
 Jobbsökande (2)
 Arbetslös (3)
 Anställd (4)
Q6 Hur ofta skriver du reviews efter ett köp på Internet?
 Aldrig (1)
 Sällan (2)
 Ibland (3)
 Ofta (4)
 Alltid (5)
Q5 Hur stor påverkan har andras reviews på dig när du letar efter produkter att köpa på
internet?
 Obefintlig påverkan (1)
 Liten påverkan (2)
 Medel påverkan (3)
 Stor påverkan (4)
 Avsevärd påverkan (5)
Q7 I följande stycke ska du föreställa dig ditt senaste köp på Internet som du kände dig nöjd
med! (T.ex. produkten i fråga levde upp till dina förväntningar, leveransen var i tid eller du var
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helt enkelt överlag nöjd med köp-upplevelsen.) Du önskas kryssa i , en skala mellan 1 till 5,
för att visa hur stor påverkan följande frågor skulle ha på ditt beslut om att skriva
en positivt review. Skala. 1 = Obefintlig påverkan 2 = Liten påverkan 3 = Medel påverkan
4 = Stor påverkan 5 = Avsevärd påverkan
Q8 Hur stor påverkan har det på dig, att genom din positiva review få möjlighet att hjälpa
företaget ? (Ex: ge företaget feedback, marknadsföra företaget osv)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q9 Hur stor påverkan har det på dig, att genom din positiva review få hjälpa andra kunder i
deras köpbeslut? (exempel: ge hjälp med storlekar, din review av produktens kvalitet, osv.
Till exempel skon är skön, bra kvalitet eller håller i tvätten)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q13 Hur stor påverkan har att uppnå självförbättring på dig i valet att bidra med en
positiv review online. (exempel: att uppnå: ökat rykte, ökad självkänsla, ökat välmående)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q14 Hur stor påverkan har ekonomiska ersättningar på dig i valet att bidra med en positiv
review online? (exempel: Skriv en review och få 10% rabatt på ditt nästa köp, eller skriv en
review och få 100kr att handla för)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
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Q15 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att få ventilera/ge uttryck åt positiva känslor via din
positiva review? (exempel: du blir så glad av produkten, att du vill skriva ner och ge uttryck
åt dina känslor i en positiv review).
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q16 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att plattformen där du bidrar med din positiva review är
enkel, smidig & bekväm att använda? (Exempel: det går snabbt, du behöver inte registrera
dig och kan smidigt dela med dig av dina tankar och åsikter i en review).
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q17 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att bidra med positiva reviews för att få hjälp av företaget
eller andra kunder vid ditt köp? (Exempel: skriva en positiv review för att få hjälp av företaget
eller deras kunder vid ditt köp av en produkt för att få mer information om produkten i fråga)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q11 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig, att utöva din makt över företaget genom din positiva
review? (exempel: eftersom många kunder läser din review får du makt över företaget och
kan påverka deras kunders uppfattning om produkter och företaget)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q10 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig, att genom att dela din positiva review kunna bli en del
av en social gemenskap? (exempel: om du älskar att cykla och köper produkter från en
cykelhemsida. Hur viktigt är det för dig att genom din positiva review kunna bli en del av den
sociala gemenskapen?)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
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Q12 Hur stor påverkan har andras reviews (ex. antal skrivna reviews eller innehållet i dessa) på
dig i ditt beslut att skriva en positiva review? (exempel: avsaknaden av reviews på hemsidan
gör att du inte skriver, förekomst av många kommentarer får dig att skriva eller att innehållet i
redan skrivna reviews påverkar dig att bidra)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q18 Grymt jobbat! Snart färdig!!! I följande stycke ska du föreställa dig ditt senaste köp på
Internet som du kände dig missnöjd med! (T.ex. produkten i fråga levde inte upp till dina
förväntningar, leveransen var ej i tid eller du var helt enkelt överlag missnöjd med köpupplevelsen.)
Du önskas kryssa i, en skala mellan 1 till 5, för att visa hur stor påverkan
följande frågor skulle ha på ditt beslut om att skriva en negativ review. Skala. 1 = Obefintlig
påverkan 2 = Liten påverkan 3 = Medel påverkan 4 = Stor påverkan 5 = Avsevärd påverkan
Q19 Hur stor påverkan har det på dig, att genom din Negativa review få möjlighet att hjälpa
företaget? (Ex: uppmärksamma företaget om produkter och funktioner som är dåliga)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q20 Hur stor påverkan har det på dig, att genom din negativa review få hjälpa andra kunder i
deras köpbeslut?
(exempel: ge hjälp med storlekar (den här skon är trång, skaver i hälen,
trång i axlarna) eller din review av produktens kvalitet (den här produkten färgar av sig, eller
krymper i tvätten)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q21 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att bidra med en negativ review för att uppnå
självförbättring. (exempel: uppnå: ökat rykte, ökad självkänsla, ökat välmående)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
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Q22 Hur stor påverkan har ekonomiska ersättningar på dig för att du ska bidra med
negativa reviews online? (Exempel: du får 100kr i rabatt vid ditt nästa köp om du bidrar med
en review).
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q23 Hur viktigt är det för dig att få ventilera/ge uttryck för negativa känslor via din
negativa review? (Exempel: du blir så irriterad eller besviken över en produkt att du vill ge
uttryck för dina negativa känslor i en negativ review)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q24 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att plattformen där du bidrar med din negativa review är
enkel, smidig & bekväm i ditt val att skriva en review? (Exempel: det går snabbt, du behöver
inte registrera dig och kan smidigt dela med dig av dina tankar och åsikter i en review).
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q25 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig att skriva negativa reviews för att få hjälp av företaget
eller andra kunder vid ditt köp?
(Exempel: skriva en negativ review för att få hjälp av
företaget eller deras kunder vid ditt köp av en produkt för att få mer information om produkten
i fråga)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q27 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig, att utöva din makt över företaget genom din
negativa review?
(exempel: eftersom många kunder läser din review får du makt över
företaget och kan påverka deras kunders uppfattning om produkter och företaget)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
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Q28 Hur stor påverkan har det för dig, att genom att dela din negativa review kunna bli en del
av en social gemenskap? (exempel: om du älskar att cykla och köper produkter från en
cykelhemsida. Hur viktigt är det för dig att genom din negativa review kunna bli en del av den
sociala gemenskapen?)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)
Q29 Hur stor påverkan har andras reviews (ex. antal skrivna reviews eller innehållet i dessa) på
dig i ditt beslut att skriva en negativa review? (exempel: avsaknaden av reviews på hemsidan
gör att du inte skriver, förekomst av många kommentarer får dig att skriva eller att innehållet i
redan skrivna reviews påverkar dig att bidra)
 1 (1)
 2 (2)
 3 (3)
 4 (4)
 5 (5)

Appendix 2.0
Positive online reviews matrix - Correlation
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Negative online reviews matrix - Correlation
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Appendix 3.
Summary of previous literature.
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