Chapter 2

The Digitization of Word-of-Mouth

Abstract From the ﬁrst article published on the topic of electronic word-of-mouth
(eWOM) research has rapidly increased, underlining the importance of this phenomenon in various business contexts. Customers’ purchasing behavior has
increasingly changed with the development of Information and Communication
Technologies and social media. Therefore, what had traditionally been deﬁned as
word-of-mouth (WOM) needs to be reconsidered and studied in light of recent
trends. This chapter will analyze the evolution of the concept from WOM to eWOM
and main dimensions for an analysis of WOM. Speciﬁc attention will be paid to
credibility and possible biased information.

2.1 The Concept of Word-of-Mouth
The development of new technologies, and especially the increasing use of social
media by travelers described in the previous chapter, pointed out the need to
reconsider the received concept of WOM (also called Buzz), in the light of recent
changes (Stauss 1997; Buttle 1998; Breazeale 2009).
Arndt (1967) and Koenig (1985) deﬁne word-of-mouth as an oral, person-toperson communication between a receiver and a communicator whom the receiver
perceives as non-commercial, regarding a brand, product or service. According to
Stern (1994) “WOM involves the exchange of ephemeral oral or spoken messages
between a contiguous source and a recipient who communicate directly in real life…
WOM communication vanishes as soon as it is uttered, for it occurs in a spontaneous
manner and then disappears.” Moreover, WOM is perceived as different from
advertising because it is independent and not paid by the company (Stern 1994). For
this reason, it is considered genuine and more credible by customers (Bateson and
Hoffman 1999; Ogden 2001). In fact, a study of Goldenberg et al. (2001)
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demonstrates that WOM, both in the case of weak ties and strong ties,1 has a deeper
influence in information dissemination than advertising. Over the years, research has
conﬁrmed the powerful influence of WOM on perceptions, expectations (Webster
1991; Zeithaml et al. 1993; Lee and Youn 2009), attitude, and customer behavior
(Dye 2000). Referral WOM can be used by customers as an important source of prepurchase information (input WOM) or after the experience as a way of offering
information and recommendations to other customers (output WOM) (Buttle 1998).

2.2 Word-of-Mouth and Electronic Word-of-Mouth
The spread of the Internet and wireless systems, with the consequent increased use
of social media by customers (OECD 2012), highlight the need to reconsider the
traditional concept of WOM (Stauss 1997; Buttle 1998; Breazeale 2009; Cheung
and Thadani 2010, 2012). The opportunity for individuals to share their experiences
with other people all over the world (Dellarocas 2003; Inversini et al. 2010) takes
power away from companies and delivers it into the hands of consumers (HennigThurau et al. 2004). Online user-generated content can be shared through posted
reviews (consumer opinions on apposite websites such as blogs or commercial
review websites), mailbags (customer opinions on the seller’s website), electronic
mailing lists and personal emails (consumer opinions sent by email), chat rooms
and instant messaging (one-to-one real conversation on the Internet and Mobile),
and posts on social networks (posts on Facebook, Linkedin, etc.).
In the light of these trends, eWOM can be deﬁned as “…any positive or negative
statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about a product or
company, which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via the
Internet” (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). However, this kind of communication is not
limited to brands, products, or services but can be related also to an organization, a
destination, etc. (Buttle 1998).
The analysis of the traditional concept of WOM and of the deﬁnition of eWOM
is a useful preliminary step to an identiﬁcation of the main differences between the
two concepts (Table 2.1).
A ﬁrst aspect to be considered is the nature of the message. Unlike the traditional
concept of WOM, eWOM is generally a written message, more and more visual

1

Social ties can be classiﬁed as strong or weak (Granovetter 1973). Strong ties are represented by
closer relationships with the individual’s social network such as family and friends. On the other
hand, weak ties are generally weaker and less personal social relationships that facilitate the
information search about a speciﬁc topic (such as colleagues). According to Duhan et al. (1997) a
tie can be characterized by various degrees of strength: it is weak if the recommender is just an
acquaintance or is not known to the consumer and it is strong when the consumer knows the
recommender personally. For an authoritative analysis of this topic, see also Pigg and Crank
(2004), Gruen et al. (2006), and Chu and Kim (2011).
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Table 2.1 WOM versus eWOM
WOM

eWOM

Nature of the message
Form of the message
Persistence
Synchronism
Accessibility/speed of diffusion
Credibility

Mainly oral/private
Written/public
Direct
Indirect
Lower persistence
Higher persistence
Synchronous
Asynchronous
Low/low
High/high
Known source of
Unknown source of
information
information
Source author’s elaboration on the basis of Buttle (1998), Breazeale (2009), Cheung and Thadani
(2010, 2012)

(Rosen 2009),2 not necessarily direct because customers publish their impressions on
the Net often without addressing them to a speciﬁc known person.3 They publish usergenerated content (text, images, and videos) about their experience which remains on
that website. The message is therefore persistent because it does not vanish easily and
asynchronous because it is not necessary for the interaction between the communicator and the receiver to take place at the same time (Cheung and Thadani 2012). On
the contrary, other consumers can read these reviews even after a long period of time
(Buttle 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004; Breazeale 2009), while searching for
information online about a speciﬁc product or service (Ward and Ostrom 2002). The
persistence of the message in online repositories makes it also possible for companies
and researchers to measure eWOM (Cheung and Thadani 2012; Cheung and Lee
2012), an operation that was extremely difﬁcult in the case of traditional WOM.
Moreover, for what concerns accessibility, in the case of traditional WOM customers
may ask the opinion of people they know, generally composing small groups, whereas
in the electronic environment, millions of people, usually strangers, can gain access to
the opinions of others (Libai et al. 2010) also for long periods of time (Hennig-Thurau
et al. 2004; Hung and Li 2007; Park and Lee 2009). In this context it is difﬁcult for the
reader to determine the credibility of the message because the information comes from
individuals who have little or no prior relationship with the seeker (Chatterjee 2001;
Xia and Bechwati 2008; Schindler and Bickart 2005), are geographically and culturally dispersed (Gruen et al. 2006) and belong to diverse backgrounds (Litvin et al.
2008). Therefore, customers activate “weak-ties” with others in order to obtain
information on speciﬁc features of the product (Brown and Reingen 1987;
Gruen et al. 2006).
Online WOM can be distinguished in “organic/intrinsic,” that occurs spontaneously by the customer, or “ampliﬁed/extrinsic,” that occurs when the company
According to Rosen (2000) we are moving from “old” online buzz mainly text-based to the new
visual buzz based on images.
3
Actually, before the development of IT and online review sites, it was possible to publish a
written product review on speciﬁc magazines; for example, the magazine of a consumers’
association.
2
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encourages customers to accelerate the spread of WOM (Godes and Mayzlin 2004;
Libai et al. 2010).4 These actions are the base of viral marketing campaigns in
which a company develops online marketing messages and stimulates customers to
forward these messages to other members of their social network (van der Lans
et al. 2010).5 Even though, as mentioned before, WOM is different from advertising, the act of rewarding customers in several ways for the action of spreading
reviews (Buttle 1998) can generate a credibility bias especially in the online
environment where the source of the message is unknown.

2.3 Electronic Word-of-Mouth Outcomes
Over the last few years, we have witnessed an increasing interest by researchers on
the topic of eWOM. Several studies have endeavored to explain how people are
influenced by received WOM information.
Most studies about eWOM communication adopted a dual process theory of
human information processing (Cheung and Thadani 2012) that “divides the mental
processes underlying social judgments and behavior into two general categories
depending on whether they operate automatically or in a controlled fashion”
(Gawronski and Creighton 2013). The most prominent dual process theories,
mainly used in eWOM research, are the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) (Petty
and Cacioppo 1984) and the heuristic systematic model (HSM) (Chaiken 1980).
These models try to answer a central question: how different aspects of a persuasive
message (e.g., strength of arguments, attractiveness of the source) influence the
effectiveness of persuasive appeals. Other interesting dual process models investigate how attitudes are formed and changed and the mechanisms through which
attitudes guide behavior. This is the case of Motivation and Opportunity as
Determinants-MODE model (Fazio 1990) and the Dual attitude model (Wilson
et al. 2000).6
The cited theories have been employed by authors in different ways to analyze
the impact that eWOM has on customer attitudes and consequently on behavior and
purchase intentions and decisions. Recent reviews of the literature on the topic
show that eWOM studies can be classiﬁed into two levels (Cheung and Thadani
2010, 2012): a market-level analysis, focused on the impact of eWOM on product
sales by examining objective data extracted from speciﬁc websites (i.e., reviews on
TripAdvisor) (Chen and Xie 2005; Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006; Dellarocas and
Zhang 2007; Duan et al. 2008; Zhu and Zhang 2010) and an individual-level
Godes and Mayzling (2009) use the term “exogenous WOM” to describe the proactive actions
of companies which induce their consumers to spread the word about their products online (Godes
and Mayzlin 2004, 2009).
5
Viral marketing will be analyzed in Chap.4.
6
For a literature review on the topic of dual process theories, see Gawronski and Creighton
(2013).
4
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analysis, focused on the influence that the communication process between a
communicator and a receiver may have on attitude and purchase decisions (Park
and Kim 2009; Cheung et al. 2009).
Several academic studies on the topic of eWOM point out the impact of consumer reviews on attitude, purchase intentions, and customers’ decisions (Schindler
and Bickart 2005; Goldsmith and Horowitz 2006; Park et al. 2007; Buhalis and
Law 2008; Law et al. 2008; Doh and Hwang 2009). In turn, Chang et al. (2005)
found that attitude has a signiﬁcant impact on online purchase intentions and
decisions. According to Gruen et al. (2006), online customer-to-customer exchange
activities have a considerable effect on the overall value of the ﬁrm’s offering and
consequently on the loyalty intentions.
The economic impact of reviews on companies’ ﬁnancial performances was
demonstrated also empirically by analyzing in particular the valence (positive or
negative) of the message and the volume of reviews (Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006;
Liu 2006; Dellarocas 2003, 2006, 2007; Forman et al. 2008; Villanueva et al. 2008;
Luo 2009; Godes and Mayzlin 2009). Although the previous view is the most
widespread, some other studies showed that customer comments on the web are
predictors of sales, but do not influence them (Chen et al. 2004; Duan et al. 2008).
Schindler and Bickart (2005) found that customers consult online reviews for these
main reasons: to gather information about brands or products by learning about the
experience of other people and to support or conﬁrm a previously-made decision.
Even in these cases, and even though sometimes people search for information just
for fun, with no serious intention to purchase and with an apparent passive
approach, this action can influence future purchase decisions.
The role played by WOM recommendations in consumers’ decision-making
processes depends on the type of product. This is especially true of services or
intangible products (Murray and Schlacter 1990; Gremler 1994) that present a higher
involvement and perception of risk due to the difﬁculties in evaluating their quality
prior to consumption (Baccarani and Golinelli 1992; Rosen 2000, 2009; Dye
2000; Laroche et al. 2004; Zeithaml et al. 2012). Moreover, in services industries, the
feature of inseparability between service production and consumption and the
importance of the customer experience make the influence of online recommendations
even more important (Lindberg-Repo 2001; Grönroos 2000). For these reasons, the
impact of eWOM on consumer behavior has been an interesting topic for many
scholars who study the services industries and its subsectors. In particular, the phenomenon has been examined also in relation to the travel and tourism industry, main
objects of this book, and a very important business in the services sector. In tourism
and hospitality, online customer reviews generally affect information searching,
holiday planning, and purchase decisions (Gretzel and Yoo 2008; Gretzel 2007;
Litvin et al. 2008; O´Connor 2008; Papathanassis and Knolle 2011; Sidali et al. 2009;
Vermeulen and Seegers 2009; Ye et al. 2009, 2011). A recent study by Anderson
(2012) demonstrates how the score generated by the online feedbacks of guests can
increase hotel performance in terms of occupation index and RevPar.
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2.4 eWOM Biased Information
eWOM communication presents some biased information related to the purchase,
the customer, and the company/third party organizations. The problem of legitimacy and authenticity of reviews posted on commercial travel review websites is
one of the key current challenges. The main reasons of biased messages can be
identiﬁed.
First, the online feedbacks are generally written by consumers who purchase the
product (purchasing bias) and hence display a favorable disposition toward a
product (Hu et al. 2009).
Second, people who post a comment on the Net are generally extremely satisﬁed
or extremely dissatisﬁed (Anderson 1998; Litvin et al. 2008) because consumers
with a moderate satisfaction are not stimulated by the same motivation to report
online their perceptions (under-reporting bias) (Hu et al. 2009).
Third, consumers rely on the rating (the average rating given by the grade of
online reviews) because it is intuitive and easy to understand, especially in cases
with a lot of information to be selected. Sometimes they operate a ﬁrst selection of
travel services considering only the rating and not the content and the distribution of
the reviews (Hu et al. 2009, 2012). Due to the subjective nature of online recommendations, this could be misleading for the travelers because the score does not
always express fully the quality of the service experienced, unlike the content of the
reviews (Lappas 2012).7 We could name this bias “consumer bias”. However, some
studies suggest that the receiver of the message (user of social media during the
travel planning process) is generally conscious of these two biases (purchasing and
under-reporting) and compensates by using additional information about online
product reviews to form the quality perceptions and decide whether to purchase or
not (Hu et al. 2009). In fact, according to Banerjee and Fudenberg (2004), consumers who search information online are smart and aware of the presence of selfselection bias in online product reviews.
A fourth source of user-generated biased information is the possibility of
deliberate manipulation of online reviews (deceptive reviews, Banerjee and Chua
2014) thanks to possible decontextualization and anonymity.8 This may generate
fake positive or negative reviews which could be posted by professionals (the
company and the competitors) or by customers. Hu et al. (2012) deﬁne reviews
manipulation as “vendors, publishers, writers, or any third-party consistently
monitoring the online reviews and posting non-authentic online reviews on behalf
of customers when needed, with the goal of boosting the sales of their products”.
Along the same line Mukherjee et al. (2012) describe opinion spamming as the

7

Banerjee and Chua (2014) identify two types of misleading reviews: disruptive and deceptive.
Disruptive reviews refer to messages that “are frivolous and contain unmistakably irrelevant text,”
while deceptive reviews concern messages that “are maliciously written to appear genuine, and
hence not easily detected as spam”.
8
Anonymity can be reduced through personal identifying information (PII) (Xie et al. 2011).
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“human activities (e.g., writing fake reviews) that try to deliberately mislead readers
by giving unfair reviews to some entities (e.g., products) in order to promote them
or damage their reputation”.
Manipulators can be both customers and professionals. In the ﬁrst case, hotel
guests could try to extort hotels in order to obtain discounts or favorable services. In
the second case, professional manipulators may be the service producer aiming to
improve its reputation or a competitor who tries to damage the reputation of a rival
ﬁrm. Recently, manipulating companies designate groups of spammers, i.e., groups
of people who are paid to write fake positive or negative reviews about a target
product. This can be particularly damaging because a group can take control of the
“sentiment” on a certain product (Mukherjee et al. 2012).9
The probability to consult fake reviews changes according to the website considered and the type of verifying policy. The anonymity of the message can increase
ease of manipulation. There are two categories of online social media which allow
people to spread word-of-mouth: peer networks (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, Linkedin,
etc.) and anonymous review websites (i.e., TripAdvisor, Yelp) (Tiwari and
Richards 2013). Peer networks have the advantage of a higher trust than anonymous
review websites which, however, offer deeper knowledge, and different perspectives (Cheung and Lee 2012). Another frequent distinction in the travel sector is
that between the well-known anonymous travel review websites (i.e., TripAdvisor,
Yelp) and OTAs (like Expedia and Booking). Anyone can post a review on a travel
review website, while some OTAs allow customers to post a review only following
an actual booking. The different organization of these operators determines a higher
volume of reviews with a possible higher percentage of fake comments in comparison with OTAs (Mayzlin et al. 2012). In fact, to book a hotel room on an OTA
you have to insert the number of your credit card and this generally discourages
manipulators. But OTAs too are sometimes affected by problems with fake reviews.
First of all, some other OTAs such as Orbitz allow anyone to post a review.
However, there is a major difference in comparison with anonymous travel review
websites: reviews are checked and classiﬁed as “veriﬁed” if the customer has
booked the hotel room on the website and “unveriﬁed” if no booking has occurred
(Mayzlin et al. 2012). Moreover, we have to consider the opportunity to review a
service for which we do not have paid, for example a dinner or the Spa service.
After having booked a room in a hotel paying only for the night, the traveler can
actually review all the services of the hotel. But how is it possible to ascertain
whether the customer had dinner at that hotel if this information is not included in
the booking?
The detection of manipulated online reviews is a problem dealt with in various
researches. Scholars have studied fake online reviews in different ways: detecting
spam in collaborative settings (Mukheriee et al. 2012; Feng et al. 2012); exploring

9

Companies have been created recently with the speciﬁc aim to produce and sell fake reviews to
travel companies. UK and U.S. public authorities have started to intervene through speciﬁc legal
actions (see Sect. 2.7.1).
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the impact of this manipulation on consumers and ﬁrms (Dellarocas 2006;
O’Connor 2010); examining the market factors which can influence the propensity
to engage in online manipulation (Mayzlin et al. 2012)10; understanding how
customers respond to products when there is the suspect of manipulated reviews
(Hu et al. 2012); and analyzing the attacker perspective, that is how to create a fake
review that seems to be authentic (Lappas 2012). Many of these studies focus on the
rating of the review while others prefer to concentrate on the text of the message to
overcome what was termed above “consumer bias” (Hu et al. 2012; Lappas
2012).11 The focus on the content of the message rather than on the rating comes
from the conviction that the average rating can fail in evaluating the quality of an
item because it does not consider the numerous attributes involved in the process
and present in the content of the message (a mix of comments characterized by a
positive and negative polarity). Therefore, analyzing the writing style could be a
way of detecting manipulated reviews (Banerjee and Chua 2014). According to Hu
et al. (2012) authentic reviews are different from manipulated ones because they are
random and express a personal view of the experience arising from the speciﬁc
background of the reviewer (i.e., culture, education, occupation, etc.). In the case of
spamming groups which monitor the rating of a certain product and then, when it
increases/decreases, start writing to manipulate the result, the message cannot be
random and the writing style will tend to use emotive (positive/negative) sentiment
to influence customers’ choices.12 Semantic analyses of reviews are particularly
useful for social media like Facebook or Foursquare where quality evaluation is
expressed only through text messages and visual content. Nevertheless, other
scholars believe that trying to decide which reviews are manipulated by means of a
semantic analysis is particularly difﬁcult and sometimes misleading; this is why
they developed other methodologies. An interesting case is the contribution of
Mayzlin et al. (2012) based on the comparison of the hotel reviews distribution and
rating between two different websites (TripAdvisor and Expedia) exploiting the
cited difference in organizational structure that should determine a different distribution of online reviews.
However, since consumers expect to ﬁnd fake reviews as the volume and quality
of user-generated content increases, they interpret and ﬁlter what they read and see
considering also this bias. Awareness that readers will have this perception even in
case of authentic reviews could lead companies to manipulate online reviews with
the aim to compensate (Dellarocas 2006).

10

An interesting stimulus for future research is offered by Mayzlin et al. (2012) who found that
independent hotels engage more than multi-unit branded hotels in reviews manipulation.
11
Online consumers’ reviews are generally composed by a numerical rating of the product, a
textual message, and visual content (i.e., photos, videos).
12
Contradictory to prior research, a recent study of Banerjee and Chua (2014) found that genuine
reviews contain fewer self-references than deceptive reviews.
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2.5 Dimensions for An Analysis of eWOM
If attitudes influence purchase intentions and decisions, it is useful to assess the
main eWOM communication factors that can influence customers’ attitude toward a
product, a brand, or a company. Electronic WOM communication can be analyzed
considering the four major elements in social communication: the message, the
communicator, the receiver, and the response (outcome) (Cheung and Thadani
2010, 2012). We will further analyze the features that contribute to generate eWOM
outcomes already described in the previous section (Table 2.2).

2.5.1 The Message
The main dimensions for the analysis of messages transmitted by the communicator
to the receiver in the traditional WOM literature are valence (positive, negative) and
volume (quantity of information) (Mauri 2002;13 Blal and Sturman 2014). These
dimensions are considered also by eWOM studies, but sometimes with slight
adaptations. Valence is contemplated through recommendation framing and recommendation sidedness. The ﬁrst dimension refers to the valence of the message
(positively framed or negatively framed), while the second refers to the balance of
positive and negative content in the same message: one-sided when it contains
alternatively positive or negative information and two-sided when it contains both
positive and negative information.
Another important dimension considered by researchers in order to analyze the
content of the message is argument quality, also named argument strength, that can be
deﬁned as “the persuasive strength of arguments embedded in an informational
message” (Bhattacherjee and Sanford 2006). Argument strength is the extent to which
the receiver of the message views the argument as convincing or valid in supporting its
position. Argument quality evaluation depends on (Cheung and Thadani 2012):
• relevance, the extent to which messages are applicable and useful for decision
making;
• timeliness, the extent to which messages are current, timely and up-to-date;
• accuracy, the user’s perception that the information is correct and reliable;
• comprehensiveness, the extent to which the message is perceived as complete.
Filieri and McLeay (2014) in their study on antecedents of information adoption in
accommodation add another dimension of argument quality to the model: value-

13
Mauri (2002) identiﬁes the following dimensions for the analysis of word-of-mouth: valence
(positive and negative); intensity (quantity of comments); speed (number of contacts in certain
period of time); persistency (length in time); importance (role of comments in the customer
decision-making process); credibility (in terms of assurance and conﬁdence of the source of the
message).
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Table 2.2 Dimensions for an analysis of WOM
Elements of eWOM

Dimensions

Message

Recommendation framing
Recommendation sidedness
Volume
Argument quality/strength
• Relevance
• Timeliness
• Accuracy
• Comprehensiveness
• Value-added
Recommendation consistency
Recommendation rating
Product rating/ranking
Communicator
Source credibility
Source type
Social tie
Homophily
Receiver
Expertise
Conﬁrmation of prior belief
Involvement
Motivation to process information
Cognitive personalization
Personal features (culture, gender, etc.)
Source author’s elaboration on the basis of Cheung and Thadani 2010, 2012

added information, that is “the extent to which information is beneﬁcial and provides advantages from their use” (Filieri and McLeay 2014). In fact, by means of
online-generated content, travelers can get further information generally not
included in the corporate websites. Some studies demonstrate that undetailed or
very general messages are considered untrustworthy, while description of a detailed
ﬁrst-hand experience are viewed as a cue of the message validity (Schindler and
Bickart 2005; Schlosser and Kanfer 2001; Doh et al. 2009).
Filieri and McLeay (2014) found that information accuracy, value-added
information, and information relevance are more influential than other dimensions
in predicting travelers’ adoption of online information in the hospitality industry.
In this ﬁrst group of dimensions related to the message, we have to consider also
some peripheral cues that allow people searching for opinions on a product or service
to obtain shortcut information helping them to evaluate the recommendation.14 A ﬁrst
14

Dual process theory considers how different types of influences affect the persuasiveness of
online consumer reviews. Informational influence depends on the content of the message (central
route factors), while normative influence concerns the impact of online social aggregation
mechanisms (peripheral route factors) (Petty and Cacioppo 1984; Cheung et al. 2009).

2.5 Dimensions for An Analysis of eWOM

31

dimension is volume, i.e., the number of reviews/posts published by customers on a
speciﬁc product, brand, company, etc., that creates an awareness effect about other
people’s interest, influencing product sales (Duan et al. 2008). In fact, the number of
reviews/posts is often associated to product popularity (Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006)
and should be considered when evaluating the ranking of a product (Viglia et al.
2014). Namely, a ﬁrst position on TripAdvisor of a hotel in a destination with only 10
reviews should be considered weaker than a second position with 80 reviews.
However, these are aspects that sometimes the traveler does not take into account in
the decision process (Filieri and McLeay 2014) and that generally prove more
important for novices than for experts (Park and Kim 2008).
Other peripheral cues are recommendation consistency, recommendation rating,
and product ranking and rating, also called normatively based determinants
(Cheung et al. 2009). Recommendation consistency refers to the congruence of the
message with the opinions of others about the product (the consensus of other
reviewers on the topic). For example, a customer searching for a product, in the
case of a remarkable presence of positive framed messages and only few negative
feedbacks, could think that the authors of the negative reviews were unable to use
the product according to instructions. Recommendation rating shows the perception
of other customers about the topic of the review, offering readers an evaluation of
the usefulness of the message. For example, more and more websites ask readers
consulting reviews whether they proved useful (“Was this review helpful?”, see
Fig. 2.1); this information is then sometimes published under the message (i.e., “30
people found this review helpful”). Product rating refers to the overall evaluation of
a product or service by a consumer. It is a numerical information, generally a score
given to the product, according to different scales and symbols on the basis of the
website (e.g., ﬁve green bubbles in TripAdvisor, 1–10 scale in Booking.com, ﬁve
stars in Expedia, etc.) (Minazzi 2010). The average score is also evaluated to create
a ranking. Sometimes other indicators are added as, for example, the certiﬁcate of
excellence of TripAdvisor shown under the ranking of the hotel (Fig. 2.1). In the
travel sector, ranking and rating could be useful shortcut information to select
accommodation options and reduce the number of alternatives in a context where
the number of accommodations online and of published reviews are rapidly
increasing. Product ranking in hospitality is one of the most signiﬁcant antecedents
of travelers’ adoption of information from online reviews (Filieri and McLeay
2014). According to a study by Blal and Sturman (2014), ratings have a major
influence on the performance (sales) of upper-tier hotels rather than on volume.
Figure 2.1 illustrates in black boxes an example of ranking, rating, review information, and indicators of review volume and consistency in the TripAdvisor page
of a hotel.
In the case of social networks, these last two dimensions are expressed for
example by the “like” option of Facebook or the pins of Pinterest which are ways to
tell others that you like that message, sharing the content with your network without
necessarily having to write one speciﬁc post.
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Fig. 2.1 Ranking and rating of TripAdvisor. Source www.tripadvisor.com (September 2013)

2.5.2 The Communicator
Shifting to the communicator of the message, the difference between WOM and
eWOM regarding the generally unknown source of the message causes concern
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about the credibility of online reviews (Park et al. 2007). Therefore, source type and
credibility are highly valued by customers reading online recommendations and
posts. Source credibility is the extent to which a source of information is perceived
to be believable, competent (characterized by a certain expertise), and trustworthy
by information receivers. It refers to the reputation of the website where the review
is published (Brown et al. 2007) and of the reviewer. In this last case, it is sometimes conferred by the administrator of the website and, at other times, is indicated
by speciﬁc and formal ranking on the basis of the message’s helpfulness (HennigThurau et al. 2004; Zhang and Watts 2008).
The source type is also very important because receivers of the message are
influenced more by personal sources of information (i.e., friends and colleagues)
than by unknown sources. Social ties between the two actors of the communication
are critical elements. For example, in order to exploit the strong and personal social
ties among people in the net, the commercial review website TripAdvisor allows
users to log-in with Facebook credentials, thus offering them the possibility to
identify the recommendations of Facebook friends. The opportunity to log-into
other social media, websites, and Apps by means of one’s Facebook proﬁle offers
more and more information about the communicator, helping the receiver to better
interpret his or her credibility or assess similarity. In fact, the content of the message
is evaluated in a different way according to the degree to which the receiver perceives to be similar to the communicator of the message, generally considering age,
gender, education, social status, etc. (homophily). According to various studies, the
presence of details and personal identifying information (PII) of the reviewers (Xie
et al. 2011) is generally a cue of the message’s validity (Ayeh et al. 2013). However, in the online environment this information is missing, reduced, or sometimes
even intentionally fake. Therefore, according to some scholars, the conceptualization of homophily in this context is more associated with shared interests and
behaviors (for example similar previous purchases, hotel preferences, etc.) rather
than other personal information (Brown et al. 2007; Kusumasondjaja et al. 2011).

2.5.3 The Receiver
The response to a certain message coming from the same source of information can
change according to the receiver’s perceptions, experience, and involvement. Several
studies show that receivers’ features mediate information perceptions and therefore
the impact on attitude and behaviors (Park et al. 2007; Zhang and Watts 2008; Cheung
et al. 2009; Park and Kim 2009; Park and Lee 2009). Involvement (motivation) and
prior knowledge (expertise) are highest on the list of the receiver’s features in eWOM
communication research (Cheung and Thadani 2012). Moving from previous studies,
we have identiﬁed the following main factors related to the receiver:
• expertise, prior knowledge of the review/post topic and of the platform in which
it is published. The expertise level of receivers can change over the customer’s
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life cycle (i.e., prospects and customers display different expertise about the
products) and the product life cycle (products in their ﬁrst stages versus products
in their maturity stages) (Park and Kim 2008);
conﬁrmation of prior belief, the extent to which the message conﬁrms/disconﬁrms the prior belief of the reviewer about a product, a brand, etc.;
involvement, refers to the personal relevance of a product, a brand, etc. to the
receiver, depending on her/his emotional and affective tie with the message;
motivation to process information, refers to the desire to engage in a cognitive
activity by reading and evaluating information. This is more intense when
receivers are searching for something to satisfy a personal need (focused search)
(Zhang and Watts 2008);
cognitive personalization, concerns the inclination of people to interpret events
and messages in a self-referential manner that is “the extent to which readers
ﬁnd resonance in the review and think about how they would feel in a situation
described in the review” (Xia and Bechwati 2008).

Examining the receivers’ features that influence attitudes and purchase intentions
and decisions, Park and Lee (2009) investigate also the role of national culture by
comparing U.S. and Korean consumers’ behaviors. Moreover, Ricci and Wietsma
(2006) in a study conducted in relation to the travel sector demonstrate the existence
of a signiﬁcant difference in the way men and women interact with online recommendations. Men show a high propensity to trust the opinion of the reviewer,
while women seem less influenced by reviews and base their decision more on their
own opinion of the product.

2.6 Recommendation Framing
This section will focus on the social recommendation framing of the message which
is generally seen as a crucial dimension by researchers engaging in analyses of
eWOM. Several studies on the topic of UGC found that the valence of the message
(positive or negative) influences consumer behavior and sales (Sen and Lerman
2007; Vermeulen and Seegers 2009; Ye et al. 2011) sometimes in different ways
according to the type of product (hedonic versus utilitarian). There is a direct
relationship between valence of the message and booking intentions and decisions
(Sen and Lerman 2007; Ye et al. 2011; Sparks and Browning 2011; Mauri and
Minazzi 2013). This means that a prevalence of positive messages impacts positively on travelers’ behavior and, in turn, a prevalence of negative WOM has a
negative impact on customers’ purchase intentions and decisions (Chatterjee 2001;
Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold 2011; Mauri and Minazzi 2013).
Moreover, the balance of positive and negative comments can be a factor which
consumers take into account. (Purnawirawan et al. 2012). In fact, if consumers
perceive a low level of consensus, they may infer that the authors of negative
reviews are unable to use or evaluate the product. On the contrary, in the case of
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wider consensus on the negative side, customers will develop negative inferences
toward the product and the brand (Laczniak et al. 2001). Furthermore, a recent
study of Tanford and Montgomery (2014) found that, at the stage of travel decision,
the presence of a single negative review can influence in a negative way the
decision process, even if the majority of reviews offered favorable feedbacks.
According to various studies, the influence of negative WOM is greater than that
of positive WOM because of its detrimental impact on businesses. Moreover,
dissatisﬁed customers are more likely to share negative experiences with other
people (Richins 1983; Morris 1988; Hart and Heskett 1990; Tax et al. 1998).
Negative consumer reviews have negative effects on perceptions of company
reliability and purchase intentions, especially when a company is unfamiliar to the
consumer15 (Chatterjee 2001) and especially for experience goods (Park and Lee
2009; Pan and Chiou 2011). Although the majority of researchers endorse this
opinion, other studies on the contrary showed that the influence of negative and
positive WOM can be very similar (Ricci and Wietsma 2006). Both positive and
negative reviews increase consumers’ awareness of hotel existence, balancing the
effect of negative comments on consumer opinions (Vermeule and Seegers 2009).
This is true especially when the volume of negative WOM is small.
WOM valence can have an influence on customer expectations too (Grönroos
1982; Zeithaml et al. 1993).16 During the stage of information research, customers
gather information about the service from various known (WOM) and generally
unknown (eWOM) sources, with a positive or negative valence (Mauri 2002), and
try to determine what to expect by a speciﬁc service (Mauri and Minazzi 2013). If
negative WOM could have a detrimental impact on customer booking intentions, a
prevalence of positive reviews could increase customer expectations. This is
sometimes risky for companies as they have to monitor the online environment
continuously to align actual service to customer expectations. Therefore, consulting
guests’ reviews can be an effective way to tune into the market, improving the
service offered and gaining a competitive edge (Zhang et al. 2010; Ye et al. 2011).

2.7 Credibility of User-Generated Content
Due to the possible biased information of the review, decontextualization, and
frequent anonymity, before adopting online information customers try to ﬁnd cues
of credibility in the messages. This is particularly true of the tourism sector because

15

Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold (2011) conﬁrm the same result, also in the case in which the
customer is familiar with the brand.
16
According to Grönroos (1982) WOM is a key factor that influences expected quality along with
marketing communication, company image, price, and customers’ needs and values. Perceived
quality is then the result of the comparison between expected quality and experienced quality
(Grönroos 1982; Oliver 1980, 1993; Parasuraman et al. 1985; Lovelock and Wright 1999).
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of the intangible nature for tourism services and the psychological risk perceived
during the travel decision-making process.
Credibility perceptions of eWOM are influenced by informative determinants
(argument strength, recommendation framing, recommendation sidedness, source
credibility, and conﬁrmation with receiver’s prior belief) (Zhang and Watts 2008;
Cheung et al. 2009; Park and Lee 2009) and normative cues (recommendation
consistency, recommendation rating) that may be able to supplement informational
ones (Cheung et al. 2009).
Information usefulness, information relevance, and eWOM credibility have been
demonstrated to impact positively on eWOM adoption and, consequently, on
purchase intentions (Cheung and Thadani 2012). Argument quality of an online
message and source credibility have proved most influential in relation to information adoption. For what concerns recommendation framing, although positive
messages can be helpful in promoting positive attitudes, the presence of a few
negative recommendations about the product has been demonstrated to be not so
critical, since, on the contrary, it reduces the suspicious behavior of receivers (Doh
and Hwang 2009).17 Moreover, considering the content of the message, two-sided
information (with both positive and negative information) is generally considered
more credible because the consumer thinks that each product has positive and
negative features. Therefore, two-sided descriptions are perceived as more detailed
information positively influencing argument strength (Cheung et al. 2009). In fact,
as noted in the previous sections, the presence of details (Sparks et al. 2013) and
personal identifying information (PII) of the reviewers (Xie et al. 2011) are generally considered cues of the validity and credibility of the message (Ayeh et al.
2013). A study of Xie et al. (2011) found that the presence of PII has a positive
effect on online reviews perceived credibility, which in turn signiﬁcantly affects
users’ intention to book the hotel. Besides, the presence of personal information
about the reviewer enables the reader to assess her/his degree of afﬁnity with the
reviewer, an aspect which influences the way the message is interpreted. In light of
this, websites that publish recommendations require reviewers to provide personal
identifying information (PII) in their proﬁles (e.g., name, state of residence, gender,
and date of visit/stay) (Xie et al. 2011). Since in the online environment similarities
among people are evaluated mainly with respect to shared interests (e.g., likes,
dislikes, values and experiences) (Brown et al. 2007; De Bruyn and de Lilien 2008),
some websites stimulate reviewers, sometimes offering incentives, to add supplementary personal information such as motivations, kind of job, hobbies, etc.
Due to the uncertainty related to online WOM, customers try to ﬁnd recommendation consistency with their prior knowledge or expectations (Xie et al. 2011)
and with the opinions of others on the product (the consensus of other reviewers on
the topic). In fact, Xia and Bechwati (2008) found that the influence of the comment
depends on the cognitive personalization initiated by the reader. If she/he perceives

17

Doh and Hwang (2009) demonstrate that a perfect set of positive messages is not required to
influence receivers’ behaviors.
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the situation as familiar, she/he processes the information in a self-referential
manner and the review becomes more credible, valid, and trustworthy. The same
happens if the receiver of the message ﬁnds it congruent with the opinions of other
customers publishing feedbacks on the topic.
Source credibility is another widely accepted cue that influences the credibility
of the message and then information adoption. It refers to the reputation of the
reviewer and the reputation of the platform where the comment is published (Brown
et al. 2007). As mentioned above, the reputation of a reviewer is sometimes conferred by the administrator of the website and at other times it is indicated by
speciﬁc and formal ranking on the base of the helpfulness of the message (HennigThurau et al. 2004; Cheung et al. 2009). Figure 2.1 shows how TripAdvisor gives
information about the reputation of reviewers. In particular, these are classiﬁed as
reviewers or contributors according to the number of published recommendations,
while the helpfulness of feedbacks is represented by the number of people who
found that review useful.
In particular, the trustworthiness of the source of the message (reviewer and
website) has been demonstrated to be more influential than expertise (Ayeh et al.
2013). The degree of trustworthiness of the communicator is a signiﬁcant predictor
of trust in the travel sector (Yoo and Gretzel 2011 and 2012). Tiwari and Richards
(2013) found that peer networks (Facebook, Linkedin, Twitter, etc.) are more
influential than anonymous review websites (TripAdvisor, Yelp) in determining
restaurant choice.
According to Brown et al. (2007) online communicators are more and more
influenced by the websites rather than individuals credibility. In this case, source
credibility depends on the expertise and trustworthiness of the website that publishes the review, rather than on the reviewer himself. Very popular blogs or
websites can influence credibility perception, as well as the type of website. For
example a corporate blog is generally regarded as less credible than those on
consumer-to-consumer virtual communities (such as TripAdvisor, Zoover, etc.)
(Park et al. 2007). This is why companies sometimes prefer to attach a link to the
corporate website instead of creating a guest comment page.

2.7.1 Reviews, Rankings, and Ratings in the Tourism Sector:
The TripAdvisor Experience
TripAdvisor is the most popular travel website that enables tourists to plan their trip
consulting reviews, rankings, and ratings of various travel services such as
accommodation, restaurants, and attractions. It is a consumer-to-consumer virtual
community where people share knowledge and search for recommendations about
travel services. The website, launched in 2000, has now more than 260 million
unique monthly visitors, employs more than 1,600 people, and operates in 42
countries worldwide. Over 150 million reviews and opinions covering more than 4
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Fig. 2.2 TripAdvisor badges for reviewer reputation. Source www.tripadvisor.com (consulted
September 2013)

million accommodations, restaurants, and attractions are published from travelers
around the world (TripAdvisor, July 2013).
TripAdvisor collects the recommendations of travelers producing informational
and normative based cues of the product quality. In the case of accommodation, we
can identify several indicators (see also Fig. 2.1):
• the rating, a numerical information on a scale from 1 to 5 (5 being the best)
represented by green bubbles. Hotels have an aggregate rating that reflects the
average of individual ratings for each review. The rating is also presented
according to the type of consumer (families, couples, solo, business) and to the
service quality area (location, sleep quality, rooms, service, value, cleanliness);
• the ranking (popularity index), refers to the position of the hotel with respect to
other competitors in the same area on the base of quality, quantity and recency18
of its content on TripAdvisor;
• the volume, refers to the number of reviews published. It is generally interpreted
as another indicator of the popularity of the hotel;
• the certiﬁcate of excellence, that is an award for hotels with high performances
concerning rating and ranking;
• the reviewer reputation, refers to the indicators of reviewers’ expertise. Since
2012 TripAdvisor introduced “badges” for reviewers according to the number of
feedbacks published, classifying them from basic to top levels which are
visually represented by a star of different color on the base of the level (Fig. 2.2);
• the number of reviews in the same category, for example regarding accommodation, the number of recommendations the reviewer has published in the
same category (hotels);

18

Recency refers to the date the review was posted. Recent reviews influence more strongly the
popularity rankings while older reviews have less impact on a hotel’s ranking over time. See more
at: http://www.tripadvisor.com/TripAdvisorInsights/n543/how-improve-your-popularity-rankingtripadvisor#sthash.Xw6o9uKR.dpuf.
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• the recommendation rating, refers to the usefulness of judgments expressed by
other customers about the topic of the review. TripAdvisor asks each reader:
Was this review helpful? The number of reviewers who view the message as
helpful is then published under reviewer’s score.
Credibility of reviews, especially those of TripAdvisor and other travel review
websites, has been criticized because it is easy to publish fake feedbacks. In fact, all
customers, including those who have never visited a certain hotel, can publish a
review (Feng et al. 2012; Mayzlin et al. 2012). This is an opportunity for companies
to publish positive reviews to enhance their reputation, and negative ones to
damage competitors. Hotels sometimes offer incentives to consumers in order to
lead them to publish positive comments by rewarding them with discounts and
service upgrading. Moreover, some companies specialize in techniques aimed at
hiding their identities by creating fake online proﬁles on consumer review websites
or paying freelance writers (this phenomenon is called “astroturﬁng”). On the other
hand, a study of O’Connor (2010) on 100 hotels randomly selected from the 1,042
listed on TripAdvisor’s site for the London market, suggests that, unless some
reviews are suspect, the majority of them seems not to be fake.19
Nowadays, customers pay more attention to the credibility hints of messages and
virtual communities’ validation procedures are more and more under control by
public authorities. Following a request by some hotels, UK’s Advertising Standards
Authority (ASA) has recently ordered TripAdvisor to rewrite its trust claim (remove
the term “trust” from the website communication) (Ayeh et al. 2013). The Attorney
General’s ofﬁce of New York has investigated on the topic and has penalized 19
companies which have to pay more than $ 350 000 for violation “of multiple state
laws against false advertising” and engagement “in illegal and deceptive business
practices” (New York State ofﬁce of Attorney General, 23rd September 2013).20
Considering this current trend, Google has communicated the intention to ﬁght
against fake reviews by changing its algorithm in order to ensure more authentic
recommendations (Google 2013). In response to criticism, TripAdvisor explains the
methods employed to manage the legitimacy of reviews21:

19
O’Connor (2010) applied the criteria suggested by Keates (2007) for the identiﬁcation of false
reviews (namely extreme scores and a solitary visit by the reviewer to join and post the review). In
the same way, an experimental study of Mukherjee et al. (2013) demonstrates that Yelp ﬁltering is
reliable.
20
For further insights see New York State ofﬁce of Attorney General, 23rd September 2013:
Available via: http://www.ag.ny.gov/press-release/ag-schneiderman-announces-agreement-19companies-stop-writing-fake-online-reviews-and.
21
See the response of TripAdvisor to the studies on fake reviews. Available at: http://www.tnooz.com/
article/tripadvisor-responds-to-provocative-study-of-bogus-online-reviews/#sthash.Qh6fAER6.dpuf
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• Systems, reviews are systematically screened by TripAdvisor proprietary site
tools;
• Community, users warnings about suspicious content;
• Quality Assurance Teams, an international team of quality assurance specialists
investigate suspicious reviews that are flagged by the previous two tools.
However, recent statistics about the travel sector conﬁrm that also customers
who purchase offline use mainly the Internet to compare prices and to read reviews
by other customers (PhoCusWright 2012). Therefore, despite criticism, TripAdvisor and other similar virtual communities are increasingly employed by customers
who are generally able to interpret the messages considering biased information
previously described. These trends should be seriously considered by travel
companies.

References
Anderson EW (1998) Customer satisfaction and word of mouth. J Serv Res 1(1):5–17
Anderson CK (2012) The impact of social media on lodging performance. Cornell Hosp Rep 12
(5):4–12
Arndt J (1967) The role of product-related conversations in the diffusion of a new product. J Mark
Res 4(3):291–295
Ayeh JK, Au N, Law R (2013) Do we believe in TripAdvisor? Examining credibility perceptions
and online travelers’ attitude toward using user-generated content. J Travel Res 52(4):437–452
Baccarani C, Golinelli GM (1992) L’impresa inesistente: relazioni fra immagine e strategia.
Sinergie 29:137–149
Bambauer-Sachse S, Mangold S (2011) Brand equity dilution through negative online word-ofmouth communication. J Retail Consum Serv 18:38–45
Banerjee S, Chua AYK (2014) A linguistic framework to distinguish between genuine and
deceptive online reviews paper presented at the international multiconference of engineers and
computer scientists, IMECS 2014, March 12–14, 2014, Hong Kong
Banerjee A, Fudenberg D (2004) Word-of-mouth learning. Game Econ Behav 46(1):1–22
Bateson EG, Hoffman KD (1999) Managing service marketing. Dryden Press, Boston
Bhattacherjee A, Sanford C (2006) Influence processes for information technology acceptance: an
elaboration likelihood model. MIS Q 30(4):805–825
Blal I, Sturman MC (2014) The differential effects of the quality and quantity of online reviews on
hotel room sales. Cornell Hosp Q. doi:10.1177/1938965514533419
Breazeale M (2009) Word of mouse: an assessment of electronic word-of-mouth research. Int J
Mark Res 51(3):297–319
Brown JJ, Reingen PH (1987) Social ties and word-of-mouth referral behavior. J Consum Res 14
(3):350–362
Brown J, Broderick AJ, Lee N (2007) Word of mouth communication within online communities:
conceptualizing the online social network. J Interact Mark 21(3):2–20
Buhalis D, Law R (2008) Progress in information technology and tourism management: 20 years
on and 10 years after the Internet—the state of eTourism research. Tour Manag 29(4):609–623
Buttle F (1998) Word of mouth: understanding and managing referral marketing. J Strateg Mark 6
(3):241–254
Chaiken S (1980) Heuristic versus systematic information processing and the use of source versus
message cues in persuasion. J Pers Soc Psychol 39:752–766

References

41

Chang MK, Cheung W, Lai VS (2005) Literature derived reference models for the adoption of
online shopping. Inf Manag 42(4):543–559
Chatterjee P (2001) Online reviews: do consumers use them? Adv Consum Res 28:129–133
Chen Y, Xie J (2005) Third-party product review and ﬁrm marketing strategy. Mark Sci 24
(2):218–240
Chen Y, Wu S-Y, Yoon J (2004) The impact of online recommendations and consumer feedback
on sales. Paper presented at the International Conference on Information Systems (ICIS),
Washington DC, USA, 12–15 Dec
Cheung CM, Lee MK (2012) What drives consumers to spread electronic word of mouth in online
consumer-opinion platforms. Decis Supp Syst 53(1):218–225
Cheung CM, Thadani DR (2010) The state of electronic word-of-mouth research: a literature
analysis. Paper presented at the 23rd Bled eConferencee eTrust: Implication for the individual,
enterprises and society, June 20–23, Bled, Slovenia
Cheung CM, Thadani DR (2012) The impact of electronic word-of-mouth communication: A
literature analysis and integrative model. Decis Supp Syst 54:461–470
Cheung MY, Luo C, Sia CL, Chen H (2009) Credibility of electronic word-of- mouth:
informational and normative determinants of on-line consumer recommendations. Int J
Electron Commer 13(4):9–38
Chevalier JA, Mayzlin D (2006) The effect of word of mouth on sales: online book reviews.
J Mark 43(3):345–354
Chu SC, Kim Y (2011) Determinants of consumer engagement in electronic word-of-mouth
(eWOM) in social networking sites. Int J Advert 30(1):47–75
De Bruyn A, Lilien GL (2008) A multi-stage model of word-of-mouth influence through viral
marketing. Int J Res Mark 25(3):151–163
Dellarocas C (2003) The digitization of word of mouth: promise and challenges of online feedback
mechanisms. Manage Sci 49(10):1407–1424
Dellarocas C (2006) Strategic manipulation of Internet opinion forums: implications for consumers
and ﬁrms. Manage Sci 52(10):1577–1593
Dellarocas C, Zhang XM (2007) Exploring the value of online product review in forecasting sales:
the case of motion pictures. J Interact Mark 21(4):23–45
Doh SJ, Hwang JS (2009) How consumers evaluate eWOM (electronic word-of-mouth) messages.
Cyberpsychol Behav 12(2):193–197
Duan W, Gu B, Whinston AB (2008) Do online reviews matter?—An empirical investigation of
panel data. Decis Supp Syst 45:1007–1016
Duhan D, Johnson S, Wilcox J, Harrell G (1997) Influences on consumer use of word-of-mouth
recommendation sources. J Acad Mark Sci 25(4):283–295
Dye R (2000) The buzz on buzz. Harvard Bus Rev, November–December:139–146
Fazio RH (1990) The MODE model as an integrative framework. Adv Exp Soc Psychol
23:75–109
Feng S, Xing L, Gogar A, Choi Y (2012) Distributional footprints of deceptive product reviews.
Paper presented at ICWSM
Filieri R, McLeay F (2014) E-WOM and accommodation an analysis of the factors that influence
travelers’ adoption of information from online reviews. J Travel Res 53(1):44–57
Forman C, Ghose A, Wiesenfeld B (2008) Examining the relationship between re-views and sales:
the role of reviewer identity disclosure in electronic markets. Inform Syst Res 19(3):291–313
Gawronski B, Creighton LA (2013) Dual-process theories. In: Carlston DE (ed) The Oxford
handbook of social cognition. Oxford University Press, New York, pp 282–312
Godes D, Mayzlin D (2004) Using online conversations to study word-of-mouth communication.
Mark Sci 23(4):545–560
Godes D, Mayzlin D (2009) Firm-created word-of-mouth communication: evidence from a ﬁeld
test. Mark Sci 28(4):721–739
Goldenberg J, Libai B, Muller E (2001) Talk of the network: a complex systems look at the
underlying process of word-of-mouth. Mark Lett 12(3):211–223

42

2 The Digitization of Word-of-Mouth

Goldsmith RE, Horowitz D (2006) Measuring motivations for online opinion seeking. J Interact
Advert 6(2):1–16
Granovetter MS (1973) The strength of weak ties. Am J Sociol 78(6):1360–1380
Gremler DD, Gwinner KP, Brown SW (1994) Generating positive word-of-mouth communication
through customer–employee relationships. Int J Serv Ind Manag 12(1):44–59
Gretzel U (2007) Online travel review study: role and impact of online travel reviews. Texas A&M
University, Laboratory for Intelligent Systems in Tour-ism, College Station
Gretzel U, Yoo KH (2008) Use and impact of online travel reviews. Inf Commun Technol Tour
2:35–46
Grönroos C (1982) An applied service marketing theory. Eur J Mark 16(7):30–41
Grönroos C (2000) Service management and marketing: a customer relationship management
approach. Wiley, Chichester
Gruen TW, Osmonbekov T, Czaplewski AJ (2006) eWOM: The impact of customer-to-customer
online know-how exchange on customer value and loyalty. J Bus Res 59(4):449–456
Hart CWL, Heskett JL (1990) The proﬁtable art of service recovery. Harv Bus Rev 68(4):148–156
Hennig-Thurau T, Gwinner KP, Walsh G, Gremler DD (2004) Electronic Word-of-mouth via
consumer-opinion platforms: what motivates consumers to articulate themselves on the
Internet? J Interact Mark 18(1):38–52
Hu N, Pavlou PA, Zhang J (2009) Overcoming the J-shaped distribution of product reviews.
Commun ACM 52(10):144–147
Hu N, Bose I, Koh NS, Liu L (2012) Manipulation of online reviews: an analysis of ratings,
readability, and sentiments. Decis Supp Syst 52:674–684
Hung KH, Li SY (2007) The influence of eWOM on virtual consumer communities: social capital,
consumer learning and behavioral outcomes. J Advert Res 47(4):485–495
Inversini A, Marchiori E, Dedekind C, Cantoni L (2010) Applying a conceptual framework to
analyze online reputation of tourism destinations. In: Gretzel U, Law R, Fuchs M (eds)
Information and communication technologies in tourism 2010. Proceedings of the International
Conference in Lugano. Switzerland, 10–12 Feb. Springer, New York, pp 321–332
Koenig F (1985) Rumor in the market place: the social psychology of commercial hearsay. Auburn
House Publishing Company, Dover
Kusumasondjaja S, Shanka T, Marchegiani C (2011) Credibility of online reviews and initial
online trust in hotel services: the roles of similarity and review quality. In: Sanders D, Mizerski
K (eds) Marketing in the age of consumerism - Jekyll or Hyde? Paper presented at the
conference of the Australian & New Zealand Marketing Academy Conference (ANZMAC),
28–30 Nov 2011, Perth
Laczniak RN, De Carlo TE, Ramaswami SN (2001) Consumers’ responses to negative word-ofmouth communication: an attribution theory perspective. J Consum Psychol 11(1):57–73
Lappas T (2012) Fake reviews: the malicious perspective. In natural language processing and
information systems. Springer, Heidelberg
Laroche M, McDougall GHG, Bergeron J, Yang Z (2004) Exploring how intangibility affects
perceived risk. J Serv Res 6(4):373–389
Law R, Leung R, Buhalis D (2008) Information technology applications in hospitality and tourism:
a review of publications from 2005 to 2007. J Travel Tour Mark 26(5):599–623
Lee M, Youn S (2009) Electronic word of mouth (eWOM) How eWOM platforms influence
consumer product judgment. Int J Advert 28(3):473–499
Libai B, Bolton R, Bügel MS, de Ruyter K, Götz O, Risselada H, Stephen AT (2010) Customer-tocustomer interactions: broadening the scope of word of mouth research. J Serv Res 13
(3):267–282
Lindberg-Repo K (2001) Word-of-mouth communication in the hospitality industry. Cornell
Center for Hospitality Research, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, CHR Reports
Litvin SW, Goldsmith RE, Pan B (2008) Electronic word-of-mouth in hospitality and tourism
management. Tour Manag 29(3):458–468
Liu Y (2006) Word-of-mouth for Moviesites dynamics and impact on box ofﬁce receipts. J Mark
70:74–89

References

43

Lovelock C, Wright L (1999) Principles of service marketing and management. Prentice-Hall,
Upper Saddle River
Luo X (2009) Quantifying the long-term impact of negative word of mouth on cash flows and
stockprices. Mark Sci 28 (1):148–165
Mauri AG (2002) Le prestazioni dell’impresa come comunicazione “di fatto” e il ruolo del
passaparola. Sinergie 59:147–159
Mauri AG, Minazzi R (2013) Web reviews influence on expectations and purchasing intentions of
hotel potential customers. Int J Hosp Manage 34:99–107
Mayzlin D, Dover Y, Chevalier JA (2012) Promotional reviews: an empirical investigation of
online review manipulation (No. w18340). National Bureau of Economic Research
Minazzi R (2010) Hotel classiﬁcation systems: a comparison of international case studies. Acta
Universitatis Danubius. Œconomica 6(4):65–88
Morris S (1988) How many lost customers have you won back today? An aggressive approach to
complaint handling in the hotel industry. J Consum Satisf, Dissatisf Complain Behav 1:86–92
Mukherjee A, Liu B, Glance N (2012) Spotting fake reviewer groups in consumer reviews. Paper
presented at the 21st international conference on World Wide Web ACM, pp 191–200
Mukherjee A, Venkataraman V, Liu B, Glance N (2013) What yelp fake review ﬁlter might be
doing. Paper presented at the International Conference on Weblogs and Social Media
Murray KB, Schlacter JL (1990) The impact of services versus goods on consumers’ assessment of
perceived risk and variability. J Acad Mark Sci 18(1):51–65
New York State ofﬁce of Attorney General, 23rd September 2013: Available via: http://www.ag.
ny.gov/press-release/ag-schneiderman-announces-agreement-19-companies-stop-writing-fakeonline-reviews-and. Accessed Jan 2014
O’Connor P (2008) User-generated content and travel: a case study on Tripadvisor.com. In:
O’Connor P, Hopken W, Gretzel U (eds) Information and Communication Technologies in
Tourism. Springer, Wien, pp 47–58
O'Connor P (2010) Managing a hotel’s image on TripAdvisor. Int J Hosp Mark Manage 19
(7):754–772
Ogden M (2001) Marketing truth: hearing is believing. Bus J 16(52):17
Oliver RL (1980) A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction decision.
J Mark Res 17:460–469
Oliver RL (1993) A conceptual model of service quality and service satisfaction: compatible goals,
different concepts. In: Swartz TA, Bowen DE, Brown SW (eds) Advances in services
marketing and management: research and practice. JAI Press, Greenwich
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2012) OECD Internet
Economy Outlook 2012. Available via: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264086463-en. Accessed Feb 2014
Pan LY, Chiou JS (2011) How much can you trust online information? Cues for perceived
trustworthiness of consumer-generated online information. J Interact Mark 25(2):67–74
Papathanassis A, Knolle F (2011) Exploring the adoption and processing of online holiday
reviews: a grounded theory approach. Tour Manage 32(2):215–224
Parasuraman A, Zeithaml VA, Berry (1985) A conceptual model of service quality and its
implications for future research. J Mark 49(4):41–50
Park DH, Kim S (2008) The effects of consumer knowledge on message processing of electronic
word-of-mouth via online consumer reviews. Electron Commer Res Appl 7(4):399–410
Park C, Lee TM (2009) Antecedents of online reviews’ usage and purchase influence: an empirical
comparison of U.S. and Korean consumers. J Interact Mark 23:332–340
Park DH, Lee J, Han I (2007) The effect of on-line consumer reviews on consumer purchasing
intention: the moderating role of involvement. Int J Electron Commer 11(4):125–148
Petty RE, Cacioppo JT (1984) Source factors and the elaboration likelihood model of persuasion.
Adv Consum Res 11(1):668–672
PhoCusWright (2012) Travel innovation and technology trends: 2012 and beyond, special report
for World Travel Market. Available via: http://www.phocuswright.com/free_reports/travelinnovation-technology-trends-2012-beyond-special-report-for-world-travel-market

44

2 The Digitization of Word-of-Mouth

Pigg KE, Crank LD (2004) Building community social capital: the potential and promise of
information and communications technologies. J Community Inf 1(1):58–73
Purnawirawan N, De Pelsmacker P, Dens N (2012) Balance and sequence in online reviews: how
perceived usefulness affects attitudes and intentions. J Interact Mark 26(4):244–255
Ricci F, Wietsma RTA (2006) Product review in travel decision making. In: Hitz M, Sigala M,
Murphy J (eds) Information and communication technologies in tourism. Springer, Wien,
pp 296–307
Richins ML (1983) Negative word-of-mouth by dissatisﬁed customers: a pilot study. J Mark 47
(1):68–78
Rosen E (2000) The anatomy of buzz: how to create word-of-mouth marketing. Doubleday, New
York
Rosen E (2009) The anatomy of buzz revisited: Real-life lessons in word-of-mouth marketing.
Random House LLC
Schindler R, Bickart B (2005) Published ‘word of mouth’: referable, consumer-generated
information on the Internet. In: Hauvgedt C, Machleit K, Yalch R (eds) Online consumer
psychology: understanding and influencing consumer behavior in the virtual world. Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, pp 35–61
Schlosser A, Kanfer A (2001) Impact of product interactivity on searchers’ and browsers’
judgments: implications for commercial Web site effectiveness. In: Paper presented at the
advertising and consumer psychology conference on “online consumer psychology: understanding how to interact with consumers in the virtual world, Seattle
Sen S, Lerman D (2007) Why are you telling me this? An examination into negative consumer
reviews on the web. J Interact Mark 21(4):76–94
Sidali KL, Schulze H, Spiller A (2009) The impact of online reviews on the choice of holiday
accommodations. Inf Commun Technol Tourism 2:35–46
Sparks BA, Browning V (2011) The impact of online reviews on hotel booking intentions and
perception of trust. Tour Manage 32(6):1310–1323
Sparks BA, Perkins HE, Buckley R (2013) Online travel reviews as persuasive communication:
the effects of content type, source, and certiﬁcation logos on consumer behavior. Tour Manage
39:1–9
Stauss B (1997) Global word of mouth: service bashing on the Internet is a thorny issue. Mark
Manage 6(3):87–98
Stern B (1994) A revised model for advertising: multiple dimensions of the source, the message,
and the recipient. J Advert 23(2):5–16
Tanford S, Montgomery R (2014) The effects of social influence and cognitive dissonance on
travel purchase decisions. J Travel Res. doi:10.1177/0047287514528287
Tax SS, Brown SW, Chandrashekaren M (1998) Customer evaluations of service complaint
experiences: implications for relationship marketing. J Mark 62(2):60–76
Tiwari A, Richards TJ (2013) Anonymous social networks versus Peer networks in restaurant
choice. Paper presented at 2013 Annual Meeting Agricultural and Applied Economics
Association (No. 150467). 4–6 Aug 2013, Washington, DC
TripAdvisor/TripBarometer (2013) Available via: http://www.tripadvisor.com/TripAdvisorInsights/
TripBarometer-en-US#tab=0. Accessed Jan 2014
van der Lans R, van Bruggen G, Eliashberg J, Wierenga B (2010) A viral branching model for
predicting the spread of electronic word of mouth. Mark Sci 29(2):348–365
Vermeulen IE, Seegers D (2009) Tried and tested: the impact of online hotel reviews on consumer
consideration. Tour Manage 30(1):123–127
Viglia G, Furlan R, Ladrón-de-Guevara A (2014) Please, talk about it! When hotel popularity
boosts preferences. Int J Hosp Manage 42:155–164
Villanueva J, Yoo S, Hanssens DM (2008) The impact of marketing-induced versus word-ofmouth customer acquisition on customer equity growth. J Mark 45(1):48–59
Ward J, Ostrom A (2002) Motives for posting negative word of mouth communications on the
Internet. Adv Consum Res 29(1):428–430
Webster C (1991) Influences upon consumer expectations of services. J Serv Mark 5:33–516

References

45

Wilson TD, Lindsey S, Schooler TY (2000) A model of dual attitudes. Psychol Rev 107
(1):101–126
Xia L, Bechwati NN (2008) Word of mouse: the role of cognitive personalization in online
consumer reviews. J Interact Advert 9(1):3–13
Xie HJ, Miao L, Kuo PJ, Lee BY (2011) Consumers’ responses to ambivalent online hotel
reviews: the role of perceived source credibility and pre-decisional disposition. Int J Hosp
Manage 30:178–183
Ye Q, Law R, Gu B (2009) The impact of online user reviews on hotel room sales. Int J Hosp
Manage 28:180–182
Ye Q, Law R, Gu B, Chen W (2011) The influence of user-generated content on traveler behavior:
an empirical investigation on the effects of e-word-of-mouth to hotel online bookings. Comput
Hum Behav 27(2):634–639
Yoo KH, Gretzel U (2011) Influence of personality on travel-related consumer-generated media
creation. Comput Hum Behav 27(2):609–621
Yoo KH, Gretzel U (2012) Use and creation of social media by travellers. In: Sigala M, Christou
E, Gretzel U (eds) Social media in travel, tourism and hospitality. Theory, practice and cases.
Ashgate, Surrey
Zeithaml VA, Berry LL, Parasuraman A (1993) The nature and determinants of customer
expectations of service. J Acad Mark Sci 21(1):1–12
Zeithaml VA, Bitner MJ, Gremler DD (2012) Services marketing: integrating customer focus
across the ﬁrm, 6th edn. McGraw-Hill, New York
Zhang W, Watts SA (2008) Capitalizing on content: Information adoption in two online
communities. J Assoc Inf Syst 9(2):73–94
Zhang Z, Yea Q, Law R, Lia Y (2010) The impact of e-word-of-mouth on the online popularity of
restaurants: a comparison of consumer reviews and editor reviews. Int J Hosp Manage 29
(4):694–700
Zhu F, Zhang X (2010) Impact of online consumer reviews on sales: the moderating role of
product and consumer characteristics. J Mark 74(2):133–148

