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[. Introduction

The popularity and success of social media plat-
forms such as Facebook and Twitter gave rise to what
is known as social commerce, a subset of electronic
commerce. Various types of social commerce have
emerged, creating new business opportunities. A well-

known type of social commerce is group buying,
which is done through websites such as Groupon and
Livingsocial. Group buying sites offer consumers a
deep discount if a predetermined number of consumers
are enticed to buy a product or service within a given
amount of time. The market of group buying websites
has enjoyed strong growth, with a market size of about

2014. 4.



SED - 3o - 2R

$3.3 billion in the U.S. in 2013 (DM Confidential, 2013).

Despite the sizable growth of the group buying
market, there is now considerable skepticism about
the future of group buying, mainly due to a lack of
consumer confidence. An increasing number of con-
sumers are complaining of deceptive information
about products or services, unreasonable refund poli-
cies, and unfair voucher terms and sale prices (Bang
and Lee, 2013; Dailydealmedia, 2012). In the past,
consumers on group buying sites tended to focus on
price discounts, ignoring the high level of uncertainty
associated with these transactions. However, the large
number of consumer complaints has made building
a trustworthy transaction environment a critical issue
for group buying.

The issue of trust is not new to electronic com-
merce. To address this issue, feedback mechanisms
have been applied widely in electronic commerce.
Feedback mechanisms in online marketplaces, like
other market-driven institutional mechanisms (Zucker,
1986), enable customers to share previous transaction
experiences with other customers. Feedback mecha-
nisms are effective in reducing customer anxiety and
increasing their trust in participating sellers. More-
over, sellers with positive feedback can distinguish
themselves from other sellers, often leading to price
premiums (Ba and Pavlou, 2002). However, such feed-
back mechanisms, while prevalent in online market-
places, cannot be applied directly to group buying
sites. Sellers in online marketplaces usually continue
to sell products or services, and thus feedback on
sellers can be used as an important cue for buyers
to evaluate seller trustworthiness. On group buying
sites, however, sellers usually do not continue to sell
products or services with deep discounts, making it
difficult to implement feedback mechanisms similar
to those found in online marketplaces. In this regard,
we pay particular attention to the role of merchan-

disers (often called “curators”) who specialize in fin-

ding products or services and marketing them to po-
tential buyers through group buying sites. Unlike a
seller, a merchandiser on a group buying site can de-
monstrate a history of facilitating transactions between
sellers and buyers. Thus, feedback on a merchandiser
by former buyers, as well as information on the mer-
chandiser’s past performance, can serve as useful cues
to other buyers evaluating the merchandiser when other
buyers consider purchasing products or services that
the merchandiser has brought to a group buying site.

The main purpose of this study is to examine whether
providing merchandiser feedback comments and per-
formance profiles on group buying sites leads consum-
ers to evaluate the community of merchandisers more
favorably and makes them more likely to purchase
products or services. Zucker’s theory on trust pro-
duction (1986) is applied to understand how such mech-
anisms promote trust in merchandisers on group buying
sites. Research hypotheses were tested with data ob-
tained through a laboratory experiment. The results
of the data analyses generally confirm our assertion
that offering merchandiser feedback comments and
performance profiles is effective in building a trust-
worthy transaction environment on group buying sites.

[I. Theoretical Background and
Hypotheses Development

Group buying is a novel business model with effec-
tive marketing mechanisms that have gained huge
popularity (Jing and Xie, 2011). Anand and Aron
(2003) proposed that group buying is composed of
two main elements: demand aggregation and volume
discounting. In this regard, if consumers are able to
achieve the required demand aggregation and volume
discounting, they enjoy a discounted group price.

Despite these benefits, however, the recent rise in
consumer complaints has made the lack of trust a
critical research issue (Kim and Park, 2013). Zucker
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(1986) proposed three primary modes of trust pro-
duction: characteristic-based, process-based, and in-
stitution-based trust. Characteristic-based trust is gen-
erally based on similarities between two parties, such
as sex, age, and ethnicity. Process-based trust can be
built through direct interactions with other parties or
second-hand information about them. Reputation is
an example of this kind of trust (Zucker, 1986). Insti-
tution-based trust is built through formal institutional
structures and mechanisms. Our study pays particular
attention to process-based trust and institution-based
trust, which offer theoretical support in explaining the
formation of trust through merchandiser performance
profiles and feedback comments.

Process-based trust has often been applied as an
important mode of trust production in transaction envi-
ronments where a high level of uncertainty exists. For
instance, when buyers consider purchasing products
from a seller with whom they have no prior experience,
they often rely on the reputation of the seller to evaluate
trustworthiness. Reputation is “a symbolic representa-
tion of past exchange history” (Zucker, 1986: p. 62)
and thus plays a critical role in building trust. This
is particularly true in an exchange relationship in which
the history of prior transactions does not exist.

Thus, sellers should put much time and effort into
building their reputation because a strong reputation
makes buyers feel more comfortable (Parkhe, 1998).
Previous studies empirically demonstrated that a good
reputation enhances trust in the e-commerce context
(Jarvenpaa et al., 1999; Kim and Prabhakar, 2004). In
online marketplaces, the performance information of
sellers can serve as a proxy for their reputation (Pavlou
and Gefen, 2004). We argue that the same is true
for merchandisers; merchandiser performance in-

formation can help buyers evaluate the merchandiser.

HI: The performance profile of a merchandiser will
enhance buyers’ evaluation of the merchandiser.

According to the institution-based trust model,
even if buyers have no solid and direct trust in sellers,
they can build trust in sellers and expect transactions
with those sellers to be successful when institutional
structures are in place to signal seller trustworthiness.
Pavlou and Gefen (2004) demonstrated that structural
assurances in online marketplaces have positive ef-
fects on building trust in sellers. Institution-based
trust is considered a pivotal mode of trust creation
in business environments in which no previous trans-
action experiences exist.

Feedback mechanisms are frequently applied in
online marketplaces as an important type of institu-
tional structure to build trust. Feedback mechanisms
are a market-based trust-building system (Zucker,
1986). An effective feedback mechanism not only
stimulates online transactions, but also allows buyers
to differentiate among sellers (Shapiro, 1987). Feed-
back mechanisms can also lessen the information
asymmetry between buyers and sellers (Pavlou and
Gefen, 2004). Various feedback mechanisms can be
implemented to build trust in online marketplaces.
For instance, comments by buyers can provide other
buyers with rich information about the trustwor-
thiness of sellers in online marketplaces (Pavlou and
Dimoka, 2006). Similarly, we posit that comments
by buyers about a merchandiser can play an important
role in other buyers’ evaluation of that merchandiser.

H2: Feedback comments about a merchandiser will

enhance buyers’ evaluation of that merchandiser.

When effective trust-building mechanisms are im-
plemented in an online marketplace, buyers will be
more confident in evaluating the trustworthiness of
an individual seller. In such a situation, buyers are
likely to believe that trust-building mechanisms are
effective means by which to evaluate the trustwor-
thiness of other sellers in the marketplace. This can
also signal to buyers the overall trustworthiness of
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sellers as a community in the marketplace. That is,
when such trust building mechanisms are in place,
buyers can develop trust in sellers as a community
in the particular marketplace (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004).
Similarly, we argue that buyers on a group buying
site can develop trust in the community of merchan-
disers when they have a positive experience in evaluat-
ing a merchandiser with trust-building mechanisms.

H3: The enhancement in buyers’ evaluation of a mer-
chandiser will have a positive effect on trust in

the community of merchandisers.

Consumers who have a high level of trust in specif-
ic vendors are expected to trust the organization that
hired the vendors (Mayer and Davis, 1995). Like-
wise, buyers who trust the community of merchandi-
sers might also trust the intermediary (i.e., the group
buying site) for which the merchandisers work. This
line of reasoning is consistent with prior work sho-
wing that interpersonal trust leads to institutional trust
in online intermediaries (McKnight and Chervany,
2002). We therefore posit that trust in merchandisers
can lead buyers to build trust in an intermediary.

Process-based Trust Mechanism

Performance |
Profile of

=
an
@

H4: Trust in the community of merchandisers will

have a positive effect on trust in an intermediary.

Ample evidence exists that trust in sellers can have
positive effects on buyers’ purchase intentions. Simi-
larly, prior work has shown that trust in an interme-
diary (e.g., an online marketplace operator) is pos-
itively associated with buyers’ intention to purchase
products from sellers participating in the interme-
diary. Based on this line of reasoning, we develop

the following hypothesis:

H5: Trust in an intermediary will have a positive

effect on purchase intention.

In this study, we controlled several variables for
their potential impacts on purchase intentions. Be-
cause purchase intention could be influenced by
familiarity (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004), the effects of
brand awareness of the intermediary and past expe-
rience of group buying were controlled. <Figure 1>
presents the research model that summarizes the

hypotheses developed in the present study.

H4 HS5
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Evaluation of
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(Figure 1) Research Model
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[I. Research Methodology
3.1 Study Setting

A laboratory experiment was used to empirically
examine the effects of utilizing merchandiser’s infor-
mation. A 2x2 between subjects factorial design was
employed. In order to withdraw possible potential ex-
traneous effects in the experiment, participations were
assigned randomly to each condition as shown in
<Table 1>. To make experimental events similar to
real experience (Singleton and Straints, 1999), we de-
veloped a group buying website by following the de-
sign and structure of group buying websites in ope-
ration. One hundred twenty-four students from a large
university in Korea participated in the main experi-
ment. Participation was voluntary; all participants were
offered $5 gift certificates to encourage their partic-

ipation in the experiment.

3.2 Experimental Procedure

Participants were asked to undertake several steps
in the experiment. First, participants were given a
general instruction about the experiment at the begin-
ning, and were randomly assigned into one of the
four groups (A-D). Participants were then instructed
to visit a website corresponding a group assigned.
They spent about 10 minutes to examine the website.

All websites include the name and picture of corre-

(Table 1) Subject Group Allocation

sponding a merchandiser. The website assigned for
group A does not have the information of a merchan-
diser (performance profile and feedback comments).
The website for group B has the performance profile
of a merchandiser, but not feedback comments. The
website for group C only has the feedback comments
of a merchandiser, but not the performance profile
of a merchandiser. Finally, the website for group D
has both the performance profile and feedback com-
ments of a merchandiser. In addition, unlike partic-
ipants assigned in A, all participants in groups of B,
C, and D visited a website without the performance
profile and feedback comments (i.e., same as the web-
site for group A so that they can answer several ques-
tions in the questionnaire based on comparing the two

websites they visited.

3.3 Measurement Items

All measurement items are seven-point Likert scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The meas-
urement scale for the performance profile of a mer-
chandiser was developed to capture the extent to
which subjects examined information (e.g, the num-
ber of deals successfully made in the past, the number
of products sold in the past, etc.) showing the perfor-
mance of the merchandiser. The measurement scale
for feedback comments of a merchandiser was devel-
oped to capture the extent to which subjects examined
feedback comments of the merchandiser.

With Performance Profile of Without Performance Profile of
Merchandiser Merchandiser
With Feedback Comments of 31 0
Merchandiser
Without Feedback Comments of
. 31 30
Merchandiser
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The measurement scale for buyers’ evaluation of a
merchandiser was borrowed from Jiang and Benbasat
(2005) and Pavlou and Gefen (2004) with modificat-
ions in wordings so as to capture the extent to which
subjects’ evaluation of the merchandiser was enhanced
with the information of the merchandiser given in the
website. The measurement scales for trust in the com-
munity of merchandisers, trust in intermediary, and
purchase intention were adapted from Pavlou and
Gefen (2004). We also borrowed measurement items
for brand awareness of intermediary from Yoo and
Donthu (2001). The experience in group buying was
measured by asking subjects the number of group

buying shopping experiences.

IV. Data Analysis and Results

We analyzed the data with ANOVA and the partial
least squares (PLS) approach to structural equation
modeling. In addition, experimental manipulations
were checked by asking yes/no questions for the ex-
istence or absence of the information about the pro-
file and feedback comments of a merchandiser (see
<Appendix B>). The results suggested that manipu-

lation was successful.

4.1 Subject Information

<Table 2> represents the profile of respondents.
52 were male and 72 were female; on average, they
were 23.1 years old. Of the participants, 64 percent
had experience with group buying shopping. More-
over, some participation (8.2%) is heavy users who
had over ten times buying experiences with group
buying sites during last three months. A chi-square

analysis showed insignificant differences in gender,

age, and previous group buying shopping frequency
and experience of participants. Degree of difference
between a given construct and other constructs is
called the discriminant validity. In other words, the
measurement items should be unique from other con-
structs and load on their own construct. Discriminant
validity was assessed by comparing the square root
of AVE and the correlations among constructs. In
order for factor analysis results to show good dis-
criminant validity in, all of the items should load
highly on their own construct, but not on other con-
structs. Moreover, square roots of all AVE should
be greater than the off-diagonal elements in the cor-
responding rows and columns, as presented in <Ta-
ble 4>. Therefore, this demonstrates good discrim-
inant validity for all of the constructs. Thus, all con-
ditions for convergent and discriminant validity were

satisfied.

(Table 2) Respondents Profiles

Frequency |Percentage

Total 124 100.0
Gender
Male 52 42
Female 72 58
Age
20s’ 122 98
30s’ 2 2

Buying Experiences through
Group Buying Sites during
Last 3 Months

Less than 1 46 36.0
1~2 36 29.3
3~5 21 16.6
6~9 12 9.9
10~14 8 6.4
Over 15 3 1.8

Information Systems Review, Vol.16, No.1
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4.2 Measurement Validation

Measurement model’s validation started with as-
sessing reliability, convergent validity, and discrim-
inant validity. Convergent validity is assessed by in-
dividual item’s reliability, the composite reliability of
the construct, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and
factor analysis (Barclay et al., 1995). First, individual
item reliability was assessed by analyzing the load-
ings of the measurement items on their corresponding

construct, and all item loadings should be significant
and exceed 0.7, as shown in <Table 3>. In addition,
all composite reliability values exceeded 0.7, which
is the recommended cutoff (Barclay et al., 1995;
Fornell and Larcker, 1981), and AVE values exceeded
0.5, which is a generally accepted cutoff. Further-
more, as shown in <Table 3>, all of the measurement
items loaded highly on other constructs. Theses factor
analysis results showed good convergent validity for
the measurement items.

(Table 3) Loading and Cross-Loadings of Measures

BAI MDE MDPP MDFM PI TCMD TI SCE
BAIl 0.98 0.01 0.04 0.16 0.09 0.13 -0.11 0.11
BAI 2 0.97 0.01 0.05 0.11 0.06 0.12 -0.11 0.11
BAI 3 0.93 -0.06 0.01 0.13 0.01 0.07 -0.16 0.06
MDE1 -0.00 0.89 0.66 0.41 0.52 0.50 0.34 0.22
MDE2 0.10 0.88 0.60 0.48 0.57 0.47 0.28 0.19
MDE3 -0.07 0.90 0.56 0.35 0.56 0.37 0.29 0.15
MDE4 0.00 0.90 0.53 0.40 0.54 0.39 0.30 0.07
MDPP1 0.04 0.49 0.86 0.01 0.22 0.42 0.20 0.06
MDPP2 0.08 0.48 0.75 0.04 0.26 0.38 0.04 -0.03
MDPP3 -0.03 0.47 0.85 -0.01 0.25 0.37 0.17 0.03
MDPP4 0.04 0.64 0.72 0.30 0.53 0.35 0.38 0.22
MDFM1 0.06 0.46 0.11 0.92 0.35 0.26 0.22 0.13
MDFM2 0.27 0.40 0.19 0.85 0.32 0.35 0.18 0.19
MDFM3 0.07 0.39 0.04 0.93 0.35 0.17 0.43 0.11
P1I 0.03 0.55 0.33 0.35 0.91 0.42 0.32 0.20
PI2 0.20 0.44 0.26 0.30 0.82 0.39 0.50 0.23
PI3 -0.01 0.60 0.48 0.33 0.87 0.43 0.44 0.12
TCMD1 0.07 0.47 0.46 0.26 0.46 0.94 0.47 0.16
TCMD2 0.21 0.40 0.38 0.28 0.44 0.92 0.52 0.19
TCMD3 0.08 0.50 0.49 0.28 0.44 0.94 0.53 0.13
TI1 -0.13 0.32 0.21 0.18 0.44 0.47 0.80 0.04
TI2 -0.02 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.47 0.37 0.85 0.09
TI3 -0.12 0.35 0.29 0.19 0.33 0.44 0.87 0.14
SCE 0.11 0.18 0.10 0.16 0.21 0.17 0.11 1.00

Notes: BAI = brand awareness of intermediary; MDE = buyer’s evaluation of merchandiser; MDPP = performance
profile of merchandiser; MDFM = feedback comments of merchandiser; PI = purchase intentions; TCMD =
trust in the community of merchandisers; TIM = trust in intermediary; SCE = number of social-commerce
shopping experience.
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(Table 4) Internal Consistency and Discriminant Validity of Constructs

ME SD | AVE | CR AL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
BAI 403 | 146 | 093 | 097 | 097 | 0.96
MDE 455 | 1.55 | 0.80 | 094 | 091 | 0.01 | 0.89
MDPP | 347 | 145 | 0.64 | 0.87 | 0.81 | 0.04 | 0.66 | 0.80
MDFM | 4.19 | 145 | 0.82 | 093 | 0.88 | 0.14 | 046 | 0.13 | 0.90
PI 333 | 1.53 | 076 | 090 | 0.84 | 0.07 | 0.61 | 042 | 0.37 | 0.87
SCE 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | O0.11 | 0.18 | 0.10 | 0.16 | 0.21 | 1.00
TCMD | 415 | 147 | 088 | 095 | 093 || 0.12 | 049 | 048 | 029 | 048 | 0.17 | 0.93
TIM 453 | 136 | 0.71 | 0.88 | 0.80 | -0.11 | 0.34 | 027 | 0.22 | 0.48 | 0.11 | 0.51 | 0.84

Notes: ME = mean; SD = standard deviation; AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability; AL =
Cronbach’s alpha; BAI = brand awareness of intermediary; MDE = buyer’s evaluation of merchandiser;

MDPP = performance profile of merchandiser;, MDFM =

feedback comments of merchandiser; PI =

purchase intentions; TCMD = trust in the community of merchandisers; TIM = trust in intermediary; SCE

= number of social-commerce shopping experience.

Diagonal elements in bold display the square root of AVE.

4.3 Hypotheses Testing Results

To test H1 and H2, we first analyzed the data with
ANOVA and the results supported both H1 and H2
(see <Table 5>). To examine the structural model,
bootstrap resampling (n = 200) was performed. <Fi-
gure 2> presents the results of PLS analysis using
Smart PLS 2.0. Consistent with the results from
ANOVA analysis, both the performance profile and

Performance
Profile of
Merchandiser

0.620***

Buyers’

Evaluation of

Merchandiser
R?=0.593

0.493**
—

feedback comments of a merchandiser significantly
were found to enhance buyers’ evaluation of the mer-
chandiser (H1 and H2). In addition, buyers’ evaluation
of a merchandiser was found to have a positive effect
on their trust in the community of merchandisers (H3).
Further, as expected, trust in the community of mer-
chandisers was found to have a positive effect on trust
in an intermediary (H4), and finally the results demon-
strated a positive association between trust in an inter-

Feedback
Comments of
Merchandiser

0.384**

N

Trust in the . i .
Community of f %315 R |nt-|e-'::§;(lj?ary ﬂ, rn”tﬂ?cfﬁ
Merchandiser RZ=0.2 R2=0.2
R?=0.243 = 0.265 - 0278
0119

Brand Awareness Experiencein Group ‘
of Intermediary Buying

(Figure 2) Results of Structural Model Testing
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(Table 5) ANOVA Testing Results

Dependent Variable: Buyer’s Evaluation of Merchandiser

Source Degree of Freedom Mean Square F-value Sig.
Performance Profile of Merchandiser 1 5.228 4.082 .046
Feedback Comments of Merchandiser 1 24.410 19.057 .000

mediary and purchase intention (HS5). With respect
to the effects of control variables on purchase in-
tention, we found a significant effect of experience
in group buying on purchase intentions. However,
brand awareness of intermediary was not found to

have a significant effect on purchase intention.

V. Discussion and Conclusions
5.1 Summary of Findings

This study postulates and tests the effectiveness
of performance profiles and feedback comments about
merchandisers as a means of trust building on group
buying sites. It was demonstrated that buyers’ evalua-
tion of a merchandiser is enhanced when trust-build-
ing mechanisms, specifically performance profiles and
feedback comments about merchandisers, are in place.
Further, it was found that when such trust-building
mechanisms are provided, buyers build a higher level
of trust in the community of merchandisers on a
group buying site. In addition, the results showed that
trust in merchandisers as a group is positively related
to trust in an intermediary, which, in turn, signi-
ficantly increases buyers’ intention to make purchases

through the intermediary’s group buying site.

5.2 Theoretical and Managerial
Implications

This study contributes to an emerging body of liter-

ature on social commerce in several ways. First, our

study proposes a trust-building mechanism utilizing
merchandiser information and empirically tests its ef-
fectiveness on a group buying website. As in other
online marketplaces, such as Amazon and eBay,
building trust is a key to the success of group buying
sites. This study, by proposing a trust-building mech-
anism that takes the unique aspects of group buying
into account, represents a first step toward building
that trust. Second, our study corroborates the effec-
tiveness of process-based trust and institutional struc-
tures in building trust in the online environment. Prior
work found that process-based trust and institutional
structures could have a powerful effect on the success
of online marketplaces (e.g., Amazon and eBay)
where legal mechanisms to assure trust are unclear
or under-developed (Pavlou and Gefen, 2004). Our
study found that process-based trust and institutional
structures can play an important role in building trust
in group buying sites. Finally, our study calls atten-
tion to the role of merchandisers as a unique aspect
of group buying and helps shed light on various issues
and phenomena found on group buying sites.
From a practical viewpoint, the findings of this
study also have important implications for the opera-
tors of group buying sites. To address the current high
level of uncertainty associated with purchasing prod-
ucts or services through group buying sites, the oper-
ators are advised to carefully design and implement
trust-building mechanisms. In particular, given the
unique characteristic that sellers do not continue to
sell their products or services on this kind of site,
we recommend trust-building mechanisms that utilize
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performance profiles and customer reviews of mer-
chandisers. The findings of our study provide empiri-
cal evidence that such trust-building mechanisms are
effective in building a trustworthy transaction envi-
ronment. In addition, this study provides concrete
guidelines and procedures on how group buying com-
panies can use information about merchandisers to
engender consumer trust. It is expected that compa-
nies can readily apply these procedural guidelines to
their businesses.

5.3 Limitations and Further Research

Several limitations should be considered when in-
terpreting the results of our study. First, a limitation
arises from the use of student subjects in the ex-
periment. Therefore, caution should be exercised in
generalizing the findings. A future study might well
test the effectiveness of trust-building mechanisms
utilizing merchandiser information by analyzing data
obtained from actual users of group buying sites.
Another limitation relates to how we designed trust-
building mechanisms to test their effectiveness. While
we designed our mechanisms based on feedback com-
ments and past performance, trust-building mecha-
nisms could be better designed to give more accurate
information to potential buyers. For instance, a feed-
back score system, similar to those found on eBay
and Amazon, could have been added to better inform
buyers about the reputations of merchandisers on
group buying sites. We recommend that future re-
searchers consider designing and testing trust-build-

ing mechanisms different from ours.
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(APPENDIX A) Exemples of MD Information
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(Figure 4) MD Information for Group D (with performance profile and feedback comments of MD)
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(APPENDIX B) Measurement Items

Performance Profile of Merchandiser
To know better about the MD on the group buying website

MDPPI. I was able to see the record of total amount saved.
MDPP2. 1 was able to see the record of major deals sold.
MDPP3. 1 was able to see the record of total deals sold.
MDPP4. 1 was able to see the record of major deals featured.

Feedback Comments of Merchandiser
To know better about the MD on the group buying website -

MDFMI. I was able to see the review next to major deals.
MDFM2. 1 was able to see the reviews appearing when clicking the major deals.
MDFM3. T was able to see the reviews left by other customers who purchased from the MD.

Buyer’s Evaluation of Merchandiser

MDEI. I was helpful in evaluating the MD.

MDE2. My evaluation of the MD was of high quality.
MDES3. Provides helpful information in evaluating the MD.

Trust in Intermediary

Having looked at the ‘Chef’ deal in the website, Now Shopping is

TI1. Trustworthy.

TI2. Probably going to provide me with the merchandise just as shown in advertisement.

T13. Probably going to provide me with merchandise that I purchased, according to the terms of transaction
stated in the website.

Trust in the Community of Merchandisers

Having looked at the ‘Chef’ deal in the second website, MDs of Now Shopping are generally
TCMDI. Trustworthy.

TCMD?2. Honest.

TCMD3. Reliable.

Purchase Intentions

PI1. T will purchase the coupons for ‘Chef’ through Now Shopping immediately.

PI2. T will purchase the coupons for ‘Chef’ through Now Shopping before the deal closes.
PI3. I intend on purchasing the coupons for ‘Chef’ through Now Shopping.

Manipulation Check Questions

Have you looked at the MD performance profile? (Yes/No)

Have you looked at the MD review? (Yes/No)

Did you recognize that you could see reviews of other deals of the same MD by clicking on the MD review?
(Yes/No)

Did you click on the featured deals of the MD in order to see more reviews?

Did you look at the picture of MD? (Yes/No)

2014. 4. 13



SED - 3o - 2R

Information Systems Review

Volume 16 Number 1
April 2014

The Role of Merchandiser Feedback Comments and
Performance Profiles in Building Trust in Group Buying Sites

Jongpil Park” - Heami Lim™ - Jai-Yeol Son™

Abstract

Despite the sizable growth of the group buying market, consumer complaints have recently raised
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