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Abstract 
 

Customers nowadays have the opportunity to search a wide variety of information about 

products they seek for. Numerous companies offer information about their products and 

opinions of prior customers on their products. However, some companies only offer the positive 

opinions of their products, leading to a misleading product image. Therefore, this research 

investigates the effect of a negative review on consumer trust and purchase intention, given 

context dependent factors, in order to examine why companies, present only positive sides of 

their products. This research focuses on the effect of negative reviews on consumer trust and 

purchase intention based on two types of products, high-involvement versus low-involvement 

products, two types of reviews, short versus extensive reviews and different consumer 

characteristics, experienced versus not experienced. The conceptual framework used in this 

study is a moderated mediation model. To test these findings this study uses a 2x2x2 between 

subject design. A pre-study was conducted to test whether respondents viewed a short review 

as a short one, and if there were differences in involvement for the two products. The study 

investigates firstly the effect of a negative review and context dependent factors on consumer 

trust (mediator), using PROCESS macro with using 5000 bootstrap samples. After that, the effect 

of consumer trust (mediator) on purchase intention was investigated. The results showed 

significant effects negative effects of a negative review, high-involvement products, and positive 

effects of customer familiarity on consumer trust at a 95%-confidence level. Furthermore, it 

showed significant negative effects of review characteristics on consumer trust at a 95%-

confidence level. The mediation analysis showed a positive significant effect of consumer trust 

on purchase intention at a 99%-confidence level. After investigating the total, direct and indirect 

effects of a negative review on purchase intention, the analysis showed significant partial 

mediation of a negative review on purchase intention through consumer trust. The study also 

shows moderation effects of product, consumer and review characteristics on purchase intention 

through consumer trust. 

Keywords: Consumer trust, Purchase intention, Negative reviews, Amazon, mediation, 

moderation. 
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1. Introduction and research question 

  

With the introduction and the rise of the internet, people have been able to get access to a wide 

stream of information in just a matter of time. Information about product specifications and 

product reviews can be read by potential customers, so that they can get a feeling about what 

the product will be like. Evidence has shown that reviews can be incredibly important for both 

new products and services, as reviews do have an influence on buying decision of consumers 

(Devedi et al., 2017).  According to Cui, Lui & Guo (2012), the number of reviews also has a 

positive effect on early sales. However, this effect decreases over time. This implies that reviews 

are especially important for new developed products. As most websites also present reviews 

about previous experiences of people, both negative as well as positive, depending on the rating 

previous users give, customers already can get information about whether the product is 

something they are looking for or not. According to Utz, Kerkhof & Van Den Bos (2012), reviews 

are an incredibly important factor for brands too, as people tend to rely heavily on those reviews. 

While some companies give access to all kind of reviews, both negative and positive, (e.g., 

Amazon) some companies only show positive reviews on their website. However, people also 

appreciate negative reviews, as that gives a more realistic overview about a product or service 

than only positive reviews. So, what drives these companies to only show positive reviews? Are 

they afraid of the consequences of negative reviews on their trust scores and sales? To determine 

the effect of a negative review this research focuses on the effect of negative reviews on 

consumer trust and ultimately purchase intention, given context dependent factors. Therefore, 

the main research question in this research is:  

 

What is the effect of negative reviews on consumer trust and purchase intention, given different 

context dependent factors? 
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Prior research showed that credibility and purchase intention are positively correlated (Jiménez 

& Mendoza, 2013). The term credibility has been defined by prior researchers into twelve 

different dimensions (Gaziano & McGrath, 1986). These dimensions are the following according 

to them: fair, biased, tell the whole story, are accurate, respect people’s privacy, watch out after 

people’s interests, are concerned about the community’s well-being, separate facts, and opinion, 

can be trusted, are concerned about the public interest, are factual and have well-trained 

reporters. While some of these dimensions do not matter regarding reviews, most actually do. 

Therefore, companies that only show positive reviews possibly would decrease their credibility 

level as that would not tell the whole story about the product, brand, or company. In addition, 

prior research showed that negative reviews indeed are perceived useful by consumers. 

However, this was only the case for Utilitarian products (Sen & Lerman, 2007). Utilitarian 

products are products that provide instrumental, functional, or practical utilities for customers 

(Lu, Liu & Fang, 2016). Besides that, the effect of reviews also depended on brand level. Ho-Dac 

et al. (2013) found that weak brands are not hold back by negative reviews compared to positive 

reviews. So, a positive review had a greater effect on weaker brands than negative reviews had. 

However, the effect of both positive and negative reviews on trustworthiness among different 

products is still undetermined (Doh & Hwang, 2009). They concluded that one negative (1-star) 

review could be harmful for a product, however, one negative review in a 10-message set was 

less harmful. However, what happens if only one negative review has been read by consumers?  

 

This research tries to answer the gap in the literature that currently exists by looking at the effect 

of only one negative review in a setting of two different types of products (high versus low 

involvement products), and two types of review characteristics (short versus long reviews) to see 

if results are similar or different compared to prior research. Besides that, this research will also 

focus on consumer characteristics that can influence customers opinions about reviews, which is 

the familiarity of the consumer with the product or similar products. Lastly, this research will 

further scope in on the effect of a negative review on consumer trust, and its mediation effect 

on purchase intention. This study uses a moderated mediation model, with consumer trust as a 
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mediator and context dependent factors as consumer, product, and review characteristics as a 

moderator.  

 

Besides scientific relevancy, this research also has managerial relevancy. Companies could 

possibly improve their credibility level and thus increase their sales numbers on both the short 

as long-term. While most companies tend to show (only) positive experiences customers had 

with their product, it is maybe beneficial for companies to also show negative experiences 

customers had. By identifying the effects of one negative review on two types of products, 

companies can change their review strategy. Showing these negative experiences could 

ultimately be a win-win situation for both the customer and the company. While customers will 

get more honest information about the product, the company would get potentially more 

satisfied customers, leading to less complaints and thus a better brand image in the eyes of the 

customer. Furthermore, the effect of a negative review on trust will be investigated. If a negative 

review does not deter trust of consumers towards the brand, product or service companies could 

show these negative reviews without having to worry about the consequences. If a negative 

review do disturb customer trust, companies should react immediately to avoid negativity among 

their customers. 

 

The structure of this paper will be the following. First a theoretical section will be given where all 

relevant prior research will be discussed. Furthermore, five hypotheses will be given and 

explained given prior research. Then, the methodology will be discussed as well as the data. Both 

the data collection as well as sample characteristics will be discussed in that part. Then the results 

will be given, and each hypothesis will be discussed. Next, an overview of the results will be given 

of this research and the main research question will be answered. Lastly, both the limitations and 

further research areas will be discussed.  
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2. Literature review 

 
The five hypotheses that will be discussed below have resulted into the following conceptual 

framework. In this research first the effect of a negative review on consumer trust and purchase 

intention will be investigated, using three moderators, namely product type, customers’ prior 

experience, and the negative extensiveness. Next, the mediating effect of consumer trust will be 

investigated. Hypothesis 1 has been made to investigate the main effect of a negative review on 

consumer trust while hypothesis 2 measures the effect of the mediator ‘consumer trust’ on 

purchase intention. Hypotheses 3, 4 and 5 will investigate the moderation effect of each context 

dependent factor on consumer trust and ultimately purchase intention.  

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework  
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2.1  Consumer trust and purchase intention 
 
Reading negative reviews obviously influence the trust of consumers towards the product. Online 

trust towards a company has become more important as consumers tend to buy more products 

online. With an increasing number of online shops worldwide it is important for companies to 

differentiate, so that customers find and spend time on your web shop. Reviews can break or 

make a person’s purchase decision. Prior research has already shown that reviews can be a vital 

tool to increase sales. Chevalier & Mayzlin (2006) investigated the role of online ratings on book 

sales. The conclusion of their research was that book sales increased due to positive ratings given 

by consumers online. So, the higher the general ratings given by reviewers were, the higher the 

books sales were. Negative reviews on the other hand tend to deter customer trust too. Sparks 

& Brown (2011) investigated the role of review valence, both negative and positive, and found 

that positive reviews had led to significantly higher trust towards the hotel, compared to negative 

reviews. Prior research has also indicated that people tend to value negative reviews more than 

positive reviews, as consumers weight more importance on negative reviews compared to 

positive ones (Lee, Park & Han, 2008). Negative reviews will therefore reduce trust of consumers 

in products. Meyer et al. (1995) argues that there are three main factors that influence the 

perceived trust of a consumer towards a company. These are (1) ability, (2) benevolence and (3) 

integrity. Ability is defined by them as the group of skills, competencies and characteristics that 

enable a party to have an influence within some specific domain. Benevolence is defined as the 

extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric 

profit motive. The last factor, namely integrity, involves the trustor’s perception that the trustee 

adheres to a set principles that the trustor finds acceptable. He also mentions that all three 

concepts can be separable, even though there could be a relationship between those three. The 

findings of Meyer at al. (1995) are supported by Ling et al. (2010) too. They find that online trust 

also positively influences purchase intention significantly. This means that if people have more 

faith in a company or product, they are also much more likely to buy their products. The findings 

of Meyer et al. (1995) and Ling et al. (2010) led to the following hypothesis.  
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Hypothesis 1: Reading a negative review will decrease the trust of consumers towards the 

product. 

 

As consumers use reviews to evaluate potential products it is important for companies to manage 

the negative reviews the company receives. Elseidi & El-Baz (2016) found that electronic word of 

mouth had a significant effect on brand image and purchase intention. While positive electronic 

word of mouth (eWOM) had a positive effect on purchase intention, negative eWOM had a 

negative effect on purchase intention and brand image. This view is also supported by Saleem & 

Ellahi (2017) as they found that negative electronic word of mouth had a negative effect on 

purchase intention for fashion products. Cheung & Lee (2008) found that negative eWOM results 

in lower purchase intention for consumers, while positive eWOM increase purchase intention. 

Therefore, negative reviews can be detrimental for companies’ sales numbers. However, the 

effect of negative reviews had a greater effect on purchase intention than positive reviews do. In 

addition, Doh & Hwang (2009) concluded that negative reviews decrease purchase intention of 

consumers indeed. They had created several compositions of review sets and their results 

showed that the presence of negative reviews decreases purchase intention of consumers. 

Purchase intention has been defined as a kind of decision-making that studies the underlying 

reasoning to buy a product of a particular brand by the consumer (Shah et al., 2012). Ling et al. 

(2010) classifies purchase intention as one of the components of consumer cognitive behavior 

on how an individual consumer intent to buy a specific brand. The key factor hereby is that 

purchase intention predicts the actual behavior of customers according to Montaño & Kasprzyk 

(2015). The rule of thumb of purchase intention implies that 80% of the people that say that they 

will totally buy a product in a survey, will actually buy the product, while 30% of the people who 

say that they will probably buy the product, will actually buy the product. The presence of 

negative reviews will create doubt in consumer minds resulting in lower trust towards the 

company and thereby reducing the intention of customers to buy the product. As consumers 

have little trust, they tend to seek out for alternatives. If consumer trust is low, consumers won’t 

buy products, thereby reducing their purchase intention. Given all these prior results, the second 

hypothesis is the following: 
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Hypothesis 2: The effect of a negative review on purchase intention is mediated by consumer 

trust.  

 

 

2.2  Product characteristics 
 
However, the role of negative reviews on consumer trust and purchase intention depends on 

several context dependent attributes too. The first context dependent attribute is the product 

type. In general, products can be defined into two different product types, namely high-

involvement products, and low-involvement products. High-involvement products require the 

potential customer to be aware of price, quality, innovation and all the alternatives (Nayeem & 

Casidy, 2013), while low-involvement products require less extensive research done by the 

potential customer and are in general bought frequently by consumers, as these products are 

not of vital concern according to the customer (Ndubisi & Moi, 2006). Prior research indicated 

that for both high-involvement as well as low-involvement products a simple negative review can 

influence customer attitude negatively towards a product (Lee, Park & Han, 2008). Research in 

China indicated that customers, who had low-involvement with products tended to trust positive 

and negative reviews equally, while high-involvement consumers tended to trust negative 

reviews more compared to positive reviews. They also found out that customers who had low 

involvement with products tend to have higher purchase intention compared to high-

involvement products, when having read a negative review. (Xue & Zhou, 2010). While for high-

involvement products extensive research is necessary, low-involvement products do not need 

extensive research. As consumers for high-involvement products have a variety of alternatives, 

the effect of a negative review could ‘force’ them towards an alternative product reducing 

thereby their trust, and thereby purchase intention, for the product they had read a negative 

review of. High-involvement products typically also imply higher priced products. Expected price 

refers more towards the expectation people have regarding a certain experience. McCall & Lynn 

(2008) found that price had a significant influence on the purchase intention of consumers in the 

restaurant industry. This means that the higher the price will be, the lower the chance will be 
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that both expected price and real price are similar, resulting in a lower purchase intention. 

Reversed, the lower the price is, the higher the chance will be that both expected and real price 

will be similar, resulting in a higher purchase intention.  

 

Higher prices also imply higher consumer risks and a higher “pain of buying” for consumers (Floyd 

et al, 2014). Purchased products that cannot deliver towards expectations will lead to lower 

consumer trust and purchase intention for a next purchase of the brand or company. This is due 

to the risk that a repeated purchase of the brand will result in the same outcome (Chiu et al., 

2014). The effect of a failed purchase will have a greater negative effect on consumer trust for 

high-priced products, due to the inability to recover the value of the failed purchase. This means 

that for a consumer a failed cheap fast moving consumer good purchase, the recovery value less 

is than a high expensive flatscreen television for example. In short, both the monetary and 

psychological loss of a failed high-priced product are much higher, compared to low-priced 

products (Li & Hitt, 2010).  

 

To mitigate this potential risk, consumers will seek and evaluate a variety of reviews, resulting in 

high involvement with products. However, due to the difference in price, it is expected that the 

effect of a negative review will be much greater for high-involved products, compared to low-

involved products. Consumers will evaluate the presence of negative reviews more, leading to 

less consumer trust for high-involvement products, compared to low-involvement products. Less 

trust towards the product will ultimately lead to lower purchase intention (Doh & Hwang, 2009). 

Therefore, hypothesis two will be the following: 

 

Hypothesis 3: A negative review will have a greater negative effect on purchase intention for 

high-involvement products, compared to low-involvement products, due to lower consumer 

trust in the product or company. 
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2.3  Customer characteristics 
 
Furthermore, experience is also a great factor regarding negative reviews. Zhu & Chang (2015) 

found that product familiarity and experience are significant moderators for purchase intention.  

Customers that already have a positive experience regarding the product are more likely to buy 

a product again, due to having higher trust towards the product (Ling, Chai & Piew, 2010). 

Therefore, companies always try to satisfy customers in a way that they become loyal towards 

the company and brand and are thus more likely to be retained by the company. This is due to 

the fact that consumer satisfaction, consumer trust and purchase intention are positively 

correlated with each other (Maxham III, 2001).  

 

But what happens with new customers? Prior research indicated that more and more customers 

use reviews to evaluate potential products they want to buy, without having any experience with 

the product or service offered by the company. New customers could be deterred by negative 

reviews they have read online, reducing their consumer trust. However, the effects of negative 

reviews can be mitigated if customers already have experience with the product or service 

offered by the company (Chatterjee, 2001). In their research they concluded that negative 

reviews could have greater negative consequences for customers that do not have any 

experience with the company or brand, compared to the ones that are familiar with the brand 

and company. Prior customer experience would mitigate the effect of negative reviews as 

experience give customers a reference point about the service or product. They create a baseline 

based on their previous experiences, thereby forming expectations on prior experiences. 

Customers that already had experience with the company or brand would see the review as “too 

bad to be true”, and therefore neglecting the information giving in a negative review more likely. 

As prior experience reduces the risk of a potential failed purchase, the effects of a negative 

review would be reduced. By reducing the risk of a potential failed purchase, customers are more 

likely to have higher purchase intentions (Samadi & Yaghoob-Nejadi, 2009). Therefore, 

hypothesis four is the following.  
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Hypothesis 4: A negative review will have greater negative consequences on purchase intention 

for consumers that have zero experience with the company or brand compared to consumers 

who already have experience with the company or brand, due to lower consumer trust in the 

product or company. 

 
 
 
 

2.4  Review characteristics 
 

As already discussed, many companies show reviews of their products on their own personal 

website. Mostly, these reviews are presented on a webpage, with five (5) to ten (10) reviews 

bundled together. This bundle, or review set, give consumers information about the product, and 

gives the opinions of other customers that already have experience with the product. This review 

set has incredibly high value for potential buyers as it gives some expectation for the product. 

Based on this information, customers will consider potentially buying the product as reviews in 

general are being used mainly during the consideration phase, while being not so much used 

during the choice phase (Jang, Prasad & Ratchford, 2012).  

 

The ratings given by prior customers can vary much. Sometimes, only one 1-star rating occurs in 

the review set, while other times 5-star ratings are given by prior customers. Generally, web 

shops that present reviews of consumers, give reviewers the opportunity to write product 

reviews and rate products based on rating between one and five stars, where one-star reviews 

are extremely negative and five-star reviews are extremely positive. The number of negative 

reviews in the review set depends on the product and results in different consumer trust levels. 

Most customers that had written a review about a bad product do that with the intention to warn 

other customers about their bad experience (Wetzer, Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2007). By giving bad 

ratings and sharing their story, these reviewers try to influence other customers to be cautious 

buying the product, ultimately lowering the consumer trust, and purchase intention of potential 

consumer.  
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However, the way of convincing people can differ between negative reviews. While some reviews 

are written anonymously and consists of only a few words, some other negative reviews are 

written extensively sharing the whole story. Prior research already focused on the helpfulness of 

reviews for customers (Mudambi & Schuff, 2010).  They, in particular, investigated the role of 

product type, rating and the number of words a review consisted of. They used Amazon data to 

investigate the role of both word length and rating and found out that for experienced goods 

customers found moderate (three-star) reviews were more helpful, while for search products, 

extreme ratings were much more important. In addition, they found that in general the longer 

the review was, the more helpful the review was perceived. However, this effect was greater for 

search products, compared to experienced goods. These extensive reviews are measured by the 

number of words a review consists of. So, the more extensive a review has been written, the 

more helpful it was for new customers. Therefore, negative reviews that share the extensive 

experience will have a greater impact on purchase intention than negative reviews that consist 

of only a few words, due to creating lower consumer trust. Therefore, the fifth and last 

hypothesis is the following: 

 

Hypothesis 5: The effect of a negative review on purchase intention will be greater for 

extensively written negative reviews, compared to less extensively written negative reviews, due 

to lower consumer trust in the product or company. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1  Empirical design 
 
This study follows a 2 x 2 x 2 between-subject design, manipulating for negative reviews, review 

characteristics and product characteristics. Respondents were divided among one of the eight 

conditions. The conditions were the following: (1) a neutral, short review about a low-

involvement product; (2) a neutral, long review about a low-involvement product; (3) a neutral, 

long review about a high-involvement product; (4) a neutral, short review about a high-

involvement product; (5) a negative, short review about a high-involvement product; (6) a 

negative, long review about a high-involvement product; (7) a negative, short review about a 

low-involvement product; (8) a negative, long review about a low-involvement product.  

 

For consumer characteristics the average customer familiarity score was used. If respondents 

answered these four questions with an average higher than 4 out of 7, these respondents were 

deemed as familiar with the product. If respondents answered these four questions with an 

average with a 4 or lower out of 7, these respondents were deemed as not familiar with the 

product.  

 

The respondents that were focused on a low-involvement product were shown either a negative 

1-star, or neutral review about L’Oréal Paris shampoo, while the respondents that saw a high-

involvement product were shown a negative 1-star, or neutral, review about a Samsung RU7179 

55’ Inch television. These products had been chosen as previous literature regarded these 

products as low and high-involvement products.  

 

Furthermore, these specific items were chosen as numerous reviews had been written regarding 

each product differing from short to extensive reviews. Therefore, these products were regarded 

optimally usable for this study. Furthermore, to control for price levels these products were given 

a fictional price. The price range of the television was between $399,00 and $999,00; while the 

price range of the shampoo was between $3,00 and $14,00. The fictional price was given 
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randomly to each respondent and consisted of an integer value. These prices were based on 

looking at the average price of similar products. 

 

Reviews about the two products were collected from the Amazon website. As Amazon is 

relatively new for Dutch consumers little reviews were written in Dutch. However, as Amazon is 

operating since 1998 in Germany, many reviews were written in German. These reviews have 

been translated to English using Amazon’s translate service. However, minor adjustments were 

made in case of mistranslation issues. Furthermore, the survey has been translated to Dutch, so 

that people that have problems reading English reviews had the opportunity to participate in this 

study. 

 

After respondents had been shown the product and a negative review for this product, 

respondents were firstly asked how they perceived the review. Next, respondents were asked 

how involved they were regarding the product. In addition, respondents were asked how 

extensively written they thought the review was. Moreover, respondents were asked how 

familiar they were with the product. Furthermore, respondents were asked how much trust they 

had in the company and brand. Lastly, respondents were asked how likely it would be that they 

would buy that specific product. All scales were converted to numeric values ranging from 1 to 

7.  

 

After they have answered questions about the review, respondents were asked some social-

demographic questions. The first question was about their gender. The second question is about 

their age while the third question was about the country respondents are currently living. If they 

responded that they are currently living in The Netherlands, they received a follow-up question 

which asked Dutch respondents in which county they are living. Next, respondents were asked 

which highest education they had finished. At last, respondents were asked if they were married.  
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After filling in each question respondents were thanked thoroughly for their participation and 

time. The survey consisted of a maximum of 20 questions that respondents had been answering. 

The average time it took respondents to answer the survey was 7 minutes.  

 

This research uses a total of two regression models, to determine firstly the moderated effect of 

product-, consumer-, and review characteristics on consumer trust. Next, the regression model 

was used to determine the mediation effect of consumer trust on purchase intention. The 

analysis was performed using PROCESS macro in SPSS using model 4 of Hayes (2022). All possible 

options that could be chosen in the survey were given a value between 1 and 7. The exact value 

per answer possibility can be seen in appendix A. This type of analysis was chosen as the 

dependent variable is based on an ordinal scale, and the independent variables are both interval 

(in case of price), nominal (in case of dummy variables, as and product characteristics, consumer 

characteristics, and review characteristics).  

 
 

3.2  Variables and measurements 
 
In this part all variables used in this study will be explained, as well as the scales used for each 

variable. See table 1 to view which question was asked and how each variable was measured.  

 
3.2.1 Negative review 

 
Respondents were divided into eight different groups, of which four groups received a negative 

review and four groups received a ‘neutral’ review. Respondents were then asked after they had 

read the review, how they perceived the review. The scale used for this question was a 7-point 

Likert scale reaching from extremely negative (7) to extremely positive (1). Next to that, a dummy 

variable was created that had a value of 1 for people who saw the negative review and 0 for 

people who saw the neutral review.  
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3.2.2 Product characteristics 
 
Several studies focused on both high and low-involvement products. Wong, Polonsky & Garma 

(2008) used a digital camara and an automobile as high-involvement products. Martin (1998) on 

the other hand asked respondents to list products respondents were highly involved with, and 

product they were low involved with. This list made clear that respondents were highly involved 

with cars, watches, and shoes. On the other hand, respondents were less involved with books, 

food products and socks. Hameed, Madhavan & Arumugam (2020) found that televisions, mobile 

phones and laptops were high involvement products, while magazines, cool/energy drinks and 

snacks were low-involvement products. Lotfizadeh (2015) added shampoo also shampoo on the 

list of low-involvement products. This study focuses on shampoo as a low-involvement product, 

while using a television as high-involvement products, based on the findings of these previous 

studies. To check whether respondents did have a certain level of involvement, respondents will 

be asked four questions regarding their involvement for the product they will see. These 

questions were based on the research of Salma & Tashchian (1985), and these results were used 

during the pre-study. A dummy variable was created that had a value of 1 for the high-

involvement product (television) and a value of 0 for the low-involvement product (shampoo). 

 
3.2.3 Review characteristics 

 

Reviews can differ very much from each other. Some are written very extensively, while others 

contain little information. In this study reviews are divided in a short review and an extensive 

review. An extensive review contained more words and information, compared to short reviews. 

Short reviews contain of maximum two sentences, while extensive reviews contain multiple 

sentences. Respondents were then asked how they perceived the review, ranging from extremely 

short, a value of 1, to extremely extensive, a value of 7. A dummy variable was created that had 

a value of 1 for the extensive reviews and a value of 0 for the short reviews. 
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3.2.4 Consumer characteristics 
 

As previously explained consumer characteristics is about customer familiarity. Customer 

familiarity is the knowledge of customers of the brand, service, or product. To measure customer 

familiarity, respondents will be asked four questions related to the knowledge of the product, 

service, or brand. The average score of these four questions will ultimately determine the 

customer familiarity level of the respondent. All these four questions were asked by using a 7-

point Likert scale. The questions used to measure customer familiarity are originated from the 

study performed by Kelting, Duhachek & Whitler (2017). The average of the four questions was 

taken as the average familiarity score, with 1 being someone who is not familiar with the product 

at all, and 7 being someone who knows the product perfectly. If respondents had an average 

familiarity score higher than 4 out of 7, these respondents were deemed as being familiar with 

the product, if respondents had a score of 4 or lower, these respondents were deemed as not 

familiar with the product.  

 

3.2.5 Consumer trust 
 

To measure consumer trust towards the brand, company, or product, four questions were asked 

to respondents. These questions are based on studies performed by Zboja (2018); Zboja, Clark & 

Haytko (2016); Sirdeshmukh, Singh & Sabol (2002) and Morgan & Hunt (1994). These four 

questions were asked using six 7-point Likert scale questions ranging from strongly disagreeing 

to strongly agreeing. The average of these four questions were be used to determine the level of 

trust a respondent had after reading the review, with 1 being someone who extremely distrust 

the product and company, and 7 being someone who extremely trust the product and company. 

 

3.2.6 Purchase intention 
 
Purchase intention was measured by asking respondents whether or not they would be likely to 

buy the product. This way of measuring purchase intention is originated from research done by 

White, Dahl & Ritchie (2016). However, to avoid confusion for respondents, it was chosen to 
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apply a seven-point Likert scale for this question, instead of a nine-point Likert scale used in the 

research of White, Dahl & Ritchie (2016), with 1 being in this case someone who is extremely 

unlikely to buy the product, and 7 being someone who is extremely likely to buy the product. 

 

 

3.2.7. Overview table 
 
To give an overview of each question asked for each variable please see table 1.  
 
Table 1. Overview of all questions, scales and sources for each variable used. 

Variable Questions Possible answers  Scale Source 
Negative 
review 

1. According to me, the writer of this 
review is ... about this product. 

Extremely negative to extreme 
positive 

7-point 
Likert 
scale 

 

Consumer 
characteristics 

1. How familiar are you with 
_____?  

2. How clear of an idea do 
you have about which 
characteristics of _____ 
are important in 
providing you with 
maximum satisfaction? 

3. How much do you know about 
_____? 

4. How would you rate 
your knowledge about 
_____ relative to the 
rest of the population? 

 

1. not at all familiar / 
extremely familiar 
 

2. not at all clear / extremely 
clear 

 
3. very little / a lot 

 
 

4. One of the least 
knowledgeable / One of the 
most knowledgeable 

7-point 
Likert-
scale 

Kelting, 
Duhachek & 
Whitler (2017) 

Product 
characteristics 

1. In selecting from many types and 
brands of this product available in 
the market, would you say that: 

2. Do you think that the various types 
and brands of this product available 
in the market are all very alike or are 
all very different? 

3. How important would it be to you to 
make a right choice of this product? 

4. In making your selection of this 
product, how concerned would you 
be about the outcome of your 
choice? 

 

1. I would not care at all as to 
which one to buy … I would care 
a great deal as to which one to 
buy 
2. they are alike … they are all 
different 
3. Not at all important … 
Extremely important 
4. Not at all concerned … very 
much concerned 

7-point 
Likert-
scale 

Slama & 
Tashchian 
(1985) 

Consumer 
trust 

After seeing this review, the company of 
the television... 
 
1. Can be trusted all the time 
2. Is reliable 
3. Has high integrity. 

1. Strongly disagree to strongly 
agree 

7-point 
Likert 
scale 

Zboja, (2018); 
Zboja, Clark & 
Haytko (2016); 
Sirdeshmukh, 
Singh & Sabol 
(2002); 
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4. Is competent  
 

Morgan & 
Hunt (1994) 

Purchase 
intention 

4. How likely would you be to buy the 
(product)? 

4. very unlikely to very likely  
 

7-point 
Likert-
scale 

White, Dahl & 
Ritchie (2016) 

 

 

3.3  Pre-study and manipulation check 
 
To check whether respondents perceived short reviews as short reviews, and to check whether 

a difference was perceived between different products a pre-study was designed. The survey was 

distributed to a select group of people. The survey was sent to friends and family, and they were 

asked to distribute it further to their friend, colleagues, and family. 57 people had responded and 

filled in the survey. 56 (98,2%) people were living in The Netherlands. Out of the 57 people, 41 

(71,9%) were male, while 16 people were female (28,1%). The average age of the people who 

participated in the pre-study was 33,1 years old, with the lowest age number being 17 years old 

and the highest age number being 80 years old. 

 

The main purpose of the pre-study was to check whether a difference between length and 

involvement was perceived by respondents. The results will be discussed below. 

 

Respondents were randomly divided into two types of products. Either they were asked to 

answer questions regarding a high-involvement product, which was the television, or they were 

asked to answer questions regarding a low-involvement product, which was shampoo. 28 people 

were shown a negative review about shampoo, while 29 people were shown a negative review 

about a television. Respondents were asked four questions to measure their involvement 

regarding a product. The average score of these four questions were used to measure their 

average involvement regarding the product, with 1 having extremely low involvement in the 

product and 7 having extremely high involvement in the product. The average involvement score 

was 5.664 out of 7 for high-involvement products and the average involvement score for the 

people who had to answer questions about shampoo was 2.670 out of 7. The standard error for 

high-involvement products was .167, while the standard error for low-involvement products 



 23 

was .238. To test whether a statistical difference between both groups occurred an independent 

T-test was used with unequal variance, due to having to different groups. The T-test showed a t-

value of -10.302 and a p-value of .000, which means that there is enough evidence to assume 

that participants perceived a significant difference in involvement for the two products.  

 

Respondents were also randomly divided into two different types of review length, namely short 

versus extensive. Either they were asked to answer questions regarding one of the two products 

after seeing a short review, or after seeing an extensive review. Out of the 57 people, 28 people 

were shown an extensive negative review, while 29 people were shown a short negative review. 

Respondents were asked at last to value the length of the review using a 7-point Likert scale, with 

1 being extremely short and 7 being extremely extensive. The average length score for people 

who saw an extensive review was 5.571 out of 7 and its standard error was .238. The average 

length score for people who saw a short review was 1.828 and its standard error was 0.192. 

Besides that, a T-test with unequal variance was conducted. The T-test showed a t-value of -

12.224 and a p-value of 0.000. This means that there is enough evidence to conclude that 

participant perceived a significant difference between short and extensive reviews.  

 
To measure the internal consistency between survey questions, Cronbach’s alpha was 

determined for involvement, trust, and familiarity. To test involvement of respondents four 

questions were displayed. The scales used for involvement were reliable as Cronbach’s alpha was 

0.965. To test trust four questions were displayed to respondents. Also, this scale was reliable as 

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.916. Lastly, to determine reliability of familiarity, four questions were 

displayed to respondents. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.761 for familiarity, which means that also this 

scale is reliable.  

 

As the pre-study showed significant differences in both perceived length and involvement, it can 

be concluded that both manipulations were perceived differently by respondents. Therefore, the 

pre-study showed that the real study could be continued. This is also backed-up by the fact that 

all scales to measure involvement, trust and familiarity were reliable as all had a Cronbach’s alpha 

higher than 0.7.  
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3.4  Regression equations 
 
This study examines the effect of negative reviews, moderated by product, consumer, and review 

characteristics on purchase intention, mediated by consumer trust. Therefore, this study uses 

the second type moderated mediation model (How Can I Do Moderated Mediation in Stata? | 

Stata FAQ, n.d.). This model is also used by Hayes (2013), which is model 4 in his study. The 

regression equations used in this study are the following: 

 

(1)	𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎ	𝐴:	𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡ij

= 𝛼0 + 𝛼1 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j+ 𝛼2	 ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 𝛼3	

∗ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐i+ 𝛼4 ∗ 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 𝛼5

∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 𝛼6 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j

∗ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐i+ 𝛼7 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j

∗ 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 	𝛼8 ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒j+ 𝜀ij 

 

Where consumer trust the average consumer trust of consumer i  in product j is, being 1 if the 

consumer has extremely low trust in the product and 7 if the consumer has extremely high trust, 

negative review a dummy variable is being 1 if people have read a negative review about product 

j and 0 otherwise, product characteristic a dummy variable is that has a value of 1 if product j is 

a high-involvement product and 0 otherwise, consumer characteristic is a dummy variable being 

1 if consumer i had an average familiarity score higher than 4, being 0 otherwise, price the price 

in euros of product j i and 𝜀 the error term is of person i and 𝛼0 the constant is. 

 
(2)	𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎ	𝐵	𝑎𝑛𝑑	𝐶!:	𝑃𝑢𝑟𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑠𝑒𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛ij

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 ∗ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑠𝑡ij	+ 𝛽2 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j+ 𝛽3	

∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 𝛽4	 ∗ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐i+ 𝛽5

∗ 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 𝛽6 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j

+ 𝛽7 ∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j ∗ 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑟𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐i+ 𝛽8

∗ 𝑁𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤j ∗ 𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑤𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑐j+ 	𝛽9 ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒j+ 𝜀ij 
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Where purchase intention the purchase intention of consumer i in product j, with 1 being 

extremely unlikely to purchase the product and 7 being extremely likely to buy the product, 

consumer trust the average consumer trust of consumer i  in product j is, being 1 if the consumer 

has extremely low trust in the product and 7 if the consumer has extremely high trust, negative 

review a dummy variable is being 1 if people have read a negative review about product j and 0 

otherwise, product characteristic a dummy variable is that has a value of 1 if product j is a high-

involvement product and 0 otherwise, consumer characteristic is a dummy variable being 1 if 

consumer i had an average familiarity score higher than 4, being 0 otherwise, price the price in 

euros of product j i and 𝜀 the error term is of person i and 𝛽0 the constant is. 

 

3.5 Sample description 
  
In this study data was collected by a survey between 28th of June and the 5th of August. Friends, 

colleagues, and family members were sent the survey and were asked to send the survey to other 

friends, colleagues’ family member et cetera too. This method is called snowball sampling. 

Ultimately, data was collected of 330 people (including the pre-study results and incomplete 

answers). If respondents forgot to answer question(s), these results were excluded from the 

study. After deleting missing results, the study sample consisted of 241 people. The data was 

anonymized to avoid privacy concerns among respondents. Out of these 241 people, 71,8% was 

male and 28,2% was female. The average age was 36,8 years, and 237 (98,4%) respondents were 

living in The Netherlands at the moment of asking, of which 214 lived in ‘Zuid-Holland’, 90,3%. 

Furthermore, 2 (1,1%) respondents were living in Germany, 1 (0,5%) in Greece and 1 in France 

(0,5%). Furthermore, 55 people were married (22,8%) and 55 people had obtained a bachelor’s 

degree (22,8%), 12 (5,0%) respondents had obtained a master’s degree, and 1 respondent had 

obtained a Ph.D. (0.5%). To give a better overview of the characteristics of the respondents 

collected for this study please see table 2.  
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Table 2. Overview of characteristics per sub-group and total. 

 NLS NHS NLE NHE CHE CLS CLE CHS Total 
Age 38,9 38,6 35,9 37,1 37,7 31,5 35,4 35,2 36,8 
Male 69,2% 60,5% 78,9% 66,7% 64,7% 63,2% 95% 90% 71,8% 
Married 23,1% 21,1% 28,9% 33,3% 29,4% 0.5% 10% 15% 22,8% 
Bachelor or higher 
degree 

30,8% 31,6% 26,3% 33,3% 23,5% 21,0% 15% 40% 28,2% 

Netherlands 94,8% 97,4% 97,4% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98,3% 
# Of respondents 39 38 38 33 34 19 20 20 241 

Table notes: This table gives an overview of the characteristics in percentages (excl. age) divided per group as well 
as the total sample. LS is the group of people who saw a low-involvement short review, HS is the group of people who 
saw a high-involvement short review, LS is the group of people who saw a low-involvement extensive review, HE is 
the group of people who saw a high-involvement extensive review, while CHE is the group who saw an extensive 
neutral review of a high-involvement product. CHS is the group who saw a short neutral review of a high-involvement 
product. CHE is the group who saw an extensive neutral review of a high-involvement product. CLE is the group who 
saw an extensive neutral review of a low-involvement product, while CLS is the group who saw a short neutral review 
of a low-involvement product. 
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4. Results 
 

4.1  Cronbach’s alpha and manipulation check 
 
Respondents were randomly divided into one of the eight conditions that saw either saw a 

negative or neutral review about one of the two products. 93 people were shown a neutral 

review, while 148 people were shown a negative review. Respondents were asked one question 

to measure how they perceived the review. Respondents had the option to answer this question 

with 7 options, 1 being extremely positive and 7 being extremely negative. The average negativity 

score was 6.236 out of 7 for people who saw a negative review, while the average negativity 

score was 3.892 out of 7 for the people who had to read a neutral review. The standard error for 

the neutral review was 0.042, while the standard error for the people who saw a negative review 

0.074 was. To test whether a statistical difference between both groups occurred a T-test was 

used with unequal variance. The T-test showed a value of -27.622 and a p-value of 0.000, which 

means that there is enough evidence to assume that participants perceived a significant 

difference in negativity. 

 
Respondents were randomly divided into two types of products too. Either they were asked to 

answer questions regarding a high-involvement product, which was a television, or they were 

asked to answer questions regarding a low-involvement product, which was shampoo. 116 

people were shown a review about shampoo, while 125 people were shown a review about a 

television. Respondents were asked four questions to measure their involvement regarding a 

product. The average score of these four questions were used to measure their average 

involvement regarding the product, with 1 having almost zero involvement for the product and 

7 having extremely high involvement for the product. The average involvement score was 5.558 

out of 7 for high-involvement products, while the average involvement score was 2.511 out of 7 

for the people who had to answer questions about shampoo. The standard error for high-

involvement products was 0.080, while the standard error for low-involvement products was 

0.100. To test whether a statistical difference between both groups occurred a T-test was used 

with unequal variance, due to having to different groups. The T-test showed a value of -23.876 
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and a p-value of 0.000, which means that there is enough evidence to assume that participants 

perceived a significant difference in involvement for the two products.  

 

Respondents were also randomly divided into two different types of review length, namely short 

and extensive. Either they were asked to answer questions regarding one of the two products 

after seeing a short review, or after seeing an extensive review. Out of the 241 people, 125 people 

were shown an extensive review, while 116 people were shown a short review. Respondents 

were asked at last to value the length of the review using a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 being 

extremely short and 7 being extremely extensive. The average length score for people who saw 

an extensive review was 5.144, with its standard error being 0.126. The average length score for 

people who saw a short review was 1.922, with its standard error being 0.088. Besides that, a T-

test with unequal variance was designed as this is a between subjects’ experiment. The T-test 

showed a t-value of -20.891 and a p-value of 0.000. This means that there is enough evidence to 

conclude that participant perceived a significant difference between short and extensive reviews.  

 
To measure the internal consistency between survey questions, Cronbach’s alpha was 

determined for involvement, trust, and familiarity. To test involvement of respondents four 

questions were displayed. The scales used for involvement were reliable as Cronbach’s alpha was 

0.940. To test trust four questions were displayed to respondents. Also, this scale was reliable as 

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.963. Lastly, to determine reliability of familiarity, four questions were 

displayed to respondents. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.860 for familiarity, which means that also this 

scale is reliable.  
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4.2 Analysis 
  
To test hypotheses 1 to 5, a moderated mediation analysis was performed. PROCESS macro by 

Hayes (2022) was used to analyze the moderated mediation. Table 3 below shows the 

coefficients, p-values, standard errors and 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. 

 

Table 3. Regression results of variables on consumer trust 
Variable Criterion Path Est. SE P LL HL 

Negative review (X) M: Consumer trust A1 -1.466 .253 .000 -1.965 -.967 

Product characteristics (W1)   A2 -.226 .453 .618 -1.118 .666 

Consumer characteristics (W2)   A3 -.222 .264 .400 -.742 0.297 

Review characteristics (W3)  A4 .096 .225 .668 -.346 .539 

X*W1  A5 -.607 .299 .043 -1.195 -0.018 

X*W2  A6 1.076 .341 .002 .404 1.747 

X*W3  A7 -.619 .283 .030 -1.176 -.062 

Price  A8 .001 .001 .348 -.001 .002 

Constant   4.636 .204 .000 4.235 5.038 

R2 0.473       

Negative review (X) Y: Purchase 

intention 

C’1 -.481 .212 .024 -.900 -.063 

Product characteristics (W1)   C’2 -.033 .355 .926 -.733 .667 

Consumer characteristics (W2)   C’3 .429 .207 .039 .021 .836 

Review characteristics (W3)  C’4 .026 .176 .882 -.321 .373 

X*W1  C’5 .456 .236 .055 -.009 .921 

X*W2  C’6 -.195 .273 .475 -.732 .342 

X*W3  C’7 .288 .224 .200 -.153 .729 

Price  C’8 .000 .000 .311 -.001 .000 

M: Consumer trust  B .680 .051 .000 .579 .782 

Constant   .367 .287 .202 -.198 .933 

R2 0.614       

Indirect effect:  

X through M on Y 

 A1*B -.988 .147  -1.301 -.724 

W1 through M on Y  A2*B -.154 .268  -0.685 .378 

W2 through M on Y  A3*B -.151 .114  -.365 .083 

W3 through M on Y  A4*B .066 .090  -.110 .240 

X*W1 through M on Y  A5*B -.413 .174  -.747 -.065 

X*W2 through M on Y  A6*B .732 .241  .260 1.191 



 30 

X*W3 through M on Y  A7*B -.421 .171  -.772 -.098 

Price through M on Y  A8*B .000 .000  .000 .001 

Total effect:  

                                         X on Y 

 A1*B+C’1 -1.479 .263 .000 -1.996 -.962 

                                 W1 on Y  A2*B+C’8 -.187 .469 .691 -1.112 .738 

                                 W2 on Y  A3*B+C’8 .278 .273 .311 -.261 .816 

                                 W3 on Y  A4*B+C’8 .092 .233 .693 -.367 .551 

                             X*W1 on Y  A5*B+C’8 .043 .310 .889 -.567 .653 

                             X*W2 on Y  A6*B+C’8 .537 .353 .130 -.159 1.232 

                             X*W3 on Y  A7*B+C’8 -.133 .293 .649 -.711 .444 

Price on Y  A8*B+C’8 .000 .001 .879 -.001 .001 

# Of observations 241 (5000 

bootstrap 

samples) 

      

Table notes: The table give the coefficient results of the moderated mediation analysis using PROCESS 

macro by Hayes (2022), using 5000 bootstraps samples. In total 241 observations were used.  

 

The regression shows the main effect as well as the moderation effects of product, consumer, 

and review characteristics on consumer trust. Firstly, the main effect of a negative review on 

consumer trust will be discussed. Then a mediation analysis will be discussed. Lastly, the 

moderation effects of product, consumer and review characteristics on consumer trust and 

purchase intention will be discussed. 

 

On average, a person in the sample who read a negative review had -1.466 points less average 

consumer trust in the product, compared to respondents that did read the neutral review. This 

result was significant on a 99%-confidence level as its p-value was .000, which is less than .01. 

The 95%-bootstrap confidence interval had a lower bound value of -1.965 and an upper bound 

value of -.967. The null of 0 does not fall between those values, which means that this value is 

statistically significant. This means that hypothesis 1 that reading a negative review decreases 

the trust of consumers towards the product can be supported. There is enough significance 

evidence to say that reading a negative review decreases consumer trust in the product.  

 



 31 

Looking at the total effect of a negative review on purchase intention, a negative review, 

compared to a neutral review result in a lower purchase intention of -1.479. points. This 

coefficient is significant at a 95%-confidence interval as its p-value of .000 is lower than .05. The 

lower bound 95%-confidence interval coefficient is -1.966, while the upper bound coefficient 

-.962 is. Looking at this confidence interval, the null of 0, does not fall between these values, 

which means that based on bootstrapping this effect is indeed significant. This means that there 

is a significant negative relationship between negative review and purchase intention. 

 

Looking at the effect of negative reviews on consumer trust we already concluded that there is a 

significant negative relationship between negative reviews and the mediator, consumer trust. 

Looking at the 95%-confidence interval coefficients, the null of 0 does not fall between these 

values which means that the effect of a negative review on consumer trust is indeed significant.  

 

Looking at the indirect effect of a negative review on purchase intention through consumer trust 

it can be concluded that indeed the effect of negative review on purchase intention is mediated 

by consumer trust. The indirect effect has a coefficient of -.988. As the null of 0, does not fall 

between the bootstrap interval coefficients of -1.301 and -.724. The total effect of the main effect 

is -1.479, of which 66,8% is mediated (-.988/-1.479*100). This means that there is enough 

statistical evidence that consumer trust partially significantly mediates the effect of a negative 

review on purchase intention.  

 

Next, on average people in the sample who read a negative review of a high-involvement product 

rated their trust in the product lower by -.607 points, compared to respondent that read a 

negative review about a low-involvement product. This result was significant on a 95%-

confidence level as its p-value was .043, which is less than 0.05. The lower bound 95% confidence 

interval was -1.195, while the upper bound confidence interval was -.018. However, looking at 

the total effect of the interaction effect of negative review * product characteristics the 

regression coefficient of .043 is insignificant as its p-value (.889) exceeds .05. The indirect effect 

of the interaction between product characteristics and negative review is significant as the null 
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of 0 does not fall between the lower and upper bound of the bootstrap confidence intervals. 

Hayes (2013) already concluded that a significant total effect is not necessary for mediation. This 

means that based on the significant indirect effect the interaction between negative review and 

product characteristics on purchase intention is indeed mediated by consumer trust.  This means 

that hypothesis 3, that reading a negative review will have a greater effect on purchase intention 

for high-involvement products, compared to low-involvement products, due to lower consumer 

trust in the product or company, can be supported. There is enough significance evidence to say 

that reading a negative review of a high-involvement product, compared to a low-involvement 

product, due to consumer trust results in lower purchase intention of -.413 point in the product. 

As the coefficients a5 * b (indirect effect) and c’5 (direct effect) is different significantly wise, this 

type is called indirect-only mediation (Memon et al., 2018). The direct effect of the interaction 

between negative review and product characteristic is insignificant leading to a insignificant total 

effect of the interaction on purchase intention. 

 

Furthermore, consumer characteristics also have influence on consumer trust. On average a 

person that was familiar with the product rated their consumer trust higher compared to 

someone who had no experience with the product. A familiar consumer, compared to an 

unfamiliar consumer had on average a consumer trust score being .222 points higher. This result 

was statistically insignificant as its p-value of 0.400 is much higher than .05. This means that there 

is not enough evidence to say that consumer familiarity has an effect on consumer trust. 

However, looking at the effect of a negative review and consumer familiarity there is statistical 

evidence to say that when a person that is familiar with the product and has seen a negative 

review, its consumer trust increases by 1.076. This coefficient is significant at a 99%-confidence 

level as its p-value of .002 is less than .01. The lower bound 95%-bootstrap confidence interval 

level was .404, while the upper bound 95%-confidence interval level was 1.747. So, if a person in 

the sample is not familiar with the product and has seen a negative review, its consumer trust 

will be 1.076 lower compared to someone in the sample who had seen a negative review and 

had a was familiar with the product. Looking at the total effect of the interaction effect of 

negative review * customer characteristics the regression coefficient gives a value of .537. The 
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p-value of .130 is higher than .05, and thus insignificant. Looking at the indirect effect we see that 

the indirect effect of the interaction between consumer characteristics and negative review is 

indeed mediated by consumer trust. The null of 0 does not fall between the bootstrap intervals, 

which means a significant indirect effect of the interaction through consumer trust. Therefore, 

hypothesis 4, which was that a negative review will have greater negative consequences on 

consumer trust for consumers that have zero experience with the company or brand compared 

to consumers who already have experience with the company or brand, due to lower consumer 

trust, can be supported. Also, here indirect-only mediation occurs, as the indirect effect is 

significant, but the direct effect is not.  

 

Moreover, also review characteristics influenced consumer trust in products. On average a 

respondent in the survey that had seen an extensive negative review reported lower consumer 

trust of -.619 point on average. This coefficient was significant at a 95%-confidence level as its p-

value of 0.030 was higher than .05. The lower bound 95%-confidence interval level was -1.176, 

while the upper bound 95%-confidence interval level was -.062. So, reading an extensive negative 

review compared to a short negative review results in lower reported consumer trust of -.619 

point. Looking at the total effect of the interaction between negative review and review 

characteristics, the coefficient of -.133 has a p-value of .649 (>.05), thus insignificant. The indirect 

effect however is significant as the null of 0 does not fall between the bootstrap intervals. 

Therefore, these results are enough to support hypothesis 5 that, the effect of a negative review 

on purchase intention will be greater for extensively written negative reviews, compared to less 

extensively written negative reviews, due to lower consumer trust. This is another form of 

indirect-only mediation. 

 

In addition, the effect of price on consumer trust is insignificant, as its p-value of 0.348 is much 

higher than .05. This means that there is not enough evidence to say that price has an effect on 

consumer trust. On average if the price of a product would increase by 1 euro, the trust of 

consumers in the product would increase by .001 points. However, as this coefficient is 

insignificant, this value is unreliable.  
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Lastly, the constant of 4.236 is the value of a person if all other values have a value of zero. This 

means that negative review, product characteristics, consumer characteristics, review 

characteristics, and price would have a value of zero. The constant is significant as the p-value 

of .000 is less than .05. However, as the lowest price in this used in this research €3,00 is, the 

constant cannot be interpretated, as not all values can take a value of 0. 

 

To conclude, hypotheses 1 and 2 can be supported based on this analysis. Hypothesis 3,4,5 can 

be supported too as the interaction terms all show significant indirect effects on purchase 

intention.  Furthermore, product, consumer and review characteristics do moderate the effect 

of a negative review on consumer trust. 
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5. Conclusion and recommendations 
 

5.1 Conclusion 
 
The rise of internet has led to an enormous stream of information towards consumer, leading to 

a more transparent conversation between companies with their products and the consumer. 

Potential consumers can search on the internet and find in no-time information about the 

product and reviews of other customers. The aim of this research was to determine the effect of 

a negative review on consumer trust and purchase intention. Therefore, the research question 

was the following:  

  
What is the effect of negative reviews on consumer trust and purchase intention, given different 

context dependent factors? 

 

This research has given several results. Firstly, the most important results found in literature will 

be discussed, before discussing the results of the own study. Lastly, a conclusion will be given to 

answer the main research question. 

 

The effect of reviews has been investigated in the past by many researchers. Sparks & Brown 

(2011) found that reading a positive review compared to a negative review result in higher trust 

towards a company. Furthermore, Chevalier & Mayzlin (2006) found that higher consumer trust 

leads to more sales. Therefore, reading a negative review will decrease consumer trust and thus 

purchase intention. Besides that, product characteristics tend to moderate the effect of a 

negative review on consumer trust. Prior research showed that there are two types of products, 

namely high-involved products, and low-involved products. High-involvement products require 

the potential customer to be aware of price, quality, innovation and all the alternatives (Nayeem 

& Casidy, 2013), while low-involvement products require less extensive research done by the 

potential customer and are in general bought frequently by consumers, as these products are 

not of vital concern according to the customer (Ndubisi & Moi, 2006). Therefore, reading a 

negative review of a low-involvement product would decrease consumer trust by less as these 
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products are not of vital concern. Additionally, previous research also indicated the influence of 

experience as a moderator of negative reviews on consumer trust. According to Chatterjee (2001) 

a negative review could have greater negative consequences for customers that do not have any 

experience with the company or brand, compared to the ones that are familiar with the brand 

and company. Therefore, the effect of a negative review would have more effect on trust for 

consumers without any experience. Lastly, also the review characteristics influences the effect of 

a negative review on trust. According to Mudambi & Schuff (2010), the longer a review is the 

more helpful a review would be for consumers. Therefore, an extensive negative review would 

warn consumers more, leading to lower consumer trust. 

 

All these findings have led to the following path worth figure for this research. Figure 2 gives a 

summary of the results of this study. 

Figure 2. Overview of the results. Notes: The figure gives the coefficient results of the moderated 

mediation analysis using PROCESS macro by Hayes (2022), using 5000 bootstraps samples. In total 241 

observations were used. P<0.01***; p<0.05**; p<0.1* 

 

 

Negative review Purchase Intention

Consumer Trust

Review characteristics

Consumer characteristics

Product characteristics

-.619**

-.607**

1.076***

-.481**

.680***-1.466***

-.195.456 .288
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Based on these results the first hypothesis that reading a negative review will decrease the trust 

of consumers towards the product, can be supported. The regression showed that reading a 

negative review, compared to reading a neutral review leads to a decrease of reported consumer 

trust of -1.466. This result was statistically significant at a 99%-confidence level as its p-value 

of .000 is less than .01. These findings support the results of Sparks & Brown (2011). So, having 

read a negative review decreases consumer trust indeed.  

 

Hypothesis 2, the effect of a negative review on purchase intention is mediated by consumer 

trust, could also be supported based on the regression results. The regression showed first a 

significant negative total effect of a negative review on purchase intention (p=.000). Next, the 

analysis showed a significant effect of a negative review on consumer trust (p=.000), as the 

coefficient is -1.466.  In addition, the effect of a negative review on purchase intention looking at 

path C’1, is still significant although in smaller magnitude. Therefore, partial mediation exists. 

Lastly, looking at the indirect effect of X on Y through M, the coefficient of -.988 is significant as 

the null of 0, does not fall between the bootstrap interval levels (LB=-1.301, UB=-.724). Looking 

at the interaction effects, it can be concluded that these are also mediated by consumer trust. 

Based on the fact that the null of 0, does not fall between each bootstrap confidence interval, it 

can be said that moderated mediation exists. Therefore, there is enough statistical evidence to 

say that the effect of negative review on purchase intention is significantly partially mediated. 

These results support prior by Saleem & Ellahi (2017) and Cheung & Lee (2008). Negative reviews 

indeed reduce purchase intention, albeit partially through consumer trust. Maxham III (2001) is 

also supported as consumer trust and purchase intention are positively correlated.  

 

Hypothesis 3, which is a negative review will have a greater effect on consumer trust for high-

involvement products, compared to low-involvement products, due to lower consumer trust 

could be supported. The regression showed that on average in the sample reading a negative 

review about a high-involvement product, compared to a low-involvement product resulted in 

lower reported consumer trust of -.607 point. This coefficient was significant at a 95%-confidence 

level as its p-value of .043 < .01. However, looking at the total effect, the regression coefficient 
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of .043 was insignificant as the p-value was higher than .05. So, a negative review does indeed 

have a greater effect on consumer trust for high-involvement products, compared to low-

involvement products, however it does not influence purchase intention directly. Indirect-only 

mediation occurs for the interaction between negative review and product characteristics, as 

only the indirect effect is significantly. This supports prior research as consumers indeed perceive 

negative reviews of two types of products differently. Floyd et al. (2014) already showed that 

consumers have higher risk towards high-involvement products. This higher risk ultimately leads 

to lower trust in the product if consumer have read a negative review, and thus purchase 

intention.  

 

Furthermore, hypothesis 4, a negative review will have greater negative consequences on 

purchase intention for consumers that have zero experience with the company or brand 

compared to consumers who already have experience with the company or brand, due to lower 

consumer trust, could be supported too based on these findings. On average respondents that 

had read a negative review in the sample reported higher consumer trust levels if they were 

familiar with the product. If a person that was deemed familiar, their reported consumer trust 

would increase by 1.076 more if they had read a negative review, compared to a person that was 

not familiar. These results were significant at a 99%-confidence level, which means that a 

negative review has less impact on consumers with high familiarity with the product. The total 

effect of the interaction term between negative review and consumer characteristics on 

purchase intention was insignificant. The indirect effect of the interaction between negative 

review and consumer characteristics was significant as the null of zero did not fall between the 

bootstrap confidence intervals (LB=.260; UB=1.191). The results show that the effect of a 

negative review on consumer trust can be partially mitigated if the consumer already have 

experience with the product. Therefore, this study supports the findings of Chatterjee (2001). In 

addition, these finding show a positive indirect-only mediation of the interaction between 

negative review and consumer characteristics through consumer trust on purchase intention. 
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Lastly, hypothesis 5, the effect of a negative review on purchase intention will be greater for 

extensively written negative reviews, compared to less extensively written negative reviews, due 

to lower consumer trust could be supported. Based on the results reading an extensive negative 

review resulted in -.619 reported consumer trust. This result was significant at a 95%-confidence 

level, meaning that the more extensive written a negative review is, the more detrimental impact 

it has on consumer trust. The total effect on of the interaction term between negative review 

and review characteristics showed insignificant values. This is due to an insignificant direct effect 

of the interaction between review characteristics and negative review on purchase intention. The 

indirect effect of the interaction between review characteristics and negative on purchase 

intention through consumer trust is significant as the null of 0 does not fall between the 

bootstrap confidence intervals (LB=-.772T; UB=-.098). The view of Mudambi & Schuff (2010) that 

the length of the review has a positive effect on helpfulness of a review can indeed be supported. 

The length of a review helps other customers to learn more about the product. Longer and more 

detailed negative review leads to lower consumer trust and thereby purchase intention.  

 

5.2  Managerial implications 
 

The results show that the effect of a single negative review can already be detrimental to 

consumer trust. This means that companies should avoid extreme negative reviews, as lower 

consumer trust leads to lower purchase intention. The effect of a negative review is much greater 

for consumers that do not have any experience with the product, meaning that new companies, 

or newer products, should try to avoid negative reviews. Companies could try to reach out to 

customers with a bad experience and offer them some customer service to solve the problems 

they have experienced. Furthermore, the length of a negative review also has an effect on 

consumer trust. This means that consumers are more warned by a more extensively written 

review. This means that if customers intend to warn other customer not to buy this specific 

product, they better write a more extensively. Lastly, consumers are more careful about high-

involvement products, than low-involvement products, which indicates that manufacturers of 

high-involvement products have to be more careful avoiding negative reviews than low-
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involvement product manufactures. Overall, reading a single negative review is already 

detrimental for consumer trust and purchase intention. On the other hand, however, the total 

effect of product, consumer and review characteristics on purchase intention is not significantly, 

which means that there are also other factors influencing purchase intention. 

 
5.3 Recommendations and further research 

 

Further research could scope in towards the high-involvement, low-involvement discussing. As 

this research only used one product per category, further research could investigate multiple 

different high-involvement and low-involvement products. Moreover, further research could 

investigate the effect of 2-star reviews on purchase intention and consumer trust. Furthermore, 

this research primarily used Dutch data, however there might be a cultural difference leading to 

different perceptions. Therefore, this research could also be done performed in a foreign country. 

Moreover, a different setting could also be thought of. This research focused on the effect of a 

single negative review on purchase intention, however further research could also investigate 

the effect of a single negative review and two positive reviews on consumer trust and purchase 

intention. Lastly, further research could scope in on the effect of consumer trust on purchase 

intention. This study showed a significant partial mediation of consumer trust; however, further 

research could scope in on the effect of a negative review on consumer trust, based on the 

moderators using a different model with interaction effect only present on path a. 

 

5.4 Limitations 
 

This research also has some limitations. Firstly, the sample is not a clearly representative of the 

Dutch population. The average age of the sample is lower than the average age of the population 

for example. Primarily, the group above 65 years old is underrepresented. In addition, the 

internal validity is not fully secured due to possible omitted variable bias. Some variables 

influence the effect on consumer trust and purchase intention; however, these are not included 

in this research. Therefore, results could be either overly positively biased or negatively biased. 

Moreover, this research used modified negative Amazon reviews, instead of real negative 
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reviews. Therefore, the external validity is not fully secured too. Furthermore, due to insignificant 

values of the second regression, these coefficients might be misleading. Lastly, the eight 

treatment groups do not consist of the same number of people. Therefore, p-values and standard 

errors are higher for some variables than they would’ve been in case that each group consists of 

the same number of people. 

 

5.5 Reflection 
 

During this research I learned several things. Firstly, I learned to develop a research question, and 

based on this research question to find interesting literature. Furthermore, I learned to formulate 

hypotheses based on this literature. Furthermore, I learned to create a survey, using a between 

subject-design, and how to use embedded data in Qualtrics. In addition, I learned how to code 

data from Qualtrics in Stata, using a codebook and a do-file. Furthermore, I learned how to work 

and cooperate together with a professor to finalize this thesis. Lastly, I learned how to use 

SPSS‘PROCESS macro for a moderated mediation analysis, using bootstrap sampling, as I haven’t 

worked with that during my bachelor and master. 
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Appendix A. Survey 
 
 
Survey flow 
 
EmbeddedData 

Price Low = ${rand://int/3:14} 
Price = ${rand://int/399:999} 

Standard: Block 5 (1 Question) 

BlockRandomizer: 1 - Evenly Present Elements 

Standard: Long/high (14 Questions) 
Standard: Short negative review/high-involvement (14 Questions) 
Standard: Short/low (14 Questions) 
Standard: short/low/neutral (14 Questions) 
Standard: Long-Low (14 Questions) 
Standard: long/neutral/low (14 Questions) 
Standard: Neutral review/extensive/hihg (14 Questions) 
Standard: Neutral review/short/high (14 Questions) 

Block: Demographic questions (6 Questions) 

 
Introduction. 
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Neutral, high-involvement, extensive review 
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Neutral, high-involvement, short review 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 50 

Neutral, low-involvement, short review 
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Neutral, low-involvement, extensive review 
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Negative, low-involvement, short review 
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Negative, high-involvement, short review 
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Negative, high-involvement, extensive review 
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Negative, low-involvement, extensive review 
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Negative review perception, all products 
 

 
 
Involvement check, high-involvement product 
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Involvement check, low-involvement product 

 
 
 
 
Review length check, all products 
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Consumer characteristics, high-involvement product 
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Consumer characteristics, low-involvement product 

 
 
Consumer trust, high-involvement product 
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Consumer trust, low-involvement product 
 

 
 
 
Purchase intention, high involvement product 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Purchase intention, low-involvement product
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Demographic questions, all products 

 
 

 

* Only shown if respondents answered previous 
question with The Netherlands 
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Survey link: https://erasmusuniversity.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cTRt6gnW6rIA3GK  
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Appendix B. Stata coding. 
 
*Clear all 
clear all 
import excel "/Users/tycho/Downloads/Thesis survey Negative reviews_August 5, 
2022_02.18.xlsx", sheet("Sheet0") firstrow 
 
*Delete missing answers 
drop in 1 
destring Progress Durationinseconds PriceLow Price Q63, replace 
drop if Progress<100 
drop if Durationinseconds<60 
 
*encode negativity 
encode Q97_1, gen (N_Q97_1) 
encode Q98_1, gen (N_Q98_1) 
encode Q99_1, gen(N_Q99_1) 
encode Q100_1, gen(N_Q100_1) 
encode Q101_1, gen(N_Q101_1) 
encode Q104_1, gen(N_Q104_1) 
encode Q140_1, gen(N_Q140_1) 
encode Q125_1, gen(N_Q125_1) 
 
drop Q97_1 
drop Q98_1 
drop Q99_1 
drop Q100_1 
drop Q101_1 
drop Q104_1 
drop Q140_1 
drop Q125_1 
 
*Gen perceived_Negativity 
gen negativity_Q1=0 
 
label list N_Q97_1 
replace negativity_Q1=7 if N_Q97_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=5 if N_Q97_1==2 
replace negativity_Q1=6 if N_Q97_1==3 
 
label list N_Q98_1 
replace negativity_Q1=7 if N_Q98_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=6 if N_Q98_1==2 
 
label list N_Q99_1 
replace negativity_Q1=7 if N_Q99_1==1 
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replace negativity_Q1=5 if N_Q99_1==2 
replace negativity_Q1=6 if N_Q99_1==4 
replace negativity_Q1=3 if N_Q99_1==3 
 
label list N_Q100_1 
replace negativity_Q1=7 if N_Q100_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=5 if N_Q100_1==2 
replace negativity_Q1=4 if N_Q100_1==3 
replace negativity_Q1=6 if N_Q100_1==4 
replace negativity_Q1=1 if N_Q100_1==5 
 
label list N_Q101_1 
replace negativity_Q1=5 if N_Q101_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=4 if N_Q101_1==2 
replace negativity_Q1=3 if N_Q101_1==3 
replace negativity_Q1=2 if N_Q101_1==4 
 
label list N_Q104_1 
replace negativity_Q1=4 if N_Q104_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=3 if N_Q104_1==2 
 
label list N_Q140_1 
replace negativity_Q1=4 if N_Q140_1==1 
 
label list N_Q125_1 
replace negativity_Q1=4 if N_Q125_1==1 
replace negativity_Q1=3 if N_Q125_1==2 
 
*Gen negativity dummy 
gen negativity = 1 if N_Q97_1!=. | N_Q98_1!=. | N_Q99_1!=. | N_Q100_1!=. 
replace negativity =0 if N_Q101_1!=. | N_Q104_1!=. | N_Q125_1!=. | N_Q140_1!=. 
 
*drop respondents pre-study 
drop if N_Q97_1==. & N_Q98_1==. & N_Q99_1==. & N_Q100_1==. & N_Q101_1==. & 
N_Q104_1==. & N_Q125_1==. & N_Q140_1==.  
 
drop N_Q97_1 N_Q98_1 N_Q99_1 N_Q100_1 N_Q101_1 N_Q104_1 N_Q125_1 N_Q140_1  
 
*Encode involvement Q1 
encode Q23_1, gen (N_Q23_1) 
encode Q33_1, gen (N_Q33_1) 
encode Q43_1, gen(N_Q43_1) 
encode Q53_1, gen(N_Q53_1) 
encode Q86_1, gen(N_Q86_1) 
encode Q105_1, gen(N_Q105_1) 
encode Q141_1, gen(N_Q141_1) 
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encode Q126_1, gen(N_Q126_1) 
 
drop Q23_1 
drop Q33_1 
drop Q43_1 
drop Q53_1 
drop Q86_1 
drop Q126_1 
drop Q141_1 
drop Q105_1 
 
*Gen Involvement_Q1 
gen Involvement_Q1=0 
 
label list N_Q23_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q23_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q23_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=7 if N_Q23_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q23_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q1=2 if N_Q23_1==5 
 
label list N_Q33_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q33_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q33_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=7 if N_Q33_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q33_1==4 
 
label list N_Q43_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q43_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q43_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=7 if N_Q43_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q43_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q1=3 if N_Q43_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q1=2 if N_Q43_1==6 
replace Involvement_Q1=1 if N_Q43_1==7 
 
label list N_Q53_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q53_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q53_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q53_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=3 if N_Q53_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q1=2 if N_Q53_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q1=1 if N_Q53_1==6 
 
label list N_Q86_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q86_1==1 



 66 

replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q86_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=7 if N_Q86_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q86_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q1=1 if N_Q86_1==5 
 
label list N_Q105_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=4 if N_Q105_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=5 if N_Q105_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=7 if N_Q105_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q1=6 if N_Q105_1==4 
 
label list N_Q126_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=3 if N_Q126_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=2 if N_Q126_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=1 if N_Q126_1==3 
 
label list N_Q141_1 
replace Involvement_Q1=3 if N_Q141_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q1=2 if N_Q141_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q1=1 if N_Q141_1==3 
 
 
*Encode Involvement Q2 
encode Q24_1, gen (N_Q24_1) 
encode Q34_1, gen (N_Q34_1) 
encode Q44_1, gen(N_Q44_1) 
encode Q54_1, gen(N_Q54_1) 
encode Q87_1, gen(N_Q87_1) 
encode Q106_1, gen(N_Q106_1) 
encode Q142_1, gen(N_Q142_1) 
encode Q127_1, gen(N_Q127_1) 
 
 
drop Q24_1 
drop Q34_1 
drop Q44_1 
drop Q54_1 
drop Q87_1 
drop Q106_1 
drop Q127_1 
drop Q142_1 
 
*Gen Involvement_Q2 
gen Involvement_Q2=0 
 
label list N_Q24_1 
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replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q24_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q24_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q24_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q24_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q24_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q24_1==6 
 
label list N_Q34_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q34_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q34_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q34_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q34_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q34_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q34_1==6 
 
label list N_Q44_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q44_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q44_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q44_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=1 if N_Q44_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q44_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q44_1==6 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q44_1==7 
 
label list N_Q54_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q54_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q54_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q54_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=1 if N_Q54_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q54_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q54_1==6 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q54_1==7 
 
label list N_Q87_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q87_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q87_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q87_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=1 if N_Q87_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q87_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q87_1==6 
 
label list N_Q106_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=5 if N_Q106_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=7 if N_Q106_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=6 if N_Q106_1==3 
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label list N_Q127_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q127_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q127_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=1 if N_Q127_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q127_1==4 
 
label list N_Q142_1 
replace Involvement_Q2=3 if N_Q142_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q2=4 if N_Q142_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q2=1 if N_Q142_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q2=2 if N_Q142_1==4 
 
*Encode Involvement_Q3 
encode Q25_1, gen (N_Q25_1) 
encode Q35_1, gen (N_Q35_1) 
encode Q45_1, gen(N_Q45_1) 
encode Q55_1, gen(N_Q55_1) 
encode Q88_1, gen(N_Q88_1) 
encode Q107_1, gen(N_Q107_1) 
encode Q128_1, gen(N_Q128_1) 
encode Q143_1, gen(N_Q143_1) 
 
drop Q25_1 
drop Q35_1 
drop Q45_1 
drop Q55_1 
drop Q88_1 
drop Q128_1 
drop Q143_1 
drop Q107_1 
 
*Gen Trust_Q3 
gen Involvement_Q3=0 
 
label list N_Q25_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=7 if N_Q25_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q25_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=4 if N_Q25_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q3=3 if N_Q25_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q3=6 if N_Q25_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q3=2 if N_Q25_1==6 
 
label list N_Q35_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=7 if N_Q35_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q35_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=6 if N_Q35_1==3 
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label list N_Q45_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=7 if N_Q45_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q45_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=4 if N_Q45_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q3=1 if N_Q45_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q3=3 if N_Q45_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q3=6 if N_Q45_1==6 
replace Involvement_Q3=2 if N_Q45_1==7 
 
label list N_Q55_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q55_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=4 if N_Q55_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=1 if N_Q55_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q3=3 if N_Q55_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q3=2 if N_Q55_1==5 
 
label list N_Q88_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=7 if N_Q88_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q88_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=1 if N_Q88_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q3=6 if N_Q88_1==4 
 
label list N_Q107_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=7 if N_Q107_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=5 if N_Q107_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=6 if N_Q107_1==3 
 
label list N_Q128_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=1 if N_Q128_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=3 if N_Q128_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=2 if N_Q128_1==3 
 
label list N_Q143_1 
replace Involvement_Q3=4 if N_Q143_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q3=1 if N_Q143_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q3=3 if N_Q143_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q3=2 if N_Q143_1==4 
 
*Encode Involvement_Q4 
encode Q26_1, gen (N_Q26_1) 
encode Q36_1, gen (N_Q36_1) 
encode Q46_1, gen(N_Q46_1) 
encode Q56_1, gen(N_Q56_1) 
encode Q89_1, gen(N_Q89_1) 
encode Q108_1, gen(N_Q108_1) 
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encode Q129_1, gen(N_Q129_1) 
encode Q144_1, gen(N_Q144_1) 
 
drop Q26_1 
drop Q36_1 
drop Q46_1 
drop Q56_1 
drop Q89_1 
drop Q108_1 
drop Q129_1 
drop Q144_1 
 
*Gen Involvement_Q4 
gen Involvement_Q4=0 
 
label list N_Q26_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=5 if N_Q26_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q26_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q26_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q4=6 if N_Q26_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q4=7 if N_Q26_1==5 
 
label list N_Q36_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=5 if N_Q36_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=4 if N_Q36_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q36_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q36_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q4=6 if N_Q36_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q4=7 if N_Q36_1==6 
 
label list N_Q46_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=5 if N_Q46_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=4 if N_Q46_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=1 if N_Q46_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q46_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q46_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q4=6 if N_Q46_1==6 
 
label list N_Q56_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=1 if N_Q56_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q56_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q56_1==3 
 
label list N_Q89_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=5 if N_Q89_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=4 if N_Q89_1==2 
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replace Involvement_Q4=1 if N_Q89_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q89_1==4 
replace Involvement_Q4=6 if N_Q89_1==5 
replace Involvement_Q4=7 if N_Q89_1==6 
 
label list N_Q108_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=5 if N_Q108_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=6 if N_Q108_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=7 if N_Q108_1==3 
 
label list N_Q129_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=1 if N_Q129_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q129_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q129_1==3 
 
label list N_Q144_1 
replace Involvement_Q4=4 if N_Q144_1==1 
replace Involvement_Q4=1 if N_Q144_1==2 
replace Involvement_Q4=3 if N_Q144_1==3 
replace Involvement_Q4=2 if N_Q144_1==3 
 
*Average Trust 
gen Average_Involvement = (Involvement_Q1+ Involvement_Q2+ Involvement_Q3+ 
Involvement_Q4)/4 
 
*Gen involvement                                        
gen involvement = 1 if N_Q23_1!=. | N_Q33_1!=. | N_Q108_1!=. | N_Q86_1!=.   
replace involvement =0 if N_Q43_1!=. | N_Q53_1!=. | N_Q144_1!=. | N_Q129_1!=.           
 
*Drop Involvement_Q1...Q4 strings 
drop N_Q23_1 N_Q33_1 N_Q43_1 N_Q53_1 N_Q86_1 N_Q24_1 N_Q34_1 N_Q44_1 
N_Q54_1 N_Q87_1 N_Q25_1 N_Q35_1 N_Q45_1 N_Q55_1 N_Q88_1 N_Q26_1 N_Q36_1 
N_Q46_1 N_Q56_1 N_Q89_1 N_Q105_1 N_Q106_1 N_Q107_1 N_Q108_1 N_Q126_1 
N_Q127_1 N_Q128_1 N_Q129_1 N_Q141_1 N_Q142_1 N_Q143_1 N_Q144_1 
 
*Gen Shown price 
gen Shown_price=PriceLow if involvement==0 
replace Shown_price=Price if involvement==1 
drop PriceLow  
drop Price 
 
*Encode perceived length 
encode Q27_1, gen (N_Q27_1) 
encode Q37_1, gen (N_Q37_1) 
encode Q47_1, gen (N_Q47_1) 
encode Q57_1, gen (N_Q57_1) 
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encode Q90_1, gen(N_Q90_1) 
encode Q109_1, gen (N_Q109_1) 
encode Q130_1, gen (N_Q130_1) 
encode Q145_1, gen (N_Q145_1) 
 
drop Q27_1 
drop Q37_1 
drop Q47_1 
drop Q57_1 
drop Q90_1 
drop Q109_1 
drop Q130_1 
drop Q145_1 
 
*Perceived length 
gen perceived_length=0 
 
label list N_Q27_1 
replace perceived_length=5 if N_Q27_1==1 
replace perceived_length=7 if N_Q27_1==2 
replace perceived_length=4 if N_Q27_1==3 
replace perceived_length=3 if N_Q27_1==4 
replace perceived_length=6 if N_Q27_1==5 
 
label list N_Q37_1 
replace perceived_length=5 if N_Q37_1==1 
replace perceived_length=1 if N_Q37_1==2 
replace perceived_length=4 if N_Q37_1==3 
replace perceived_length=3 if N_Q37_1==4 
replace perceived_length=2 if N_Q37_1==5 
 
label list N_Q47_1 
replace perceived_length=1 if N_Q47_1==1 
replace perceived_length=4 if N_Q47_1==2 
replace perceived_length=3 if N_Q47_1==3 
replace perceived_length=2 if N_Q47_1==4 
 
label list N_Q57_1 
replace perceived_length=5 if N_Q57_1==1 
replace perceived_length=7 if N_Q57_1==2 
replace perceived_length=4 if N_Q57_1==3 
replace perceived_length=6 if N_Q57_1==4 
replace perceived_length=3 if N_Q57_1==5 
 
label list N_Q90_1 
replace perceived_length=5 if N_Q90_1==1 
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replace perceived_length=7 if N_Q90_1==2 
replace perceived_length=4 if N_Q90_1==3 
replace perceived_length=3 if N_Q90_1==4 
replace perceived_length=6 if N_Q90_1==5 
 
label list N_Q109_1 
replace perceived_length=1 if N_Q109_1==1 
replace perceived_length=2 if N_Q109_1==2 
 
label list N_Q130_1 
replace perceived_length=1 if N_Q130_1==1 
replace perceived_length=2 if N_Q130_1==2 
 
label list N_Q145_1 
replace perceived_length=7 if N_Q145_1==1 
replace perceived_length=6 if N_Q145_1==2 
 
*Gen extensiveness 
gen Extensive = 1 if N_Q27_1!=. | N_Q57_1!=. | N_Q90_1!=. | N_Q145_1!=.  
replace Extensive = 0 if N_Q37_1!=. | N_Q47_1!=. | N_Q109_1!=. | N_Q130_1!=.          
 
drop N_Q27_1 N_Q37_1 N_Q47_1 N_Q57_1 N_Q90_1 N_Q109_1 N_Q130_1 N_Q145_1 
 
*Encode Familiarity  
encode Q28_1, gen (N_Q28_1) 
encode Q29_1, gen (N_Q29_1) 
encode Q210_1, gen(N_Q210_1) 
encode Q211_1, gen(N_Q211_1) 
encode Q38_1, gen (N_Q38_1) 
encode Q39_1, gen (N_Q39_1) 
encode Q310_1, gen(N_Q310_1) 
encode Q311_1, gen(N_Q311_1) 
encode Q48_1, gen (N_Q48_1) 
encode Q49_1, gen (N_Q49_1) 
encode Q410_1, gen(N_Q410_1) 
encode Q411_1, gen(N_Q411_1) 
encode Q58_1, gen (N_Q58_1) 
encode Q59_1, gen (N_Q59_1) 
encode Q510_1, gen(N_Q510_1) 
encode Q511_1, gen(N_Q511_1) 
encode Q91_1, gen (N_Q91_1) 
encode Q92_1, gen (N_Q92_1) 
encode Q93_1, gen (N_Q93_1) 
encode Q94_1, gen (N_Q94_1) 
encode Q110_1, gen (N_Q110_1) 
encode Q112_1, gen (N_Q112_1) 
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encode DS, gen (N_DS) 
encode Q113_1, gen (N_Q113_1) 
encode Q131_1, gen (N_Q131_1) 
encode Q132_1, gen (N_Q132_1) 
encode Q133_1, gen (N_Q133_1) 
encode Q134_1, gen (N_Q134_1) 
encode Q146_1, gen (N_Q146_1) 
encode Q147_1, gen (N_Q147_1) 
encode Q148_1, gen (N_Q148_1) 
encode Q149_1, gen (N_Q149_1) 
 
drop Q28_1 
drop Q29_1 
drop Q210_1 
drop Q211_1 
drop Q38_1 
drop Q39_1 
drop Q310_1 
drop Q311_1 
drop Q48_1 
drop Q49_1 
drop Q410_1 
drop Q411_1 
drop Q58_1 
drop Q59_1 
drop Q510_1 
drop Q511_1 
drop Q91_1 
drop Q92_1 
drop Q93_1 
drop Q94_1 
drop Q110_1 
drop DS 
drop Q112_1 
drop Q113_1 
drop Q131_1 
drop Q132_1 
drop Q133_1 
drop Q134_1 
drop Q146_1 
drop Q147_1 
drop Q148_1 
drop Q149_1 
 
*Gen Familiarity Q1 
gen Familiarity_Q1=0  
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label list N_Q28_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=7 if N_Q28_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q28_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=4 if N_Q28_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q28_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q28_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q28_1==6 
 
label list N_Q38_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q38_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q38_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q38_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q38_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=6 if N_Q38_1==5 
 
label list N_Q48_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q48_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=4 if N_Q48_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q48_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q48_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q48_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q1=6 if N_Q48_1==6 
 
label list N_Q58_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q58_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=4 if N_Q58_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q58_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q58_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q58_1==5 
 
label list N_Q91_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q91_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=4 if N_Q91_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q91_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q91_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q91_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q1=6 if N_Q91_1==6 
 
label list N_Q110_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q110_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q110_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q110_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q110_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=6 if N_Q110_1==5 
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label list N_Q131_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=5 if N_Q131_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q131_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q1=3 if N_Q131_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q131_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q1=6 if N_Q131_1==5 
 
label list N_Q146_1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=1 if N_Q146_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q1=2 if N_Q146_1==2 
 
*Gen Familiarity Q2 
gen Familiarity_Q2=0  
 
label list N_Q29_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q29_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q29_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q29_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q29_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=6 if N_Q29_1==5 
 
label list N_Q39_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q39_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=7 if N_Q39_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q39_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q39_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q39_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q39_1==6 
replace Familiarity_Q2=6 if N_Q39_1==7 
 
label list N_Q49_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q49_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=7 if N_Q49_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q49_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q49_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q49_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q49_1==6 
 
label list N_Q59_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q59_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q59_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q59_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q59_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q59_1==5 
 
label list N_Q92_1 
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replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q92_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q92_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q92_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q92_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q92_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q2=6 if N_Q92_1==6 
 
label list N_DS 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_DS==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_DS==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_DS==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_DS==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_DS==5 
replace Familiarity_Q2=6 if N_DS==6 
 
label list N_Q132_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=5 if N_Q132_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=7 if N_Q132_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q132_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q132_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q132_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q132_1==6 
 
label list N_Q147_1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=4 if N_Q147_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q2=1 if N_Q147_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q2=3 if N_Q147_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q2=2 if N_Q147_1==4 
 
*Gen Familiarity Q3 
gen Familiarity_Q3=0  
 
label list N_Q210_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q210_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q210_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q210_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q210_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q210_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q210_1==6 
 
 
label list N_Q310_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=7 if N_Q310_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q310_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q310_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q310_1==4 
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replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q310_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q310_1==6 
 
label list N_Q410_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q410_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q410_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q410_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q410_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q410_1==5 
 
label list N_Q510_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q510_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q510_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q510_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q510_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q510_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q510_1==6 
 
label list N_Q93_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=7 if N_Q93_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q93_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q93_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q93_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q93_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q93_1==6 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q93_1==7 
 
label list N_Q112_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q112_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q112_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q112_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q112_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q112_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q112_1==6 
 
label list N_Q133_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q133_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q133_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q3=5 if N_Q133_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q133_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q133_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q3=6 if N_Q133_1==6 
 
label list N_Q148_1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=1 if N_Q148_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q3=3 if N_Q148_1==2 
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replace Familiarity_Q3=4 if N_Q148_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q3=2 if N_Q148_1==4 
 
*Gen Familiarity Q4 
gen Familiarity_Q4=0  
 
label list N_Q211_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q211_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q211_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q211_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=6 if N_Q211_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q211_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q211_1==6 
 
label list N_Q311_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q311_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q311_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q311_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=6 if N_Q311_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q311_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q311_1==6 
 
label list N_Q411_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q411_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q411_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q411_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=6 if N_Q411_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q411_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q411_1==6 
 
label list N_Q511_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q511_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q511_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q511_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q511_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q511_1==5 
 
label list N_Q94_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q94_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q94_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q94_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=6 if N_Q94_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q94_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q94_1==6 
 
label list N_Q113_1 
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replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q113_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q113_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q113_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=6 if N_Q113_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q113_1==5 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q113_1==6 
 
label list N_Q134_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q134_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q134_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=5 if N_Q134_1==3 
replace Familiarity_Q4=4 if N_Q134_1==4 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q134_1==5 
 
label list N_Q149_1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=2 if N_Q149_1==1 
replace Familiarity_Q4=3 if N_Q149_1==2 
replace Familiarity_Q4=1 if N_Q149_1==3 
 
*Gen average familiarity 
gen Average_Familiarity=(Familiarity_Q1+ Familiarity_Q2+ Familiarity_Q3+ 
Familiarity_Q4)/4 
 
*drop familiarity Q1...Q4 strings 
drop N_Q28_1 N_Q29_1 N_Q210_1 N_Q211_1 N_Q38_1 N_Q39_1 N_Q310_1 N_Q311_1 
N_Q48_1 N_Q49_1 N_Q410_1 N_Q411_1 N_Q58_1 N_Q59_1 N_Q510_1 N_Q511_1 
N_Q91_1 N_Q92_1 N_Q93_1 N_Q94_1 N_DS N_Q110_1 N_Q112_1 N_Q113_1 N_Q131_1 
N_Q132_1 N_Q133_1 N_Q134_1 N_Q146_1 N_Q147_1 N_Q148_1 N_Q149_1 
 
*Encode trust Q1 
encode Q212_1, gen (N_Q212_1) 
encode Q312_1, gen (N_Q312_1) 
encode Q412_1, gen(N_Q412_1) 
encode Q512_1, gen(N_Q512_1) 
encode Q95_1, gen(N_Q95_1) 
encode Q114_1, gen (N_Q114_1) 
encode Q135_1, gen (N_Q135_1) 
encode Q150_1, gen (N_Q150_1) 
 
drop Q212_1 
drop Q312_1 
drop Q412_1 
drop Q512_1 
drop Q95_1 
drop Q114_1 
drop Q135_1 
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drop Q150_1 
 
*Gen Trust_Q1 
gen Trust_Q1=0 
 
label list N_Q212_1 
replace Trust_Q1=2 if N_Q212_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q212_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q212_1==3 
replace Trust_Q1=3 if N_Q212_1==4 
replace Trust_Q1=1 if N_Q212_1==5 
 
label list N_Q312_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q312_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=2 if N_Q312_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q312_1==3 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q312_1==4 
replace Trust_Q1=3 if N_Q312_1==5 
replace Trust_Q1=1 if N_Q312_1==6 
 
label list N_Q412_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q412_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=2 if N_Q412_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q412_1==3 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q412_1==4 
replace Trust_Q1=3 if N_Q412_1==5 
 
label list N_Q512_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q512_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=2 if N_Q512_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q512_1==3 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q512_1==4 
replace Trust_Q1=3 if N_Q512_1==5 
replace Trust_Q1=1 if N_Q512_1==6 
 
label list N_Q95_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q95_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=2 if N_Q95_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q95_1==3 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q95_1==4 
replace Trust_Q1=3 if N_Q95_1==5 
 
label list N_Q114_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q114_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q114_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q114_1==3 
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label list N_Q135_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q135_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q135_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q135_1==3 
 
label list N_Q150_1 
replace Trust_Q1=6 if N_Q150_1==1 
replace Trust_Q1=4 if N_Q150_1==2 
replace Trust_Q1=5 if N_Q150_1==3 
 
*Encode trust Q2 
encode Q212_2, gen (N_Q212_2) 
encode Q312_2, gen (N_Q312_2) 
encode Q412_2, gen(N_Q412_2) 
encode Q512_2, gen(N_Q512_2) 
encode Q95_2, gen(N_Q95_2) 
encode Q114_2, gen (N_Q114_2) 
encode Q135_2, gen (N_Q135_2) 
encode Q150_2, gen (N_Q150_2) 
 
drop Q212_2 
drop Q312_2 
drop Q412_2 
drop Q512_2 
drop Q95_2  
drop Q114_2 
drop Q135_2 
drop Q150_2 
 
*Gen Trust_Q2 
gen Trust_Q2=0 
 
label list N_Q212_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q212_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=2 if N_Q212_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q212_2==3 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q212_2==4 
replace Trust_Q2=3 if N_Q212_2==5 
replace Trust_Q2=1 if N_Q212_2==6 
 
label list N_Q312_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q312_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=2 if N_Q312_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q312_2==3 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q312_2==4 
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replace Trust_Q2=3 if N_Q312_2==5 
replace Trust_Q2=1 if N_Q312_2==6 
 
label list N_Q412_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q412_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=2 if N_Q412_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q412_2==3 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q412_2==4 
replace Trust_Q2=3 if N_Q412_2==5 
 
label list N_Q512_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q512_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=2 if N_Q512_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q512_2==3 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q512_2==4 
replace Trust_Q2=3 if N_Q512_2==5 
replace Trust_Q2=1 if N_Q512_2==6 
 
label list N_Q95_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q95_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=2 if N_Q95_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q95_2==3 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q95_2==4 
replace Trust_Q2=3 if N_Q95_2==5 
 
label list N_Q114_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q114_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q114_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q114_2==3 
 
label list N_Q135_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q135_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q135_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q135_2==3 
 
label list N_Q150_2 
replace Trust_Q2=6 if N_Q150_2==1 
replace Trust_Q2=4 if N_Q150_2==2 
replace Trust_Q2=5 if N_Q150_2==3 
 
*Encode trust Q3 
encode Q212_3, gen (N_Q212_3) 
encode Q312_3, gen (N_Q312_3) 
encode Q412_3, gen(N_Q412_3) 
encode Q512_3, gen(N_Q512_3) 
encode Q95_3, gen(N_Q95_3) 
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encode Q114_3, gen (N_Q114_3) 
encode Q135_3, gen (N_Q135_3) 
encode Q150_3, gen (N_Q150_3) 
 
drop Q212_3 
drop Q312_3 
drop Q412_3 
drop Q512_3 
drop Q95_3 
drop Q114_3 
drop Q135_3 
drop Q150_3 
 
*Gen Trust_Q3 
gen Trust_Q3=0 
 
label list N_Q212_3 
replace Trust_Q3=2 if N_Q212_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q212_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q212_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=3 if N_Q212_3==4 
replace Trust_Q3=1 if N_Q212_3==5 
 
label list N_Q312_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q312_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=2 if N_Q312_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q312_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q312_3==4 
replace Trust_Q3=3 if N_Q312_3==5 
replace Trust_Q3=1 if N_Q312_3==6 
 
label list N_Q412_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q412_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=2 if N_Q412_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q412_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q412_3==4 
replace Trust_Q3=3 if N_Q412_3==5 
 
label list N_Q512_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q512_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=2 if N_Q512_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q512_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q512_3==4 
replace Trust_Q3=3 if N_Q512_3==5 
replace Trust_Q3=1 if N_Q512_3==6 
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label list N_Q95_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q95_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=2 if N_Q95_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q95_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q95_3==4 
 
label list N_Q114_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q114_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q114_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q114_3==3 
replace Trust_Q3=3 if N_Q114_3==4 
 
label list N_Q135_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q135_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q135_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q135_3==3 
 
label list N_Q150_3 
replace Trust_Q3=6 if N_Q150_3==1 
replace Trust_Q3=4 if N_Q150_3==2 
replace Trust_Q3=5 if N_Q150_3==3 
 
*Encode trust Q4 
encode Q212_4, gen (N_Q212_4) 
encode Q312_4, gen (N_Q312_4) 
encode Q412_4, gen(N_Q412_4) 
encode Q512_4, gen(N_Q512_4) 
encode Q95_4, gen(N_Q95_4) 
encode Q114_4, gen (N_Q114_4) 
encode Q135_4, gen (N_Q135_4) 
encode Q150_4, gen (N_Q150_4) 
 
drop Q212_4 
drop Q312_4 
drop Q412_4 
drop Q512_4 
drop Q95_4 
drop Q114_4 
drop Q135_4 
drop Q150_4 
 
*Gen Trust_Q4 
gen Trust_Q4=0 
 
label list N_Q212_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q212_4==1 
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replace Trust_Q4=2 if N_Q212_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q212_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q212_4==4 
replace Trust_Q4=3 if N_Q212_4==5 
replace Trust_Q4=1 if N_Q212_4==5 
 
label list N_Q312_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q312_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=2 if N_Q312_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q312_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q312_4==4 
replace Trust_Q4=3 if N_Q312_4==5 
replace Trust_Q4=1 if N_Q312_4==6 
 
label list N_Q412_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q412_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=2 if N_Q412_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q412_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q412_4==4 
replace Trust_Q4=3 if N_Q412_4==5 
 
label list N_Q512_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q512_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=2 if N_Q512_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q512_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q512_4==4 
replace Trust_Q4=3 if N_Q512_4==5 
replace Trust_Q4=7 if N_Q512_4==6 
replace Trust_Q4=1 if N_Q512_4==7 
 
label list N_Q95_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q95_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=2 if N_Q95_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q95_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q95_4==4 
replace Trust_Q4=7 if N_Q95_4==5 
 
label list N_Q114_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q114_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q114_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q114_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=7 if N_Q114_4==4 
 
label list N_Q135_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q135_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q135_4==2 
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replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q135_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=7 if N_Q135_4==4 
 
label list N_Q150_4 
replace Trust_Q4=6 if N_Q150_4==1 
replace Trust_Q4=4 if N_Q150_4==2 
replace Trust_Q4=5 if N_Q150_4==3 
replace Trust_Q4=3 if N_Q150_4==4 
 
*Average Trust 
gen Average_Trust = (Trust_Q1+ Trust_Q2+ Trust_Q3+ Trust_Q4)/4 
 
drop N_Q312_1 N_Q212_1 N_Q412_1 N_Q512_1 N_Q95_1 N_Q212_2 N_Q312_2 N_Q412_2 
N_Q512_2 N_Q95_2 N_Q212_3 N_Q312_3 N_Q412_3 N_Q512_3 N_Q95_3 N_Q95_4 
N_Q212_4 N_Q312_4 N_Q412_4 N_Q512_4 N_Q114_1 N_Q114_2 N_Q114_3 N_Q114_4 
N_Q135_1 N_Q135_2 N_Q135_3 N_Q135_4 N_Q150_1 N_Q150_2 N_Q150_3 N_Q150_4 
 
*Encode Purchase_Intention 
encode Q213, gen (N_Q213) 
encode Q313, gen (N_Q313) 
encode Q413, gen (N_Q413) 
encode Q513, gen (N_Q513) 
encode Q96, gen(N_Q96) 
encode Q115, gen(N_Q115) 
encode Q136, gen(N_Q136) 
encode Q151, gen(N_Q151) 
 
drop Q213 
drop Q313 
drop Q413 
drop Q513 
drop Q96 
drop Q115 
drop Q136 
drop Q151 
 
*Gen purchase intention 
gen Purchase_Intention=0 
 
label list N_Q213 
replace Purchase_Intention=7 if N_Q213==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q213==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q213==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q213==4 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q213==5 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q213==6 



 88 

 
label list N_Q313 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q313==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q313==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q313==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q313==4 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q313==5 
 
label list N_Q413 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q413==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q413==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q413==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q413==4 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q413==5 
 
label list N_Q513 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q513==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q513==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q513==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q513==4 
 
label list N_Q96 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q96==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q96==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q96==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q96==4 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q96==5 
 
label list N_Q115 
replace Purchase_Intention=1 if N_Q115==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q115==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q115==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q115==4 
 
label list N_Q136 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q136==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q136==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q136==3 
 
label list N_Q151 
replace Purchase_Intention=2 if N_Q151==1 
replace Purchase_Intention=4 if N_Q151==2 
replace Purchase_Intention=5 if N_Q151==3 
replace Purchase_Intention=3 if N_Q151==4 
 
drop N_Q213 N_Q313 N_Q413 N_Q513 N_Q96 N_Q115 N_Q136 N_Q151 
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*Rename Age  
rename Q64 Age 
replace Age = "70" in 76 
destring Age, replace 
 
*Gen Gender 
encode Q61, gen(N_Q61) 
drop Q61 
 
gen Male=0 
replace Male=1 if N_Q61==2 
 
*Gen Residence country 
encode Q62, gen(N_Q62) 
drop Q62 
gen The_Netherlands=0 
replace The_Netherlands=1 if N_Q62==3 
 
*Gen bachelor or higher  
encode Q65, gen (N_Q65) 
drop Q65  
gen bachelor_or_higher=0 
label list N_Q65 
replace bachelor_or_higher=1 if N_Q65==1 
replace bachelor_or_higher=1 if N_Q65==6 
replace bachelor_or_higher=1 if N_Q65==7 
 
*Gen married 
encode Q66, gen (N_Q66) 
drop Q66 
gen married=0 
label list N_Q66 
replace married=1 if N_Q66==3  
 
 
**sum involvement 
tab involvement 
sum Average_Involvement if involvement==1 
sum Average_Involvement if involvement==0 
 
*sum perceived length 
tab Extensive 
sum perceived_length if Extensive==1 
sum perceived_length if Extensive==0 
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*sum negativity 
tab negativity 
sum negativity_Q1 if negativity==1 
sum negativity_Q1 if negativity==0 
 
*T-test 
ttest Average_Involvement, by (involvement) unequal 
ttest perceived_length, by (Extensive) unequal 
ttest negativity_Q1, by (negativity) unequal  
 
*Cronbach's alpha 
alpha Involvement_Q1 Involvement_Q2 Involvement_Q3 Involvement_Q4, std item detail 
alpha Familiarity_Q1 Familiarity_Q2 Familiarity_Q3 Familiarity_Q4, std item detail 
alpha Trust_Q2 Trust_Q1 Trust_Q3 Trust_Q4, std item detail 
 
***Sample characteristics  
 
*HE 
sum Age if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum Male if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum married if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
 
*NLS 
sum Age if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum Male if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum married if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
 
*NHS 
sum Age if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum Male if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum married if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==1 
 
*NLS 
sum Age if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum Male if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum married if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==1 
 
*CHE 



 91 

sum Age if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum Male if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum married if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==1 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
 
*CLE 
sum Age if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum Male if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum married if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==0 & Extensive==1 &negativity==0 
 
*CLS 
sum Age if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum Male if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum married if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==0 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
 
*CHS 
sum Age if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum Male if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum married if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum bachelor_or_higher if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
sum The_Netherlands if involvement==1 & Extensive==0 &negativity==0 
 
*Total 
sum Age 
sum Male 
sum married 
sum bachelor_or_higher 
sum The_Netherlands 
 
*Gen  
gen w2=1 if Average_Familiarity>4 
replace w2=0 if Average_Familiarity<=4 
 
*Rename 
rename negativity x 
rename involvement w1 
rename Extensive w3 
rename Purchase_Intention y 
rename Average_Trust m 
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*gen  
gen w1x=x*w1 
gen w2x=x*w2 
gen w3x=x*w3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 


