1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

The term “Web 2.0” is used to designate the emergent trend within the Internet universe in order to improve and enhance the communication, information sharing, creativity and collaboration among Internet users. For this purpose, Web 2.0 has been created as a whole new group of online communities such as blogs, social-networking sites (e.g. Facebook), video sharing sites (e.g. YouTube), forums or folksonomies (i.e. social classification of objects in the Internet, like photo tagging). Web 2.0 is a worldwide spread phenomenon in our time. There are really few people who have not ever use Facebook, Myspace, Youtube or another manifestation of this technology to consult and exchange information. In fact, Facebook has 175 million users currently and it is going stronger (Hempel, 2009). Moreover, some music bands, e. g. Arctic Monkeys, have been launched using these social networks. Many phenomena are growing within this Internet tendency. Some bloggers have acquired an impressive influence becoming fashion leaders and recognized influentials for a whole generation that consider them as Internet celebrities, e. g. Cory Kennedy
. This trend has just started to grow because marketers have only begun to understand the possibilities offered by these channels. Not only can them use them to spread and collect information about their consumers but as a channel for the diffusion of innovations or a medium to identify attitudes and perceptions of key opinion leaders, which can be used as predictors of the new trends or can be a part of the marketing campaigns. 

Web 2.0 is gaining importance not only as leisure resource but, due to its status of a new privileged mechanism for information exchanging, as a utilitarian platform to gather information about products and services. The search for information is a crucial part of the consumer decision making process and the Internet revolution is altering the form in which consumers seek for information. Consumers are getting more and more use to deal with the marketspace so knowing the determinant factors to use this new technology as a source of information is critical to be competitive in the market in a proximal future. Web 2.0 must not be seen as a marginal element of social interaction processes but as a key instrument to better understand our consumers. With my study I will attempt to provide a better understanding of the determinants that lead consumers to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. 

1.2. Research Question

My main research question is: What motivates consumers to rely on Web 2.0 to search for information about products or brands they plan to purchase?
Therefore, with my study I try to comprehend which could be some of the determinants for using this new system to collect information about products before making a purchase decision. I consider two broad classes of possible motivations for consumers to use Web 2.0 as a source of information: 
(i) Psychosocial motivations, and 
(ii) Economic-rational motivations
In the first class, I include psychological aspects and individual differences like need for uniqueness and sense of belonging. To demonstrate the effectiveness of these individual differences to predict the consumer behavior will be the main contribution of my thesis. In the second class, I consider rational and economic motivations for such search behavior like the perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of Web 2.0. 
I integrate all these determinants by proposing an extension of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). This model has been previously used by many authors to study acceptance of new technologies. The TAM has been previously applied to study intra-firm technology adoption, i.e. adoption of new software, hardware, etc. by employees or team members within the firms. The use of the TAM model allowed scholars to identify several predictors of the actual usage of new technologies (e.g. information technologies). My use of the movel offers some novelty into the previous applications because I am going to use it to understand the acceptance of Web 2.0 by consumers to sear for information.
Another contribution of my thesis is to test whether and to what extent the perceived risk reduction and perceived search cost reduction act as external antecedents influencing the perceived usefulness of Web 2.0, which will ultimately influence consumers’ actual usage behavior. In line with the original TAM model, I also consider perceived ease of use of Web 2.0 as a determinant of web 2.0 use, an effect that is partially mediated by the perceived usefulness of web 2.0. 

1.3. Relevance

Nowadays, Internet is a mean to learn about consumer insights and behaviors. It is a medium to collect and spread information about consumer and facilitates the possibility of providing perceptual experiences. Internet represents a new world for consumers where they can give an opinion without being filtered or censored and gives them the opportunity to exchange information. This new medium represents an extremely resourceful medium for searching, organizing and disseminating information. As it is a new point for the information exchange and dissemination, it is necessary to discover new ways to manage this information and make the most of it. This task requires an understanding of consumer behavior and the consumer decision making process. The use of the Internet is causing a reconsideration of traditional assumptions underlying the traditional models of consumer behavior. Understanding consumer behavior in Internet purchasing remains the marketing management imperative. Therefore, the analysis of the consumer decision making process confirms the centrality of understanding consumer motivations and behavior patterns to take effective marketing decisions.

The information revolution has created an intense competition that now takes place in the marketspace. In this global environment the competition is becoming worldwide; a strong competitor can be any company in the world able to deliver a competitive offering, wherever it is located. Getting a deeper understanding of your consumer allow you to compete more easily in the global marketplace. Besides consumers will also benefit from the expanded range of products, services, and information to which the Internet will give them access. Knowing your customers it is essential to provide them better offerings that matches their needs and thus become successful. 

The online environment has profound implications in the way that businesses are transacted between buyer and seller. The content of the transaction is different in that is based on information about the products and services rather than on its physical appearance or attributes. Therefore it is critical to understand consumer behavior to understand how the consumer makes purchase choice decisions and what are the means that shape those decisions. Hence, if marketers know how the purchase decision is made, then they can develop more effective marketing strategies. However, although some studies about the impact of this information revolution have been done in the business-to-business environment, the same depth of understanding has not been achieved in the individual consumer field.  
Patrick Butler and Joe Peppard (1998) present a consumer decision process which can be applied to illustrate the consequences of having a deeper understanding of consumers motivations in each of the stages.
In the first stage of the consumer decision making process the information is gathered, either from internal sources or external sources. Computer-mediated environment enables the identification of individual consumer needs and wants, and the subsequent design and delivery of individual, customized communications to each individual. At this stage the main strategic issue would be the development of communications technologies that will enable the degree of customer relationships necessary to anticipate and react to customer’s requirements.
At this point, the relevant issue for this thesis occurs, the Information Search. For the marketer, the strategic issues related to this stage of the process revolve around attracting information-seeking consumers, understanding what are they looking for and why are they looking for that specific information and finally providing the information they require. Matching information content with the consumer’s requirement is fundamental to be successful. This stage leads to the evaluation of alternatives.
Word-of-mouth communication and the reference of family and friends is a central influence at this stage of the decision process, new kinds of reference groups are central in the marketspace. Here is when the 3rd generation of marketing gains importance. The social networks and virtual communities suppose a revolution in the exchange of information and emphasize the need of a new model of marketing strategies. Companies must manage the way to integrate “buzz marketing” or “social network marketing” as part of their marketing communication strategies.
After that, the next step is the purchase decision which can only be reached if the company has achieved clarity in understanding the behavioral patterns.
Finally, regarding to the post purchase behavior, the critical role of virtual communities in the post-purchase dimension of consumer behavior must be recognized if marketers want to take advantage of the potential for relationship development and customer loyalty. 

Traditionally, Word-of-mouth had been considered as a talked communication but nowadays, the internet revolution is moving this communication into blogs, forums, e-mails and social networks (Web 2.0). The kind of information you get from those communities is extremely valuable because of where it comes from, the consumer itself without any external influence. People are more prone to believe word-of-mouth instead of traditional advertising because it comes from people who have no relationship with the firm. 

Due to this growing trend, the importance of Buzz Marketing, within Word-of-mouth strategies is revealed. Many web pages as MySpace or Facebook have integrated buzz marketing with social networks making even more powerful these sources of information for both consumers and marketers. Word-of-mouth Marketing is part of a 3rd generation of marketing. The process starts with a “buzz” and after that the word-of-mouth is spread exponentially among customers. This whole process has created a phenomenon “consumer-generated media” that marketers have only begun to understand.  Companies must try to find a way to way to integrate “buzz marketing” or “social network marketing” as part of their marketing communication strategies.
As this topic about Web 2.0 is relatively new there is a lot to study yet to create a complete picture of the situation. There are a few articles which have studied the motives and consequences to use this information (Henning-Thurau and Walsh, 2004). Another group of articles have studied how individuals can influence interpersonally each other (Watt and Dodds, 2007). Nonetheless there is still a lot unknown about the role that social networks (Web 2.0) play in the influence among customers. Moreover, as it is stated by Hennig-Thurau and Walsh (2004): “Researchers who have examined motives tend to focus on motives for giving word of mouth but ignore motives for seeking” (pp. 68). Therefore I would like to study motives for reading electronic word-of-mouth. I think that my research will help to complete the picture of the still unknown field of Consumer Generated Media and Buzz Marketing. 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

For an overview of my theoretical framework, please see Appendix A.
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2.1. Literature Review & Hypotheses

(a) Consumer Information Search Behavior and the Internet

Consumers often lack all the information necessary to correctly evaluate products. Some information like the price is easy to find but other types of information, as the actual performance of a product or brand are much more specific and hard to discern without a previous experience with the product. This information asymmetry leads to the procedure for obtaining information about, price, quality and other product features: search.
Traditional economic foundations believe that a consumer’s search for information is guided by the trade-off between the expected benefits of the search and the perceived costs of additional search. The differences in the individual preferences of consumers respect to costs and benefits are assumed to be the major factors underlying the information search behavior. These individual differences have resulted in many studies trying to classify consumers in clusters according to their different needs for information. 
Ratchford et al. (2003) developed a framework to present the information source choice as a trade-off in which the individuals must balance the benefits and costs of the search. In this framework, the usability of the source may act as a benefit which will ultimately lead to the search and the acquisition of information to make a better decision. Total search thus, depended on potential benefits, productivity at obtaining information and time costs. In these terms, the addition of Internet as a source for searching increases the productivity of the search.

The model for information-seeking behavior is based on the concept of information need, the personal and economics variables intervening in information-seeking behavior and information processing and use (Wilson, 1997).
The personal variables reflects the situation in which the individual finds himself at the time of arrange an information search. These variables are described as: personal characteristics, emotional variables, educational variables, demographic variables, social/interpersonal variables, environmental variables, economic variables and source characteristics. The personal characteristics and social/interpersonal variables subsumed the two first factors of my study, sense of belonging and need for uniqueness as well as the control variables of need for cognition, involvement.
The demographic aspect is covered by the sex distinction. The economic variables are addressed by the perceived risk reduction and minimization of the search cost. Finally, the information source characteristics are related to the perceived ease of use and familiarity. 

The external search behavior can be situated in the information search stage of the decision-making process and refers to the active seek of information from the different sources provided by the environment. Two main streams are said to affect this searching effort: the psychological information processing approach and the economics perspective (Schmidt and Spreng, 1996). The first approach considers the ability and motivation of the individuals to process information while the second one draws the attention into the cost-benefit construction to study information search.
Motivation will be influenced by the involvement, the need for cognition and the shopping enthusiasm. Involvement as a factor positively moderating the amount of search effort is extensively supported.  The second approach presents the perceived risks and benefits of searching like perceived risk, perceived product differences or product complexity as moderators of the search behavior.
It has also been proved the relationship existent between the search efforts and other antecedents as purchase involvement, attitudes toward shopping, time availability and product class knowledge (Beatty and Smith, 1987).

The Internet is perceived as a powerful tool for consumer information search. Certain characteristics of the Internet suggest that at least some customers may change or modify their information search behavior to take advantage of the Internet’s benefits. The Internet, because of its virtual capabilities, can include many different sources of information, including mass media advertising, word-of-mouth communication, expert reports and opinions. Certainly, because consumer will have the opportunity to virtually experience products through the Internet, the extent of physical information searching in stores may well decline.
In fact, the use of Internet for the information search stage of the consumer decision-making process is an actual predictor of the online shopping behavior of those customers (Klein, 1998). The use Internet can indeed reduce the use of other alternative sources due to its ease of use in information gathering on functional attributes. However, it can also be associated to a more expensive alternative for searching due to the increase of the consideration set of products available (Ratchford, Talukdar, and Lee, 2001). These authors affirm that the Internet may effectively increase the quality of the search if you are a skilled user with the capabilities to do an exhaustive search.
The ease of finding products, the detailed product information available and the variety of choices offered will be appealing factors attracting the online users. The use of Internet will decrease the cost of gathering and conveying. Even though it is difficult to signal a product’s quality in the marketspace, the role of third-party information sources can express credibility and asses the quality of the products before the purchase.  Therefore, it is believed that this direct information gathering in the Internet could be a substitute for other classical sources of information like the brand (Ward and Lee, 2000). 
It is also expected that the impact of computer media environment on information search processes will not be the same across all product categories (Klein, 1998). The main differentiation is made between search goods (e.g. automobiles) and experience goods (e.g. a haircut). When it comes to a search good, the Internet will be a powerful source in the sense that it reduces the cost of searching for information directly and increase the ease of processing the information. 

(b) Psycho-Social Motivations to use of Web2.0 to Search for Brand or Product Information
(b.1) Need for Uniqueness 

Consumers’ need for uniqueness is defined as “an individual’s pursuit of differentness relative to others that is achieved through the acquisition, utilization, and disposition of consumer goods for the purpose of developing and enhancing one’s personal and social identity” (Tian et al., 2001, pp. 52). The uniqueness theory explores the emotional and behavioral response of people when the feel similarity to others and the desire to avoid that similarity and find their own uniqueness (Snyder and Fromkin, 1980). People try to avoid the unpleasant feeling of similarity and maintain a certain level of distinctiveness. Individuals with need for uniqueness (NFU) make their decisions not based on the conformity with the preferences of others. That is one of the motivations leading the search for unique a personal products that can differentiate individuals from the majority. Nonetheless, this exploration for self-uniqueness is somehow constrained for the social approval in a way that the individual does not feel isolated. Everyone has its own personal uniqueness need so the individual differences and the desire to be different are the ones determining the strength of this need. The individuals with high NFU are particularly sensitive to the similarity with the others and seek to establish some state of specialness. That state is often acquired by the acquisition of unique or scarce products. 

Consumers are also more likely to diverge from majorities, or members or other social groups, in product domains that are seen as a signal of identity (Berger and Heath, 2007). When products are seen as a symbolic of identity or self-configuration individuals with higher needs for uniqueness prefer more unique products or simply people try to seek ways to achieve a sense of difference from the others (Watts and Dodds, 2007). People seek ways to achieve a sense of differentiation, for instance, choosing unique products to signal their individual personality and also to avoid undesired associations with certain types of social groups or personalities.
Snyder and Fromkin (1977) have introduced need for uniqueness as: “Need for uniqueness is introduced as a positive abnormality relative to other people” (pp. 518). It has been proved that people pursuing a degree of similarity are more prone to generate more unique uses for a common object, exhibit preference for unique unavailable experiences, distance themselves from the others and be less influenced by peer’s judgment. 
Lynn and Harris (1997) found out that the need of uniqueness is manifested in the desire of consumers for unique, scarce and customized products and also is related to the preferences for unusual shopping settings. Consumers can signal their uniqueness be means of the search for scarce products (Snyder, 1992). The scarcity, unpopularity or newness of the products may signal innovativeness and distinctiveness. The individual differences in the strength of the desire for unique products might have many causes as the status aspiration by means of pursue uniqueness and differentiation through the purchase of products that can provide a social status. (Lynn and Harris, 1997)

Usually people with high need for uniqueness are not worried about others’ criticism. People with high NFU that give explanations and are predisposed to explain their uniqueness tend to make unconventional product choices (Simonson and Nowlis, 2000). Explanations on one’s choices are perceived as a sign of independence, strength and uniqueness by others generating also positive appraisal of oneself as a unique and special individual. 
The self theory and the desire for uniqueness (Snyder, 1992) can have many explanations. It is clear that society rewards individuals with high sense of uniqueness when they excel the rest of the society. A pleasant perception form oneself is derived when oneself is perceived as different from the masses. 
Individuals use different strategies to look for information. Ford et al. (2001) have identified different factors to explain this phenomenon. Although their study refers to the use of Internet search engines, some conclusions can be also applied to our study. Their study was based on Wilson’s model of information behavior (Wilson, 1997). They consider intervening variables affecting the information search behavior as psychological differences between individuals consisting of: cognitive styles and levels of perceptions and affective variables as attitudes and perceptions. Therefore, the information search behavior, even in the Internet will be dependent on the different attitudes and characteristics of consumers. Web2.0 makes easier to check others’ behaviors and, therefore deviate from such behavior to obtain a uniqueness status. The people with a higher need for uniqueness will have a stronger tendency to search for novel and different products and thus will be more prone to use new sources as Web 2.0 to search and acquire that sense of differentiation.

(b.2) Sense of Belonging

The need to belong is considered a fundamental human motivation (Baumeister and Leary, 1995). Bearden et al. (1989) defined consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence as “the need to identify or enhance one’s image with significant others through the acquisition and use of products and brands, the willingness to conform to the expectations of others regarding purchase decisions, and or the tendency to learn about products and services by observing others and/or seeking information from others.” (pp. 473).
The need to belong affects then to a wide variety of behaviors concerning the cognitive route that people use to process information (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). The existence of a strong bond appears to be a powerful factor shaping the way that we interpret situations and events making us to think more thoroughly about the behavior of our partners. 

The topic of need to belong has been commonly addressed in the economic literature as reference group theory. A reference group is defined as “an actual or imaginary individual group conceived of having significant relevance upon and individual’s evaluations, aspirations or behavior” (Park and Lessig, 1977, pp.102). The reference group theory is based on the determinants of the process through which the individuals assimilate the standards of other individuals embedded in that reference group as a comparative frame of reference in the process of self-appraisal. Hyman (1960) also pointed that the nature of the groups with which individuals are affiliated has a lot to do with the individual variations and the changes on attitudes. 
People may diverge to avoid other’s making undesired identity inferences about them. By choosing the same options in a given product domain, similar individuals can instill a taste leading to signal desired characteristics (e.g., group membership or consumer tribes). But if that taste is also held or adopted by outsiders, it may lose its ability to sign desired characteristics effectively so people diverge in their choices to distinguish themselves from members of other social groups (Berger and Heath, 2007).

There are several theories that verse on the functions of reference groups or types of social influence. Kelley (1965) has reported two functions for reference groups: a normative function which establishes the standards for the individual and are used as a source of personal norms, values and attitudes and a comparative function that serves as a comparison frame of standards against which and individual evaluates himself and others. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) consider two different types of social influence: Normative social influence, the desire to conform to the expectations held by others because of the desire to identify with such individuals or their points of view and informational social influence (Burnkrant and Cousineau, 1975), which is the influence to adopt information conveyed by others as evidence of the reality. Cohen and Golden (1972) proved the impact of this informational influence as an important factor in decision making and product evaluation. Informational influence was also addressed by Park and Lessing (1977). The informational reference group influence states that the information source more easily internalized is the one perceived as credible. The individuals can use this influence in two ways: to search for information from experts or opinion leaders or to observe the behavior of the members of the group as a means to infer any kind of information. 

The most spread field of study concerning to the reference group influence has been the purchase decisions and brand choices. Similar brand choices among a group of individuals show the similarity of brand choice within that group and can be used as an indicator of the brand choice conformity in that group (Witt and Bruce, 1970). 
Brand associations include user imagery which portrays the perceived personality of the user of a brand (Keller, 1998). The identification of a brand with a certain type of people can lead to connections between brands and consumers. The fact that the products are consumed publicly or can be seen or identified by others strengthens the influence of reference groups to make a purchase or brand decision (Bearden and Etzel, 1982).
Escalas and Bettman (2003) found out that consumers will use brands to create and define their own self-concept and the predominant self-goal of those individuals will determine the type of reference groups’ brand used, “Consumers use others as a source of information for arriving at and evaluating their beliefs about the world” (pp. 341). Consumers present themselves to others through their brand choices and that creates their own-identity. Therefore, people choose products based on their match with their self-consistency and with prototypical users. For example, a person who considers himself an environmentalist will choose products that he or she believes that environmentalist use. 

Reference group theory makes easier to infer the expected routines adopted by those groups according to their expected pattern of behavior. Individuals engage in groups because of the feeling they are “on to something” (Dawson and Chatman, 2001). Not only group members will tend to imitate the group accepted behavior but it would have also an impact on the perceived important of the problems. If members of the group feel sensitive about an issue they will engage in seeking strategies to face it. 
People tend to bias their search behavior towards information that matches their perceived image of a group (Wilson, 1997). Pendleton and Chapman (1998) studied what they called small world views and their role in the establishment of standards for information-seeking behavior. They use four concepts to define what a small world view is: social norms, world view, social types and information behavior. These concepts are useful to determine which are the issues relevant to the group and therefore which are worth to engage in an information-seeking behavior.
In the online environment, it is easy to find different manifestations of web-mediated influence. Blogs, forums, recommender systems or social sharing sites have offered a mean to express you own opinions thus providing a big exposure to their authors which are have became to be trustworthy confidants. Web 2.0 makes much easier to find groups of people with similar interests and common characteristics. It is easy to infer the tastes and behaviors of such groups by means of online communities or simply by the statement of their preferences in blogs, forums or social-networking sites. The use of Web 2.0 to search for information will be useful then for those with a high sense of belonging because they can easily recognize the characteristics to imitate the desired behavior of a certain social group.
Numerous variables have been identified in order to explain the extent of information search. In their study, Schmidt and Spreng (1996) identify four antecedents of information search: ability, motivation, costs and benefits. Those factors are based on two perspectives of external information search: the psychological/motivational perspective and the economics approach. 
The psychological/motivational perspective addresses the ability and motivation to process information. This assumption relies on Petty and Cacioppo’s Elaboration Likelihood Model (1986) which signals those two variables as necessary before an individual can engage in a cognitive processing of information as the information search. 
In sum, need for uniqueness (NFU) and sense of belonging (SOB) capture the psychological antecedents of Web2.0 use by consumers in my model. I hypothesize that these two individual traits influence the motivation of consumers to search for information in web2.0. As long as NFU and SOB are present in consumer’s mind, the consumer will have an intrinsic motivation to employ a search activity in order to gather information to fulfill any of those needs. Therefore I hypothesize that those two variables will have an impact on the use of Web 2.0 to search for information. 

H1: Consumers with higher Need for Uniqueness will tend to use the Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information more frequently than other users.
 H2: Consumers with higher Sense of Belonging will tend to use the Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information more frequently than other users.

(c) Economic-Rational Motivations to use of Web2.0 to Search for Brand or Product Information

(c.1) Perceived Search Cost Reduction 
Search effort is affected by the information that consumers gather prior the purchase. In order to compel this information, consumers must incur in search costs. Costs of search include the perceived time and monetary costs of undertaking the search effort, and the psychological costs of processing information (Srinivasan and Ratchford, 1991). Economic costs issues related to information seeking-behavior usually falls within two categories: direct economic costs and the value of time. However, search efforts may be influenced by other factors like simple enjoyment (Wilson, 1997). 
Punj and Staelin (1983) considered the cost of search as an influencing factor on consumer information search behavior. They considered several factors forming the cost of search: the consumer perception of the delay of the final purchase if external search is carried on and costs associated with frustration, dealing with salespeople and with other monetary expenses as the opportunity cost that can also decrease external search. The cost of search was found to be negatively correlated with external search whereas external search was found to be positively related with cost savings. In their model consumers seek for information in order to make a better informed purchase decision. 

Individual’s choices can be affected by two types of uncertainty (Urbany et al., 1989), knowledge uncertainty and choice uncertainty. Knowledge uncertainty is the uncertainty about the information available about the different alternatives whereas choice uncertainty is the uncertainty about which option to choose. Urbany et al. (1989) found out that choice uncertainty increased search but knowledge uncertainty had a negative effect on search. Greater knowledge uncertainty may reflect higher search costs. It is related to a reduced ability to process and comprehend new information which in fact turns the search process into a difficult activity. The consumers with high knowledge uncertainty may conduct a limited search due to high search costs and the difficulty to asses the real benefits of the search. Nevertheless, increased knowledge may serve as an increaser of search by allowing consumers to be knowledgeable and have a better understating of the alternatives they are evaluating. Thus, a greater understanding of how to make the decision increases the search activity (Srinivasan and Ratchford, 1991).

The Internet and e-commerce have doubtlessly reduced substantially the search costs. 

Considering situations as going to a store to buy a book or simply ordering it using Amazon.com can give us a clear example of this cost reduction. The experience acquired by consumers makes easier to search for information using the Internet but it is not the only factor. Sites can make adjustments such as customizations, user based recommendations and payment details that will lower the cost using this alternative for the pre-purchase acquisition of information (Johnson et al., 2004).
In the Internet is relatively easy to find matrices that organize product and service attribute information in a format that creates quick and accurate comparisons of alternatives. That encourages consumers in using the Internet when searching for pre-purchase information. (Peterson and Merino, 2003). Electronic marketplaces lower the cost of obtaining information about product features or seller offerings. Not only do buyers incur in lower costs when they can consider more product offerings, they also obtain benefit from being able to identify the products that better match their needs. (Bakos, 1998). Moreover, the information accessibility will be a determining factor of the search cost (Schmidt and Spreng, 1996). When consumer can easily access the information, as is the case with the Internet and Web 2.0, the use of this information will increase because the search cost will be reduced. To the extent that information is accessible for consumers in an easy and usable format, they will engage in a higher use of that information. 

(c.2) Perceived Risk Reduction 

The concept of risk refers to a situation where the decision maker has a prior knowledge of the possible consequences of the different alternatives and their probability to occur (Dowling, 1986). Perceived risk defines risk in terms of consumer’s perceptions of the uncertainty and adverse consequences of buying a product (Dowling and Staelin, 1994). Perceived risk has been introduced in the literature as a medium to explain information seeking (Stone and Gronhaug, 1993). Past research has indicated that consumers search more before the purchase of products that are more risky. Thus, higher levels of perceived risk increase the perceived benefits of external information search (Schmidt & Spreng, 1996). Perceived risk is then positively related to the amount of search. 

Risk attitude is one of the major motivations considered by economic models of consumer behavior, typically grounded in the expected utility paradigm and capturing the behavior of rational economic agents. The terms risk avoider and risk seeker define personal traits that can be really useful to predict consumer behavior. Perceived risk is powerful explaining consumer’s behaviors because consumers are motivated to avoid unpleasant result from their choice (Mitchell, 1999). Information search is said to be used to reduce the perceived risk. In routinized decisions the perceived risk is normally under the individual’s level of tolerated risk so it is not worth to engage in an information seeking-behavior. However, for complex decisions with a higher risk potential, marketers can use risk reductions strategies to minimize the risk perception (Gemünden, 1985). 

Handled risk is the amount of risk that a product class is able to convey at its usual buying situation (Mitchell, 1999; Stem et al., 2007). Handled risk symbolizes the results of information acquisition and risk-reduction processes (Dowling and Staelin, 1994) on inherent risk. Risk handling is being described as a risk reduction process. It is typically characterized as the process of using risk reduction strategies until the level of risk reaches a tolerable threshold for the consumer (Stem et al., 2007). 
The perception of risk in a purchasing situation clearly affects consumer’s information search behavior (Hugstad, 1987). When consumers face risk decisions they follow certain risk-handling strategies to reduce their uncertainty and the adverse consequences of a wrong choice. Consumers also use different methods of search information to deal with different types of perceived risk (Hugstad, 1987). In high-risk purchasing situations more sources of information are used. The role of personal sources of information (friends, relatives, salespersons) is much more important in these situations. People with greater perceived risk are more prone to use interpersonal information sources and engage in product-related conversations and word-of-mouth discussions in order to lower their uncertainty. The higher the risk level in a decision, the most important is to rely on a confident person or a trustworthy opinion (Mitra et al., 1999). 

Internet is a useful medium to collect information in order to reduce uncertainty. Its appearance creates new forms of risk perception and risk-relievers on the online environment (Cases, 2002). The ease of access to the information will lower the risk perception making easier for consumers to compare alternatives and feel safer at the time of making their decision. 
However, some studies affirm that the greater the risks consumers perceive the more expensive is their information search prior to purchase (Schmidt & Spreng, 1996). Nevertheless, as Internet searching is a new mode of shopping involving diverse and seemingly new types of perceived risks the consumer is likely to place additional importance on searching for information when using this channel. 

The use of Web 2.0 will facilitate the access to influentials opinions. It is a medium to easily access to others’ opinions and advices. The confidence on those opinions will be a major factor influencing the perceived risk of the consumers. The more they rely on trustworthy opinions the less risk they will perceive. That will make the risk-reduction process of searching for information much more efficient improving thus the assurance of consumers prior the purchase. 
The economics approach of the Schmidt and Spreng (1996) model will consider the cost-benefit paradigm of economics. Consumers search for information as long as the marginal benefits of such activity are superior to the marginal costs. In general, search activities are chosen mainly based on their perceived costs and benefits and unique individuals’ factors (Punj and Staelin, 1983). According to Dowling and Staelin (1994) a person’s intention to engage in a search behavior is a result of the perceived benefits of using information search and risk-reduction activities. Contrary the amount of information search decreases when the perceived costs of engaging in the search activity increase.  In their model of external search, Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991) hypothesize that perceived risk increases the expected benefits of search and the returns of search. The greater the perceived risk, the larger the consideration set and by looking at all the  possible alternatives the consumers will be surer of making the best choice possible. 
Klein (1998) as well considers also this trade-off in the search activity. The benefits include the possibility of finding a better alternative reducing the risk of choosing an inferior alternative. The costs reflect the direct and indirect costs of effort and time spent. 
Finally, Schmidt and Spreng (1996) develop a model in which the perceived benefits and costs of external consumer information search play a role as antecedents of information search. Perceived risk is suggested as a mean to increase information search because obtaining information is a way to reduce risk. Thus, higher levels of perceived risk increase the benefits of perceived search. In the same way, the perceived costs negatively affect the motivation to carry on search activity. In this model, those costs are subjective knowledge, the evoked set size, information accessibility and the time pressure. 

The cost-benefit paradigm is considered as well as one of the antecedents to develop the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989). It has used measures of accuracy and effort to predict behavioral decision making. It has introduced measures of the individual own perceived costs and benefits in order to explain the decision made. The perceived usefulness was defined as the extent which people believe that a certain technology will be useful to perform their job better.
In our case, the question will be to which extent Web 2.0 will be useful as a mean to search for information. The system will be useful if the benefits of using it outweigh the costs of use. Many benefits and costs can be found to explain this trade-off but in my study I consider the contrast between the perceived risk reduction (RR) of using Web 2.0 and the perceived search cost reduction (SCR) of using that system. Therefore, I hypothesize that those two factors will contribute to form the perceived usefulness of Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. Usefulness influenced by various externally controllable factors.

H3a: the Perceived Search Cost Reduction will influence the Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0. 

H3b: the Perceived Risk Reduction will influence the Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0. 
(c.3) Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use – The Technology Acceptance Model

The technology acceptance model (TAM) was developed by Fred D. Davis (1989). The whole model is based in two principal factors influencing the acceptance and actual usage of a new information technology: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. Perceived usefulness is the capability of the technology of helping users to do their job better. It was defined by Davis (1989) as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job performance” (pp. 320). Perceived ease of use takes place when the performance benefits of using this new information technology outweigh the effort necessary to actually use it. It was defined by Davis (1989) as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort” (pp.320). These two factors are basic determinants of user behavior. Both will have a positive influence in the intention to use because the more a technology is perceived as useful and easy of use, the more accepted that technology will be. 

Davis (1989) conducted two studies to asses the influence of the aforementioned factors in user acceptance of the information technology. He found out that the usefulness had a stronger influence in usage behavior than the ease of use. This finding makes sense because users are firstly prompted to adopt a new technology because of its perceived benefits and the leverage that it is going to provide for their job performance. Even though a technology is perceived as easy to use, it will not probably be adopted if it doesn’t offer any substantial improvement for the individual performance. Thus, Davis (1989) first important finding is that perceived usefulness shows a stronger correlation with user acceptance of the information technology than ease of use.  
The second important finding is the casual chain observed between perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. A correlation is also found between ease of use and perceived usefulness. Not only will ease of use influence the usage directly, but it will influence the perceived usefulness as well. These findings makes sense because the easier the use of a system is, the less complicated it is to operate with it and hence, the more useful it will be perceived to improve the job performance. 
Although this work has provided a body of knowledge for further research, further research is needed to address other variables that could influence the perceived usefulness, ease of use and, consequently, the actual usage of certain technologies. 
The Technology Acceptance Model has been compared with other models to appraise its effectiveness in predicting the usage of information technology (Taylor and Todd, 1995). Taylor and Todd (1995) made a comparison between the TAM and two behavioral theories: the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). 
TAM is said to be an adaptation of TRA by measuring the attitude towards use by means of the perceived usefulness and the ease of use. Besides, other external factors such as training or user characteristics are considered to influence the intention to use. Although the TAM is an adaptation of the TRA is doesn’t contemplates social and personal factors in behavior. The theory of planned behavior (TPB) serves to include those social factors as determinants of technology acceptance and use. 
These two models can be considered as complementary because as TAM is more focused on system design characteristics, the TPB also draws the attention to normative and control factors. 
Venkatesh and Davis (2000) developed a variation of the traditional TAM to address the overlooked determinant of perceived usefulness and incorporate the social influence in the new proposed model (TAM2). The TAM2 encompasses both social influence factors (subjective norm, voluntariness and image) and cognitive processes (job relevance, output quality, result demonstrability and perceived ease of use) in an attempt to explain the perceived usefulness and usage intentions. Nevertheless, this study was made for a working system and not in the context of social media and Web2.0, therefore is still a need to infer which theoretical constructs could be predictive of perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use in this specific situation to obtain a more accurate prediction of intentional and usage behavior.

The perceived usefulness of a technology is strongly linked to the usage of that technology. Users are driven to adopt it mainly because of how that technology performs for them. Perceived usefulness is influenced by many different external variables (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). In my study I consider that the affecting variables are the ones mentioned in hypothesis 3, perceived risk reduction and perceived search cost reduction. Regardless of its antecedents, perceived usefulness has been undoubtedly proved to be one of the main drivers of information technology usage. Therefore, as my model verses on Davis’s Technology Acceptance Model, I hypothesize that perceived usefulness will be a driver of the use of Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. 

H4: the higher the Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0 the more that users will tend to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information.

Besides perceived usefulness, the other factor that is said to influence the adoption of information technology is the perceived ease of use. The relationship ease of use- usage has been reported to be less strong than the relationship usefulness-usage (Davis, 1989). However, usability of a technology will influence as well the usage and adoption of information technologies. Therefore, according with the previous studies and replications of the Technology Acceptance Model, I hypothesize that Perceived Ease of Use of Web 2.0 will be a driver of the use of Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. 

H5: the higher the Perceived Ease of Use of Web 2.0 the more that users will tend to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information.

Past research (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh and Davis, 1996; Venkatesh, 2000) has identified that perceived ease of use is not only a determinant of the acceptance of new technologies but also a determinant of the other influencing factor, perceived usefulness. The TAM was developed to predict acceptance based on user’s perceptions so understanding the determinants of perceived ease of use is very important to design systems able to manipulate the ease of use perceptions to foster the acceptance and use. 
Users adopt an application firstly because of how it performs for them and secondly for how easy are to get that system to perform (Davis, 1989). The ease of use of that system can however compensate a system which is not performing a useful function. Consequently, it is expected that ease of use will mediate the actual usage by affecting the perceived usefulness of a system. This affirmation makes sense because the easier is to get a system to perform a task, the more useful it will be perceived and the more accepted it will become. For that reason, I hypothesize that the ease of use Web 2.0 will mediate the effect of perceived usefulness of Web 2.0 in the adoption of Web 2.0 as a mean to search for information. 

H6: the Perceived Ease of Use of Web 2.0 will affect the use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information indirectly, by the existence of a mediating effect on Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

3.1. Pretest

A pretest was administered to 22 international university students of Business and Law. This procedure was followed in order to generate the final scales and guarantee their internal reliability. I personally recruited these students among my acquaintances by sending invitations, via Facebook, for them to answer an online survey. 
The following definitions of the construct measures were adopted from past research or generated for this study. The selection of items was done based in two criteria. First, a selection of items was necessary to avoid the construction of an extremely heavy survey. A heavy survey could lead to a large non-response rate, to respondent inattention, or to deceptive answers due to the boredom and the monotony of answering. The second criterion was to obtain content validity so each measure represents all facets of a given construct. 
It is important to generate a scale which represents unidimensionality. The unidimensionality of a scale refers to a set of indicators sharing only a single underlying factor. After the unidimensionaiity of a set of scales has been established, one would assess its reliability and validity. Even a perfectly unidimensional scale will not be useful in practice if the resultant scale score has unacceptably low reliability (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). 
After generating the final pool of items, I have used the reliability coefficient Alpha of Cronbanch to purify my measures (Churchill, 1979). Coefficient alpha can be interpreted as an estimator of the reliability of the test (Cortina, 2003). Generally, no single item is likely to provide a perfect representation of the concept. Even thought the different items are supposed to have some degree of specificity to capture the different dimensions of the concept, the different items must have in overall the same correlation with the construct being measured (Churchill, 1979). Hence, the reliability the different variables was assessed by calculating coefficient alpha of Cronbach. Coefficient alpha is an internal consistency index which range between 0 and 1. The close the Alpha is to 1, the better is the reliability and the more reliable will be the measure. It is useful to assess if the instrument being evaluated assembles wrong information which would lead us to misleading conclusions or conversely if it is a reliable instrument that obtains stable and consistent measures. Alpha determines the homogeneity of the constructs by means of the items correlations’ average to verify that effectively, those items are similar. The reason to use this reliability measure is to select the items with the bigger explanatory power to utilize them for the final test.
The reliability of the test depends on the true underlying correlations across items and also on the number of items (Koning and Ph.H.B.F. Franses, 2003). The general accepted values for Alpha range among 0.7 and 0.8 (Field, 2005). However, I consider that a Alpha above 0.6 could be acceptable for the results of the pretest.

A measure is valid when the differences in observed scores reflect true differences on the characteristic one is attempting to measure and nothing else. A measure is reliable to the extent that independent but comparable measures of the same trait or construct of a given object agree. Reliability is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for validity. The essential and most important type of validity is said to be the content validity (Rossiter, 2002). “Content validity is an ‘‘appeal to reason,’’ conducted before the scale is developed, that the items will properly represent the construct” (pp. 308). The assessment of content validity would be then sufficient for the use of the scale. Content validity involves comparing the content of the measurement technique to the known literature on the topic and validating the fact that the tool does represent the literature accurately (Rossiter, 2002). Content validity is frequently estimated from the review of the literature on the topic or through consultation with experts in the field who have become experts by having done research in the area.  Therefore, I assessed the validity of my measures by (i) critically reviewing existing literature on each of the constructs, and (ii) by relying on scales developed by experts in the different fields covered.

3.2. Decision Context

The study has been made collecting the responses of international university students. The respondents are from different nationalities and within a range of age between 20 and 25 years old. They are perfectly skilled Internet users so they can provide more accurate responses. 
Most of them discovered Internet when they were teenagers, they have had enough time and interest to acquire a comprehensive knowledge of the possibilities of using the Internet to make their decisions. Moreover, they are familiar with the use of Web 2.0 and are actual users of this new technology. In fact, social networks like Facebook were created by and for university students. They don’t have fear of new technologies, or buying online. They are talkative and active consumers capable of express a sincere opinion and spread it rapidly to the others which represents an extraordinary useful source of information very different from typical focus groups. They are probably the most Internet active and skilled group. Since learning-by-doing is an important component of acquiring such skills, those who have the most experience at using the Internet for search are likely to be the most skilled. Therefore, by using this group of people to conduct my study I can avoid bias in the results due to the lack of experience using the Internet. 

Choice of Example-Product

In order to make easier the comprehension of the questions in my survey I have decided that it would be appropriate to use a product which could serve as a point of reference for the respondents. By means of that, the respondents can put themselves easily in the required situation and answer thoroughly the questions in the survey. My option for the product has been Music CD for several reasons. 
First, in the pre-test I tested three different products (Laptop, Mp3 player and Music CD) as possible alternatives for my study. I tested the likelihood of searching for information on Web 2.0 for each of the products separately. For the three products the respondents considered that they would use Web 2.0 to search for information. The reliability of the measure for Laptop and Music CD was bigger than for the Mp3 player so I discarded the latter. Laptop and Music CD presented the same reliability (α = 0.904). Among those two products left I decided choose the Music CD. The reason was that in my opinion is much more likely that my target sample has already looked for information about this product because they are the real decision makers, whereas with the laptop perhaps they do not have enough buying experience or, in some cases, they might still not be the ones making the final decision. If they are the ones to make the final decision, I expect that the search will be meticulous. Furthermore, I believe that they would feel absolutely comfortable using this medium to look for information and they will not feel the need of using other sources. Therefore, a comprehensive information gathering can be made using just the Web 2.0 without the need of using another information sources. Music is considered as a hedonic product (Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000). Hedonic goods are multisensory and elicit feelings of fun, pleasure, and excitement for experiential consumption (Khan and Dahr, 2004). When consumers access the Internet for hedonic purposes such ability for exploration can be interesting, challenging, and motivating (Hartman et al., 2006) and most of the respondents of my study group use that motivation to use the Internet thus the use of an hedonic product as music is more convenient for my study. 

3.3. Data Collection

The final survey (see Appendix B) was conducted as an online survey. The requisite for the respondents was to be university students, regardless of the nationality, the degree or the university to which they attend. This requisite was necessary to have sufficient confident in my findings. The participants were contacted by means of social networks (Facebook), and university students’ forums. This medium of contact granted somehow their use of Web 2.0. The survey was launched the 23rd of June, 2009 and I collected 102 respondents to analyze the data. 
3.4. Measures Development 

I will now discuss in detail the measures I used in my empirical analysis. For a detailed overview of all the items and respective response scales and sources please see Appendix C.
(a) Dependent Variable: Use of Web 2.0 to search for information 

The use of Web 2.0 as a mean to search for information was measured by combining previous measures found in the work of Taylor and Todd (1995) and Venkatesh and Davis (2000). The former used a measure to determine the attitude as a determinant of the intention to use a system and the latter adapted the measures from Davis (1989) to predict the intention on usage behavior. Both have measures to test the intention to use different systems and I adapted those measures to my topic substituting the former systems for Web 2.0. I tested the resulting items to conform an instrument to quantify the intention to use Web 2.0 to search for information. After the pretest I came up with a measure to appraise the behavioral usage of Web 2.0 to search for information. 

(b) Need for uniqueness 

To create a measure of need for uniqueness I adapted two already developed scales of this construct. Tian et al. (2001) generated a series of items to measure the need for uniqueness construct. For practical reasons it was not possible to use all the items so I selected a few items to incorporate the three factors observed by the authors, creative choice counterconformity, unpopular choice counterconformity and avoidance of similarity. Lynn and Harris (1997) created a unidimensional scale to try to explain the desire for unique consumer products as a result of individual differences. I chose the items with a bigger explanatory power but at the same time, the ones which could capture more different aspects of the construct being measured. I reduced the final amount of items by pretesting, resulting in 5 items to measure the need for uniqueness of the respondents. 

(c) Sense of Belonging
The measurement of sense of belonging was made by using three studies on susceptibility to reference group influence and sense of virtual community. The studies about reference group influence were made by Park and Lessig (1977) and Bearden et al. (1989). Park and Lessig (1977) created a battery of 14 statements of which I selected the necessary to cover all the functions of reference group functions, informational influence, utilitarian influence and value-expressive influence. I also used the items from the work of Bearden et al. (1989), who constructed a series of items to measure two dimensions of interpersonal influence, normative and informational. Finally, I selected some items from the scale developed by Blanchard (2007) to determine if the sense of virtual community was affecting my measure of sense of belonging. The pretest determined that only the reference group influence was a predictor of need to belong resulting thus in 5 items measure.

(d) Perceived Search Cost Reduction

The perceived reduction of search cost was measured using the work of Duncan and Olshavsky (1982) and Schmidt and Spreng (1996). The first created measures of consumer’s beliefs as determinants of external search from which I selected the ones addressing the topic of search cost. The latter considered the cost-benefit paradigm in order to explain the external information search. Some statements were created based on the observed determinants of search cost. After the generation of the battery of items, a pretest was run which determined to maintain 7 items as predictors of the perceived search cost reduction.

(e) Perceived Risk Reduction

In order to measure the perceived risk reduction items from three different studies were used. The studies of Stone and Gronhaug (1993) and Deering and Jacoby (1972) versed about the perceived risk and risk reduction strategies. The work of Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991) contemplates the risk reduction as a perceived benefit of search. I used therefore items from the three studies about risk perception to conform a measure of the perceived risk reduction as a benefit of searching for information. After testing the items in a pretest I came up with 6 items to predict the perceived risk reduction.
(f) Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0

Perceived Usefulness of Web 2.0 was formed as a combination of the influence of two factors: perceived reduction of search cost and perceived risk reduction. A combination of the items of both constructs was used to explain the influence of perceived usefulness of Web 2.0 in the intention to use it as a medium to search for information. 

(g)  Perceived Ease of Use of Web 2.0

To measure the perceived ease of use of Web 2.0 I simply used the items of the original study of Davis (1989) about Information Technology Acceptance. I adapted the items generated for that study to answer my research question. There was no need to select items because the final set was small enough to be practical for my study. I didn’t pretest them because the items have been proved to have enough validity and reliability in the previous study. 

(h) Control Variables

(h.1) Familiarity

The familiarity with the Web 2.0 was measured using a scale created for this study. The respondents were asked to answer about their relationship with different components of Web 2.0. (Blogs, forums, video sharing sites, photo sharing sites and social networking sites). The concepts were pretested and some were eliminated because the results indicated that they were confusing the respondents showing deceptive answers. The familiarity with Web 2.0 was finally measured by the relationship of respondents with blog, forums and social-networking sites.

(h.2) Involvement
The measurement of the involvement was not pretested because I considered that it was necessary first to make a choice of the product in order to appraise the involvement of the consumer with that product. To create my measure of involvement I used the previous work of Laurent and Kapferer (1985) and Mittal (1989). Laurent and Kapferer (1985) considered that there might exist more than one type of involvement so they created an instrument to measure the involvement in order to capture all the facets of the involvement profile (e.g., the product's pleasure value, the product's sign or symbolic value, risk importance, and probability of purchase error). Mittal (1989) developed a measure for purchase-decision involvement which he defines as the extent to which a consumer cares about what she or he buys, and, correspondingly, the extent to which he or she is motivated to make the right choice. I have created my measure of involvement combining the two previous studies and adapting them to my research topic.

(h.3) Need for Cognition

The need for cognition is defined as “tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive endeavors” (Cacioppo et al., 1984, pp. 306). This study suggests that this characteristic is a predictor of how people deal with information. To effectively assess this construct I have followed the scale developed by Cacioppo pretesting several of its items for practical reasons to obtain an adequate measure.

(h.4) Subjective Norm

This concept has been widely incorporated in several studies (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Taylor and Todd, 1995) as one of the predictors of search behavior. Subjective norm refers to the extent that people’s behavior is influenced by the opinion of those who are important to them. The previous studies developed measures to test this concept. I have used for my study the items created by Venkatesh and Davis (2000) and the items referring to peers influence created by Taylor and Todd (1995). The latter also created a battery of items to test the superior influences but I consider this pointless for my study. I adapted subsequently the items to the topic of my study and pretested them. 
4. RESULTS
Table 1, below, shows some descriptive statistics about the focal variables in my model. Figure 1 shows the distribution of responses to the dependent variable. I discuss each of the variables in my model in turn.

Table1. Variables Descriptive Statistics  
	
	N
	Min.
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	DV
	102
	1
	5
	3,61
	0,89

	NFU
	102
	1
	5
	3,17
	0,77

	SOB
	102
	1
	5
	2,92
	0,75

	SCR
	102
	1
	5
	3,59
	0,61

	RR
	102
	1
	5
	3,60
	0,59

	PEU
	102
	1
	5
	3,73
	0,76

	PU
	102
	1
	5
	3,60
	0,52

	INV
	102
	1
	5
	3,66
	0,74

	NFC
	102
	1
	5
	3,72
	0,66

	SN
	102
	1
	5
	2,91
	0,95


Figure 1. Dependent Variable Responses Distribution 
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4.1. Dependent Variable

The dependent variable assessed in the study was the intention to use of Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. An average of 3.6 in a 5-point Likert Scale in the variable suggests a tendency to effectively use this instrument to search for information. The SD = 0.89 is relatively small compared to the mean thus we can affirm that the mean is a good representation of the data. The distribution of the respondents indicates that more that approximately 70% of the respondents are willing to use Web 2.0 to search for information prior to the purchase. The items used to measured the dependent variable proved a high reliability (α = 0.89) indicating therefore the internal consistency of the concept being measured. 

4.2. Need for Uniqueness

The concept of Need for Uniqueness (NFU) has a mean value of 3.17 in a 5-point Likert Scale which indicates that the NFU among the respondents is slightly above the mean. Apparently, they feel a moderately strong need to be overly different from others. The SD = 0.77 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The reliability achieved by this instrument (α = 0.781) proves the efficiency of the construct to measure the need to be dissimilar to others. 

4.3. Sense of Belonging

Sense of Belonging (SOB) has a mean value in my study of 2.9 in a 5-point Likert which is practically the mean value, vaguely lower. That means that the participants did not have a strong sense of belonging or need to belong to a specific group. However, it does not mean the contrary either. The SD = 0.75 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The reliability of the measure (α = 0.774) confirms again the consistency of the construct to capture the concept.

4.4. Perceived Search Cost Reduction

The perceived Search Cost Reduction (SCR) obtained a mean value of 3.59 in a 5-point Likert Scale. That value reflects a general tendency in the participants to try to reduce the search cost in their searches of information. The possibility of reducing costs is thus envisioned as a positive characteristic of the information search instrument. The SD = 0.61 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data.The reliability of this construct is proved to be in an optimal level as well (α = 0.764) confirming the accuracy of the measure. 

4.5. Perceived Risk Reduction

The perceived risk reduction (RR) medium level observed is 3.6 in a 5-point Likert Scale. That show again that the possibility of reduce the risk before the purchase is a tendency generally embraced for our participants. The chance to minimize the risk is in general appreciated for the participants. The SD = 0.59 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The reliability measure (α = 0.74) verifies the validity of the construct to measure the risk dimension. 

4.6. Perceived Usefulness

The perceived usefulness (PU) was constructed after an exploratory factor analysis to determine if the SCR and RR were two dimensions underlying the same factor. The mean value for this construct was 3.59 in a 5-point Likert Scale which would denote a significant tendency among the participants to find useful Web 2.0 as a mean to search for information. The SD = 0.52 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data.
4.7 Perceived Ease of Use 

The perceived ease of use (PEU) was observed to have a medium value of 3.7 in a 5-point Likert Scale. This value indicates am overly general tendency to find Web 2.0 as an ease of use instrument for the participants in the study. The SD = 0.76 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The measure count with a substantially high reliability (α = 0.917) which reflects the goodness of the instrument to evaluate the concept. 

4.8 Control Variables

(a) Familiarity

This concept was found to be the only one that did not account for a reasonably high reliability (α = 0,462). The explanation for this could be that the instrument used to measure this variable was the relationship and the use of the participants of three specific components of Web 2.0 (blog, forums and social-networking sites). The problem could be that there might be not a high correlation among the use of each of these tasks. For instance, a user can be really skilled and familiar with the use of social-networking sites but he does not read or participate in blogs or forums. The problem with the measure must have been the general inexistent relationship in the use of these three applications. Consequently, I have decided to drop the measure from the final analysis due to its probable lack of predictive power. 

(b)  Involvement

The mean value for the involvement variable was 3.65 in a 5-point Likert Scale. That value means that participants exhibit a moderately high involvement with the product studied (Music CD). The SD = 0.74 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The reliability for this measure was considerably high (α = 0,844).

(c)  Need for Cognition

The mean value of 3.7 in a 5-point Likert Scale demonstrates that the participants have a positive tendency towards engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive activities. The SD = 0.66 indicates that the mean is a good representation of the data. The reliability of the measure (α = 0,709) confirms the usability of the instrument to accurately measure the concept.

(d)  Subjective Norm

The subjective norm displays a mean value of 2.9 in a 5-point Likert Scale. That value implies that participants do not see their behavior influenced by the opinion of the people they consider important. The average value however does not connote the contrary. The SD = 0.95 is not significantly small but it is not big enough to cause grounds to concern about the goodness of the mean to represent the data. The reliability measure (α = 0,873) confirms the validity of the instrument. 

4. 9. Factor Analyses – Diagnostics and Results
After creating the variables for perceived Search Cost Reduction (SCR) and perceived Risk Reduction (RR) I have run a factor analysis to try to find the underlying dimension affecting both variables (see Appendix D). To reproduce factor scores I have used the Anderson-Rubin method to make sure that I obtain uncorrelated scores. 
Table2, below, shows some statistics that prove the adequacy of the data to run the factor analysis.

Table 2, Factor Analysis statistics

	 
	Statistic
	Sig.

	ρ
	0,483
	0,000

	KMO
	0,500
	

	Bartlett
	26,465
	0,000


The correlation matrix exhibits a correlation ρ = 0.483 for SCR and RR with a high significance (p < 0.001). The KMO statistic is 0.5, this means that the patterns of correlation are relatively compact and therefore factor analysis should yield distinct and reliable factors. Although it is not an extremely high value, it lays within the bare minimum that can be accepted. 
The absence of multicollinearity has also been tested through different methods. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant (p < .001). Bartlett’s test measures the correlations among the variables. It tests the extreme case that correlation matrix is the identity which would mean that each variable only correlates with itself. As it is significant we can discard also that affirmation.  The determinant of the correlation matrix is 0.766 > 0.0001 as well, meaning that multicollinearity is not a problem for this data.
Communalities are the proportion of common variance explained with a single variable. All communalities are above 0.7 which proves that the sample size can be adequate. Even with communalities in the 0.5 range samples between 100 and 200 can be good enough provided there are relatively few factors each with only a small number of indicator variables. 
Based on the aforementioned tests we can conclude that the factor analysis is appropriate for this data. 
Eigenvalues associated with each factor represent the variance explained by that particular linear component, in terms of the percentage of variance explained. Larger eigenvalues indicate systematic relationships. 
The eingenvalues superior to 1 also indicates the existence of a latent factor conformed by the two variables. The total amount of variance explained by this new factor (perceived usefulness) is 74,163%. Based on this observation I can confirm hypothesis 3a and hypothesis 3b, perceived usefulness is structured using the contribution of perceived search cost reduction and perceived risk.
4.10 Econometric Model – Diagnostics and Results

To test the hypotheses I laid down in my theoretical section, I estimated the following model including the focal variables and the control variables (see Appendix E):
DVi = β0 + β1NFUi + β2SOBi + β3PUi + β4PEUi
+ γ1GENi + γ2INVi + γ3NFCi + γ4SNi + εi
The linear regression has been run following the method of ordinary least squares to find the line that fits best the data. 
(a) Diagnostics
Table 3, below, shows a resume of the model statistics to confirm the goodness of the model. 
Table 3, Model Statistics

	 
	Statistic

	R-Square
	0,345

	Durbin-Watson
	1,775 (Sig. 0,000)

	F-Ratio
	6,116


The multicollinearity of the data has been discarded by means of three tests. Firstly, taking a look to the correlations we can observe that none of them are higher than 0.9, being almost all significant (p < 0.05). The only variable that presents some correlation problems is gender but the focal variables’ correlations are all significant. Secondly, looking at the collinearity statistics, the VIF average is not substantially greater than 1 and it is under 10 so there are no grounds for concern for multicollinearity. The tolerance statistics are all above 0.2 which proves the absence of multicollinearity. 

The independence of the errors distribution is assessed using the Durbin-Watson statistic. This statistic is close to 2 and between 1 and 3 which means that the assumption of independent errors is tenable. 
The amount of variance in the outcome explained by the model is 34.5% (R2 = 0.345). 
The ANOVA tells whether the model, overall, results in a significantly good degree of prediction of the outcome variable. The F-ratio is significant, supporting goodness-of-fit of the model overall. A good model should have an F-Ratio at least, greater than 1.
Based on the previous diagnostics, I consider that my model is a good representation of reality that can serve to interpret the consumer behavior.
(b) Estimation Results

Table 4, below, shows the results for the estimates for the variables included in the regression.
Table 4. Model Coefficients 

	
	β
	SE
	Std. β
	t
	sig.

	(Constant)
	0,618
	0,579
	
	1,067
	0,289

	NFU
	0,019
	0,132
	0,017
	0,145
	0,885

	SOB
	0,046
	0,126
	0,039
	0,365
	0,716

	PU
	-0,075
	0,195
	-0,044
	-0,385
	0,701

	PEU
	0,313
	0,124
	0,269
	2,512
	0,014

	GEN
	-0,133
	0,162
	-0,075
	-0,824
	0,412

	INV
	0,2
	0,132
	0,168
	1,524
	0,131

	NFC
	0,116
	0,139
	0,087
	0,837
	0,405

	SN
	0,271
	0,087
	0,291
	3,101
	0,003


The coefficients for the focal variables are β0 = 0.618, β1 = 0.019, β2 = 0.046, β3 = -0.075 and β4 = 0.313. However, none of these coefficients turn out to be significant except for β4.  The significance   for perceived ease of use is p4 = 0.014 (p4 < 0.05). 
Thus, the change in the outcome if the perceived ease of use varies in one unit would be DV = 0.313.
Contrary to the initial hypotheses, neither need for uniqueness nor sense of belonging seem to have any predictive power to explain the intention to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. Therefore, with the current sample size, hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2 must be rejected. 
Perceived usefulness apparently has no effect as well on the prediction of the outcome so hypothesis 4 is rejected too.
Perceived ease of use has been proved to have a positive effect on the intention to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. As it was hypothesized the more the users perceive Web 2.0 as an easy instrument to use, the more they will tend to use it as a medium to search for information prior to the purchase. Consequently, hypothesis 5 has been confirmed. 

In order to test hypothesis 6 I have planned to carry out a Sobel Test (Sobel, 1982). The Sobel Test is a common instrument to measure the mediation effects among variables. Figure 2, shows the casualty relationship for the test (Preacher and Hayes, 2004):
Figure 2, Mediation effect of perceived ease of use
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However, one of the necessary requisites for the mediation effect to exist is that the mediated variable (Perceived Usefulness) effectively affects the Dependent Variable. That relationship does not exist so it can be inferred that there will be no mediating effect. Therefore, hypothesis 6 is rejected.

The predictors chosen as control variables are gender, involvement, need for cognition and subjective norm. 
The only significant predictors (p < 0.05) is subjective norm with p = 0.003. The subjective norm predictive power means that the more that people related to the individual (family, friends, etc.) believes that he should use Web 2.0 the more prone that the individual will be to use Web 2.0 to search for information. 
The gender apparently plays no role in the outcome making no distinction then between men and women at using Web 2.0 to search for information. The involvement with the product object of the search apparently has no relationship with the intention to use Web 2.0 to search for information will increase as well. The need for cognition also has no relationship either to predict the final outcome and it is not an influencing factor at the time of using Web 2.0 to search for information.
Due to the lack of explanatory power of the variables NFU, SOB and PU I have calculated Median Split Test for all of them to check if there are mean differences in the respondents (see Appendix F).
For Need for Uniqueness, participants with a NFU above the average showed to be more prone to use Web 2.0 (M = 3,77) than those under the average (M = 3,38). The means of the two groups were significantly different (p = 0.027 < 0.05). 
For Sense of Belonging, participants with a SOB above the average (M = 3,74) proved to have a stronger tendency to use Web 2.0 than those under the average (M = 3,41). Although, the difference was not significant (p = 0.062 > 0.05), due to the limited number of respondents and the proximity to the tolerable significance level it could be used a more relaxed criterion and accept that the means of the two groups are somehow different.
For Perceived Usefulness, participants with a PU above the average (M = 3,62) has a slightly stronger tendency to use Web 2.0 than those under the average (M = 3,59). However, the difference between means was proved to be not significant (p = 0.062 > 0.893). 

5. CONCLUSIONS

5.1. Discussion

The psychological variables, Need for Uniqueness and Sense of Belonging, have been proved to have no predictive power in this study. This can be a problem of statistical power and more respondents could show more significant effects. However, the Median Split tests’ results might indicate that although NFU and SOB were not significant in the regression analysis, the tendency showed for these tests suggests that a second analysis with a larger number of participants could confirm the initial hypothesis.

Besides, the overall tendency in my study was to have both an average Need for Uniqueness and Sense of Belonging. Perhaps, with a bigger collection of respondents a remarked Need for Uniqueness or Sense of Belonging could have been observed and a patent relationship between these characteristics and intention to use Web 2.0 to search for information could have been found. 
The perceived search cost reduction and the perceived risk reduction have been proved to be influencing factors in the perceived usefulness of Web 2.0. However, perceived usefulness, as pictured in my model, seems to have no explanatory power. This could happen because of the limited number of respondents or because those two variables are not enough to capture all the dimensions underlying the concept of perceived usefulness. Therefore, research to identify all the relevant factors influencing the perceived usefulness of Web 2.0 could help in the construction of a more accurate measure.

Perceived ease of Use has been proved to be an explicative variable of the intention to use Web 2.0 as a medium to search for information. This relationship could indicate that the easier to use the consumers find an application the more they will use it for several purposes. The use of Web 2.0 to search for information is relatively novel but the ease of use of Web 2.0 clearly encourages it.  

The research question was: What motivates consumers to rely on Web 2.0 to search for information about products or brands they plan to purchase?
From my study it can be concluded that economic-rational motivations are more important to determine the use of Web 2.0 to search for information. This makes sense because if consumers perceive as beneficial an additional source of information they will be more prone to use it. However, this statement is not completely clear because of the lack of predictive power of the strictly economic approach. Perhaps, consumers only follow a simple heuristic to make their decision of the information source chosen, “the easiest the best”. However, it shouldn’t be diminished the potential influence of the psychological motivations. The tendency shows that although they are not significant in this study they could be powerful predictors of the behavior studied.

5.2. Marketing Implications
In the dynamic environment of today it is important to understand how consumers acquire information to make the best marketing management decisions. Understanding the information search is determinant to design and implement effective marketing campaigns. For that reason, it is crucial to ensure the quality and accessibility of the information provided to consumers. The step of information search represents the first stage at which marketers can provide information to try to influence in consumers’ decisions. This new sources of information can be extremely useful for companies because they can obtain a enormously useful feedback from customers which can help them to identify emerging trends, benchmark their products, or make easier the diffusion of new products. 

The results of the study indicate ease of use is an important determinant of the use that consumers make of online applications as Web 2.0. Therefore, marketers should try to promote the use of this mechanism to search for information and facilitate information of their products and brands in these channels in the easiest and most convenient way possible. They need to integrate Web 2.0 as a critical part of their whole marketing strategy. Besides, they have to take into account the influence that acquaintances have in the use of this system. Managers should try to enhance the use of these mechanisms to communicate with their customers and create a pleasant interaction to generate a positive word-of-mouth about the ease of using their Web 2.0 applications to make a better pre-purchase decision.
Finally, it is proved that the use of Internet to search for information is the stronger predictor of Internet purchase intention (Shim et al., 2001). Not only is found to be a predictor for this variable but act as a mediator for others like attitude toward Internet shopping and previous Internet purchase experience. For this reason, search attitudes will be a powerful tool to predict the intention to use Internet as a distribution channel allowing companies to redesign their efforts to promote Internet purchase. 

5.3. Limitations

The number of observations can be a limiting factor which shortens the statistical power of the study. If possible, a study under the same assumptions should be done with a larger number of respondents to confirm or reject the present results.

Many other factors can be considered to influence the usage behavior and certainly further research is needed to be done. Other psychological/motivational factors can be identified as determinants of the use of Web 2.0 to search for information. Moreover, many other factors have been identified in the literature as determinants of perceived usefulness (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000) and their impact on the search for information should be studied. 
The study has been conducted considering Web 2.0 as a wide concept considering all of its different manifestations. Further research can be done considering just specific aspects of this technology individually, as social networking sites for instance, to asses if the effect has the same strength for all of the components of Web 2.0.
The choice of the product object of the study is another limitation. In my study I have chosen a hedonic product with a relatively low price. Therefore, could be useful a comparison among different types of products. Additional research can be done to test the differences between hedonic and utilitarian products or between products with different ranges of prices (Henning-Thurau et al. 2004). 
The group of the study might also have generated context-dependent responses. The university students were chosen for being a group familiar with the Internet and Web 2.0 but it would be interesting also to test the use of these systems by different group of individuals to assess if effectively Web 2.0 can be a source of information for other groups as well.  
Finally, I have tested the intention to use Web 2.0 as a source of information. Some studies predict that the intention to use is a significant predictor of the actual usage behavior (Shim et al., 2001) but additionally investigation in this field could prove that the intention to use this mechanism is an actual predictor of the actual usage. What’s more, some research could be done to determine if the casual chain to determine the purchase decision using the Internet would be intention to search – actual search – purchase intention.
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APPENDIX B

Web 2.0 Survey

Thank you for helping me by taking part in this study. I value your opinion very much. Please be open and honest in your responding. Your responses are anonymous and strictly confidential. The questionnaire is straightforward. 

The questions are about your personal attitudes and beliefs and your relationship with Web 2.0. Hereby I include a definition of Web 2.0 in order to clarify its meaning:

Web 2.0 is the term given to describe a second generation of the World Wide Web that is focused on the ability for people to collaborate and share information online. "Web 2.0" facilitates communication, secure information sharing, creativity and collaboration among Internet users. Web 2.0 concepts have led to the development and evolution of web-based communities, hosted services, and applications such as social-networking sites (MySpace, Facebook), video-sharing sites (Youtube, Flickr), wikis (Wikipedia), and blogs.

Please start answering the questionnaire at question 1, below.

1. What is your gender?

Male ….……………………………………………………....................

Female .....………………………………………………….....................


2. How often do you perform each of the following tasks on the Internet?

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often
	Very 

Often

	1. Read blogs


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. Read forums

	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. Use social-networking sites 
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


3. Imagine that you are considering buying a Music Cd. In order to make your final choice, you need to gather more information about each of the possible alternatives. Imagine now that you are searching for such information, please rate you agreement/disagreement with each of the following statements:

	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. Using the Web 2.0 is a good idea to search for information.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. It is my intention is to use Web 2.0 to search for information.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. I predict that I would use Web 2.0 to search for information.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


4. Please read each of the statements below and indicate to what extent it describes your own experience with Web 2.0. 

For each of the statements please rate your agreement using the provided scale which ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Tick one box per line.
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. People who influence my behavior think that I should use Web 2.0.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. People who are important to me think that I should use Web 2.0.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. My friends would think that I should use the Web 2.0.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


5. Please read each of the statements below and indicate to what extent it describes your own personal attitudes or beliefs. 

For each of the statements please rate your agreement using the provided scale which ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Tick one box per line.

	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I feel satisfaction rather than relief after completing a task that required a lot of mental effort.

	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me personality.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult and important to one that is somewhat important but does not require much thought.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	4. I prefer complex to simple items.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	5. I find exciting to learn new ways to think.

	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


6. Please read each of the statements below and indicate to what extent it describes your relationship with Web 2.0. 

For each of the statements please rate your agreement using the provided scale which ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Tick one box per line.
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. Learning to operate Web 2.0 would be easy for me.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. I would find it easy to get Web 2.0 to do what I want it to do.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. My interaction with Web 2.0 would be clear and understandable.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	4. I would find Web 2.0 to be flexible to interact with.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	5. It would be easy for me to become skillful at using Web 2.0.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	6. I would find Web 2.0 easy to use.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


7. Imagine that you are looking for information before buying a music CD. Please read carefully each description and rate how well each of these statements represents your relationship with music.

For each of the statements please rate your agreement using the provided scale which ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. It is very important to me to make the right choice before purchasing the product.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. I am very concerned about the outcome of my choice.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. Music is very important in my life.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	4. Music is very important to me.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	5. When buying a music CD it is a big deal to me to make a mistake.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	6. When I buy a Music CD is hard for me to make a bad choice.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	7. I can say that I particularly like music.

	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	8. I can really tell people about the Music CD’s they pick up.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


8. Imagine yourself in the same situation as before. Below you will see a series of focused statements describing a person’s values, behaviors or attitudes. Please read carefully each description and rate how well each of these statements represents you. (The distinction between products or brands would not be applying to different CD brands but to different artists or albums).

For each of the statements please rate your agreement using the provided scale which ranges from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
Tick one box per line.
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neutral
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. I have sometimes purchased unusual products or brands as a way to create a more distinctive personal image.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	2. I often look for one-of-a-kind products or brands so that I create a style that is all my own.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	3. I actively seek to develop my personal uniqueness by buying special products or brands.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	4. I tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion follower.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	5. I like to try new products and services before others do.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	6. I feel that the purchase or use of a particular brand will enhance the image which others have of me.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	7. Sometimes I feel that those who purchase or use a particular brand possess the characteristics which I would like to have.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	8. The purchase of a particular brand helps me show others what I am, or would like to be.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	9. My decision to purchase a particular brand is often influenced by the preferences of people whom I have a social interaction.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	10. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and brands they purchase.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	11. Extensive shopping makes it easier rather than harder for a person to make the choice.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	12. I need to look at all the available choices if I am to tell which is the best one.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	13. If I am knowledgeable about the product the search is easier for me.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	14. I search more to acquire a higher level of understanding about the product.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	15. If the information about a product is easily accessible it makes it easier for me to process it.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	16. The search of information before a purchase represents a time sacrifice for me.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	17. Going to stores to asses the quality of a product means an effort for me.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	18. As I consider the purchase of a product, I worry about whether the product will really perform as well as it is supposed to.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	19. If I were to purchase a product, I become concerned that the product will not provide the level of benefits that I would be expecting.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	20. The thought of purchasing a product causes me to be concerned for how really dependable and reliable that product will be.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	21. It is important for me before buying a product if anyone can tell how good its materials are and how well it is put together.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	22. It is important for me before buying a product if any shopper can predict what the bad results will be if this product fails.


	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )

	23. There is a lot to lose by being ignorant about products when one has to buy one.
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )
	(     )


APPENDIX C

	CONSTRUCT
	ITEMS
	SOURCES

	Dependent Variable
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Taylor and Todd (1995 

	(α = 0.89)
	1. Using the Web 2.0 is a good idea to search for information.
	 

	 
	2. It is my intention is to use Web 2.0 to search for information.
	Venkatesh and Davis (2000)

	 
	3. I predict that I would use Web 2.0 to search for information.
	 

	Need for Uniqueness
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Tian, Bearden and Hunter (2001)

	(α = 0.781)
	1. I have sometimes purchased unusual products or brands as a way to create a more distinctive personal image.
	 

	 
	2. I often look for one-of-a-kind products or brands so that I create a style that is all my own.
	Lynn and Harris (1997)

	 
	3. I actively seek to develop my personal uniqueness by buying special products or brands.
	 

	 
	4. I tend to be a fashion leader rather than a fashion follower.
	 

	 
	5. I like to try new products and services before others do.
	 

	Sense of Belonging
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Park and Lessig (1977)

	(α = 0.774)
	1. I feel that the purchase or use of a particular brand will enhance the image which others have of me.
	 

	 
	2. Sometimes I feel that those who purchase or use a particular brand possess the characteristics which I would like to have.
	Bearden, Netemeyer and Teel (1989)

	 
	3. The purchase of a particular brand helps me show others what I am, or would like to be.
	 

	 
	4. My decision to purchase a particular brand is often influenced by the preferences of people whom I have a social interaction.
	Blanchard (2007)

	 
	5. I often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and brands they purchase.
	 

	Perceived Search Cost Reduction
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Duncan and Olshavsky (1982)

	(α = 0.764)
	1. Extensive shopping makes it easier rather than harder for a person to make the choice.
	 

	 
	2. I need to look at all the available choices if I am to tell which is the best one.
	Schmidt and Spreng (1996)

	 
	3. If I am knowledgeable about the product the search is easier for me.
	 

	 
	4. I search more to acquire a higher level of understanding about the product.
	 

	 
	5. If the information about a product is easily accessible it makes it easier for me to process it.
	 

	 
	6. The search of information before a purchase represents a time sacrifice for me.
	 

	 
	7. Going to stores to asses the quality of a product means an effort for me.
	 

	Perceived Risk Reduction
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Stone and Gronhaug (1993)

	(α = 0.74)
	1. As I consider the purchase of a product, I worry about whether the product will really perform as well as it is supposed to.
	 

	 
	2. If I were to purchase a product, I become concerned that the product will not provide the level of benefits that I would be expecting.
	Deering and Jacoby (1972)

	 
	3. The thought of purchasing a product causes me to be concerned for how really dependable and reliable that product will be.
	 

	 
	4. It is important for me before buying a product if anyone can tell how good its materials are and how well it is put together.
	Srinivasan and Ratchford (1991)

	 
	5. It is important for me before buying a product if any shopper can predict what the bad results will be if this product fails.
	 

	 
	6. There is a lot to lose by being ignorant about products when one has to buy one.
	 

	Perceived Ease of Use
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Davis (1989)

	(α = 0.917)
	1. Learning to operate Web 2.0 would be easy for me.
	 

	 
	2. I would find it easy to get Web 2.0 to do what I want it to do.
	 

	 
	3. My interaction with Web 2.0 would be clear and understandable.
	 

	 
	4. I would find Web 2.0 to be flexible to interact with.
	 

	 
	5. It would be easy for me to become skillful at using Web 2.0.
	 

	 
	6. I would find Web 2.0 easy to use.
	 

	Familiarity
	How often do you perform the following tasks? (5) Very Often, (1) Never
	Created for the study

	(α = 0.462)
	1. Read blogs
	 

	 
	2. Read forums
	 

	 
	3. Use social-networking sites
	 

	Involvement
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Mittal (1989)

	(α = 0.844)
	1. It is very important to me to make the right choice before purchasing the product.
	 

	 
	2. I am very concerned about the outcome of my choice.
	Laurent and Kapferer (1985)

	 
	3. Music is very important in my life
	 

	 
	4. Music is very important to me.
	 

	 
	5. When buying a music CD it is a big deal to me to make a mistake.
	 

	 
	6. When I buy a Music CD is hard for me to make a bad choice.
	 

	 
	7. I can say that I particularly like music.
	 

	 
	8. I can really tell people about the Music CD’s they pick up.
	 

	Need for Cognition
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Cacioppo, Petty and Feng Kao (1984)

	(α = 0.709)
	1. I feel satisfaction rather than relief after completing a task that required a lot of mental effort.
	 

	 
	2. I usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect me personality.
	 

	 
	3. I would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult and important to one that is somewhat important but does not require much thought.
	 

	 
	4. I prefer complex to simple items.
	 

	 
	5. I find exciting to learn new ways to think.
	 

	Subjective Norm
	(5) Strongly Agree, (1) Strongly Disagree
	Venkatesh and Davis (2000)

	(α = 0.873)
	1. People who influence my behavior think that I should use Web 2.0.
	 

	 
	2. People who are important to me think that I should use Web 2.0.
	Taylor and Todd (1995)

	 
	3. My friends would think that I should use the Web 2.0.
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