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Introduction in eWOM

 83% trust recommendations of friends and family

 Focus on the reader: content in online consumer
reviews and recommendation source

 Fill the gap by paying attention to the writer



Online consumer
reviews

 Internet facilitates interaction with others (Goldsmith, 2006; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004)

 Reviews contain some graphical and textual elements that consumers use to evaluate 
the reliability (Benedicktus, Brady, Darke, & Voorhees, 2010; Schlosser, 2011; Willemsen, Neijens, Bronner, & de Ridder, 2011)

 Large number of consumer reviews available online: persuasive power of the first and 
the last review (Purnawirawan, Dens, & De Pelsmacker, 2012)



Linguistic Style Matching

 Influence of the last (prior) review: recency effect

 Communication accomodation theory (CAT)

 Linguistic style matching (LSM)



Construal level theory
Trope & Liberman (2010)

An example:

“The laptop I bought combines powerful performance and a great keyboard with new eye-tracking technology 
for a genuinely innovative experience. I love it, I recommend it.” (concrete). 

- as opposed to-

“This laptop is easy-in-use!” (abstract).



Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 (H1): A previous concrete review will decrease the psychological distance towards the product 
and will lead to a next more concrete written review

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): A previous concrete review has a more positive effect on agreement with the reviewer

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): A previous concrete review leads to a more positive attitude towards the reviewer

Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Agreement with the reviewer mediates the effect of the level of abstractness in a 
previous review on consumer’s attitude towards the reviewer

Hypotheses 3a (H3a): A previous concrete review leads to a higher star rating of the product

Hypotheses 3b (H3b): A previous concrete review leads to a more positive attitude towards the product

Hypothesis 3c (H3c): A previous concrete review leads to a higher willingness to purchase the product

Hypothesis 3d (H3d): A previous concrete review leads to a higher willingness to recommend the product



Studies 
Two experimental studies with a difference in 
abstraction in a prior online consumer review

Independent variables (7-point scales):
- Abstraction in participants’ own written review
- Valence in participants’ own written review

- Agreement with the reviewer
- Attitude towards the reviewer (Madden, Allen, & Twible, 1988)

- Star rating of the product
- Attitude towards the product (Madden, Allen, & Twible, 1988)
- Willingness to buy the product (Juster, 1966)
- Willingness to recommend the product (Juster, 1966)

Control variables (7-point scales):

- How much they write and read online 

reviews

- How convinced they are about and 

how likely they are to post their own 

review

- Estimated abstraction and valence in 

their own review

- Behavioral identification Form 

(Vallacher & Wegner, 1989)
H1

H2

H3



Study 1: method

Design: 2 (language abstraction in prior review: concrete vs. abstract) BS 

Participants: 101 respondents through a convenience sample taken from 
a random group of Dutch-speaking Belgian individuals

Age: M = 23.84, SD = 3.15, Min = 18 and Max = 34

Gender: 51 male and 50 female

Pretest and manipulation check: significant difference in perceived 
abstraction, no significant difference in perceived valence (as intended)



Study 1: results

Main effect on abstraction in written 
online reviews (H1):

F(1,99) = 18.191, p < .001; ηp2 = .145



Study 1: results

Main effect on agreement with the 
reviewer (H2a): 

F(1,99) = 11.920, p = .001; ηp2 = .107



Study 1: results

Main effect on attitude towards the 
reviewer (H2b):

F(1,99) = 15.641, p < .001; ηp2 = .136



Study 1: results

Main effect on star rating (H3a):

F(1,99) = 4.924, p = .029; ηp2 = .047



Study 2: method

Design: 2 (language abstraction in prior review: concrete vs. abstract) x 2 
(valence: negative vs. positive) BS 

Participants: 189 respondents through a Dutch-speaking Belgian student sample

Age: M = 20.75, SD = 3.19, Min = 18 and Max = 36

Gender: 47 male and 142 female

Pretest and manipulation check:

Significant difference of language abstraction on perceive abstraction

Significant difference of valence on perceived valence



Study 2: results

Main effect of abstraction on 
abstraction in written online reviews 
(H1):

F(1,185) = 12.497, p < .01, ηp2 = .063

Main (marginal) effect of valence on 
abstraction in written online reviews:

F(1,185) = 3.709, p = .056, ηp2 = .020



Study 2: results

Main effect of abstraction on agreement 
with the reviewer (H2a):

F(1,185) = 170.042, p < .001, ηp2 = .479

Interaction effect on agreement with the 
reviewer (H2c):

F(1,185) = 4.209, p = .042, ηp2 =.022



Study 2: results

Main effect of abstraction on attitude 
towards the reviewer (H2b):

F(1,185) = 12.201, p = .001, ηp2 = .062

Main effect of valence on attitude towards 
the reviewer:

F(1,185) = 96.990, p < .001, ηp2 = .344



Study 2: results

Main effect of abstraction on star rating 
(H3a):

F(1,185) = 4.914, p = .037, ηp2 = .023

Main effect of valence on star rating:

F(1,185) = 163.095, p < .001, ηp2 = .469

and on the other product evaluations:

-attitude towards the product

-willingness to buy the product

-willingness to recommend the product



General discussion
 Both sides of the WOM twain: reader and writer

 Concreteness leads to concreteness

 Concreteness in relation with positive attitude 
towards reviewer and the reviewed product

Limitations

• Only one linguistic style

• Only exposure to one review

• Only one product



Take home message Language 

abstraction = 

contagious
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