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Abstract: This study investigates the impacts of the Big Five personality traits and propensity to trust
on the use and writing of online reviews. Additionally, this study examines how gender moderates
these impacts. Results of a survey (n = 840) show that openness to experience and conscientiousness
positively influence online review use, while openness to experience and extraversion positively
influence online review writing. Moreover, gender moderates the impacts of extraversion, openness
to experience, and agreeableness on online review writing, with no moderating effect observed for
online review use. Our findings contribute to the electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) literature and
offer important practical insights for eWOM platforms.
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1. Introduction

The fundamental principle of consumer behavior suggests that consumers can shape other
consumers’ opinions and exert powerful influences on brands, products, and services [1–4].
User-generated online reviews of products and services are becoming increasingly impor-
tant sources of information for shoppers and greatly influence purchase decisions and
product sales [5–8]. The recent revolutionary technological improvements, the rise in
new media channels, and the increasing number of internet users have provided a fecund
ground and many opportunities for consumers to share their experiences through electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM) channels. Word-of-mouth is “informal communications directed
at other consumers about the ownership, usage, or characteristics of particular goods
and services and/or their seller” [9]. The digital form of word-of-mouth is easy to create
and access by anyone and can direct potential consumers toward or away from specific
products, brands, or services by sharing positive or negative experiences [10,11]. Thus, it
is crucial to understand the nuances of user engagement in eWOM in terms of using and
providing online reviews. The value of user-generated content lies in the notion that users
read (use) and write (create) content, making the understanding of user engagement in
eWOM crucial. Therefore, we specifically focus on using and writing online reviews as
these two actions represent fundamental aspects of consumer behavior in shaping opinions
and influencing purchasing decisions.

While prior studies have focused on understanding the behavioral aspects of online review
use and writing, they exhibited shortcomings that this study aims to address. First, many
eWOM studies were conducted between one and two decades ago, when online reviews had
yet to become a significant source of information for purchasing decisions [10,12,13]. Second,
prior studies have each conceptualized online review use and writing in a specific context, such
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as restaurants, books, travel experiences, and movies. It is important to conceptualize and
examine these constructs as two individual characteristics defined as the extent to which one
generally uses and writes reviews online. This aspect has been acknowledged as a drawback
or shortfall in prior studies [14,15]. To address this crucial concern, we have undertaken a
systematic approach in this study by developing and validating two overarching constructs
for online review use and online review writing.

Prior research has also noted that personality characteristics, such as the Big Five traits
(i.e., extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and agreeable-
ness) and propensity to trust (i.e., the general tendency to trust other people and things),
can impact online review use and writing [15–18]. However, previous studies have ei-
ther concentrated on specific contexts exclusively or measured online review behaviors
as dichotomous variables. This approach may not adequately capture the full range of
variations within these variables [14,17,19–21]. Moreover, prior research has predominantly
emphasized motivations or intentions linked to the use and writing of online reviews,
potentially failing to capture actual behaviors in practice. Manner and Lane [15] and
Dixit et al. [21], along with other scholars, have drawn attention to these limitations in the
existing literature. They have emphasized the need for utilizing more suitable measures
and integrating online review behaviors across different products and services on various
platforms into comprehensive scales. In this study, we address these concerns by measuring
platform-independent online review use and writing across various goods and services
as two overarching constructs. We then examine the influence of the Big Five traits and
propensity to trust on these key constructs. We specifically focus on these personality
characteristics because they have been identified as critical and influential factors in con-
texts involving knowledge utilization and sharing, including eWOM [18,22,23]. Thus, our
findings make substantial theoretical contributions to the understanding of eWOM and
user behaviors.

Previous studies have also looked at the impact of gender on online review generation
intentions [14,15], but the moderating effect of gender on the relationships between person-
ality traits and online review use and writing has largely been overlooked [16,17,21,24,25].
Females and males have different behaviors concerning online reviews; nonetheless, it
is unclear how personality characteristics impact their tendencies toward reading and
writing online reviews differently [26,27]. Understanding the moderating role of gender
holds significant implications for online review platform providers and policymakers,
in addition to making a substantial contribution to the literature on eWOM. Specifically,
organizations that offer goods and services can enhance the user experience for online
reviews by gaining a deeper understanding of the behavioral differences between female
and male users in terms of their use and writing of online reviews. In this study, we
investigate and explore this notion to provide valuable insights. In summary, we address
the following research objectives:

(1) Conceptualizing online review use and online review writing as two overarching eWoM
constructs and systematically developing scales to measure them;

(2) Understanding the impacts of personality characteristics, including the Big Five factors
and propensity to trust, on online review use and writing;

(3) Understanding the moderating role of gender in the relationships between personality
characteristics and online review use and writing.

2. Background
2.1. Using and Writing Online Reviews

The utilization of online reviews is closely linked to information-seeking behavior
within the online environment. Several key factors have been identified as drivers for
consumers actively seeking the opinions of others by reading their online reviews. The
act of seeking others’ opinions has been found to support individuals in making well-
informed decisions when contemplating purchasing or acquiring something new. Kotler
and Keller [28] proposed a framework that conceptualizes customers’ purchase decisions
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as a five-stage process, which includes need recognition, information search, the evaluation
of alternatives, purchase decision, and post-purchase evaluation. During the information
search stage, potential customers turn to online reviews to gather information and assess
various alternatives. The use of online reviews helps to reduce pre-purchase uncertainty
and perceived risks, such as financial and social risks, particularly when dealing with
complex products or services. Seeking the opinions of others through online reviews
serves as a motivating factor in making informed decisions and mitigating uncertainties
associated with acquiring something new [29,30]. In addition, studies have identified other
motivations for using online reviews, such as entertainment [31], convenience, interpersonal
utility, and leisure [32].

In a framework proposed by Kotler et al. [33], the authors further recognize the impor-
tance of online reviews and eWOM as crucial elements in the digital marketing landscape
while integrating online and offline marketing efforts. This phenomenon, referred to as
Marketing 4.0 by the authors, emphasizes the importance of two-way communication
between companies and consumers and highlights that online reviews provide consumers
with a platform to share their opinions, feedback, and experiences with brands, thereby
facilitating dialogue and interaction. This customer-centric approach acknowledges that
consumers seek authentic and relevant information from their peers when making pur-
chasing decisions, and marketers need to leverage online reviews and eWOM to deliver
personalized experiences that resonate with consumers.

The other side of the coin is providing opinions about products and services through
writing online reviews. When consumers write online reviews, it involves sharing their
knowledge or personal experiences by contributing original content on an online review
platform. This can be a passive, one-time online review where they provide feedback or
opinions on a product or service. Alternatively, consumers may actively participate in a
community by consistently contributing to discussions, sharing insights, and providing
ongoing reviews and recommendations. Both forms of engagement contribute to the collec-
tive knowledge and information available on online review platforms [34]. A significant
body of literature has been devoted to understanding the motivations behind writing online
reviews. Altruism towards other consumers or the seller of products/services has been
identified as motivation in early studies and confirmed across various contexts [10,35,36].
Moreover, a wide range of personal benefits has been found to drive consumers to write
online reviews. For instance, Peters et al. [37] highlighted the social value contributors
expect from interacting with others. McGraw et al. [38] discovered that hedonic benefits,
such as personal gratification, motivate online review writing behavior. Venting frustration
and seeking retribution for negative experiences have also been identified as additional
motivating factors for writing online reviews [10,39]. Nonetheless, a complete comprehen-
sion of how the personal characteristics of eWOM platform users impact their utilization
and composition of online reviews is yet to be achieved. In this study, we focus on this gap.

2.2. Personality Traits

Personality traits are defined as “dimensions of individual differences in tendencies to
show consistent patterns of thoughts, feelings, and actions” [40] (p. 25). Previous research
has indicated that users’ beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors in the context of internet usage
and online engagement can vary based on their personality traits [23]. Several personality
models have examined the association between personality traits and using technology
and social media for information-seeking or sharing. Among these models, the “Big
Five” model has emerged as the dominant framework [41,42]. This model encompasses
five traits: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to
experience [40]. Accordingly, extraversion and agreeableness assess the strength and
quality of individuals’ social interactions and connections. Conscientiousness measures
impulse control, while neuroticism captures the tendency to experience negative emotions.
Lastly, openness to experience reflects individuals’ inclination to seek out new and diverse
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experiences [43]. These traits build upon Eysenck’s [44] initial personality theory, which
included three dimensions: extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism.

In a study conducted by Adrian Camilleri [20] regarding the role of personality traits
in eWOM, it was discovered that extroversion and openness were positively linked to the
use of online reviews among older males. On the contrary, neuroticism had a negative
impact on this behavior. Bajcar et al. [45] and Hamburger et al. [46] also observed that
individuals with neuroticism, who experience higher stress levels, were more likely to
seek others’ opinions and use online reviews as a coping mechanism. Consequently, they
were shown to rely on online reviews more than emotionally stable users. Adamopoulos
et al. [47] employed machine learning techniques and an econometric analysis, revealing
that introverted individuals were more responsive to eWOM, while agreeable and con-
scientious users were more effective in disseminating word-of-mouth information. The
study by Halder et al. [48] found that all personality traits, except agreeableness, positively
influenced information-seeking behavior. Additionally, extraversion and conscientiousness
were identified as significant predictors of information needs.

Jani and Hanh [49] conducted a study that revealed how extraversion, agreeableness,
and neuroticism impact customer satisfaction, hotel guest loyalty, and the intention to write
online reviews. By integrating the expanded theory of planned behavior and the Big Five
personality framework, Picazo-Vela et al. [50] discovered that neuroticism and conscien-
tiousness are crucial factors in predicting an individual’s intention to write online reviews.
In another study, Anastasiei et al. [51] examined the relationship between personality traits
and intrinsic motivation to write online reviews about companies and products. They
found that extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience were positively corre-
lated with the willingness to write reviews, driven by the desire to assist the company and
other consumers. Conversely, conscientiousness showed a negative association with the
tendency to vent about negative shopping experiences. Individuals with neuroticism were
more motivated to write online reviews for self-related benefits, such as social recognition.
In a study by Manner and Lane [14], openness to new experiences and conscientiousness
emerged as significant predictors of online review writing intention, while agreeableness
was negatively correlated with the likelihood of writing reviews. Finally, Manner and
Lane [15] found that individuals with high agreeableness scores were motivated by a desire
to help others when writing online reviews. In contrast, those with high extraversion scores
were driven by social interaction.

Previous studies have collectively provided insights into the relationship between the
Big Five personality traits and online review behaviors, but they have primarily focused on
specific contexts, leading to contradictory findings. Consequently, the broader impact of
personality traits on using and writing online reviews across different product or service
contexts has yet to be thoroughly examined. This study seeks to fill this research gap by
investigating the influence of personality traits on online review behaviors in a context-
independent setting.

In addition to the Big Five personality traits, another important personality charac-
teristic that can affect both the use and writing of online reviews is the propensity to trust.
Existing research has highlighted the role of trust in online interactions and its impact on
review behaviors [25,52]. Therefore, this study also explores the influence of the propensity
to trust in using and writing online reviews. By considering both personality traits and
propensity to trust, this study aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
factors that shape online review behaviors regardless of context.

2.3. Propensity to Trust

Human social behavior is fundamentally built on interpersonal trust, which also
extends to virtual communities. In traditional communication, the trustworthiness of
the information source significantly influences how receivers perceive and react to the
message [53]. However, in the online space, the source of information is often less promi-
nent, making it more challenging to establish objective trust in the sender. In this context,
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the individual’s propensity to trust becomes crucial. The propensity to trust is a personality
trait that reflects an individual’s general inclination to trust others [54]. According to
the rational choice model, individuals with higher scores on the propensity to trust scale
are more likely to trust the advice or information provided by others, even with limited
information about them [55,56]. These individuals willingly make themselves vulnerable
and maintain an optimistic view of others [24,57,58]. However, as more information about
the trustee and their previous behavior becomes available, the impact of the propensity to
trust on the extent of vulnerability decreases [59].

Previous studies have provided evidence supporting the influence of the propensity
to trust on various aspects of online review behavior. These studies have shown that
individuals with a higher propensity to trust are more likely to adopt eWOM and perceive
it as a credible source of information [60,61]. The perceived credibility of online reviews, in
turn, influences users’ cognitive and affective trust and increases their likelihood of finding
the reviews helpful [62]. Both cognitive and affective trust has also been found to impact
information-seeking and sharing behaviors on social networking sites (SNSs) [63].

Wang and McCarthy [64] explored user responses to brand images based on positive
and negative online reviews. They found that individuals with a higher propensity to
trust are more likely to read online reviews and are mainly influenced by positive reviews.
Shaheen et al. [25] highlighted that the propensity to trust not only affects the adoption
of online reviews but also significantly influences customers’ engagement with review
platforms. However, despite these findings, the direct impact of propensity to trust on the
general use and writing of online reviews remains unexplored in the existing literature,
which is a focus of our study.

2.4. Gender

Gender has indeed been identified as a factor that influences users’ engagement with
online reviews. The social role theory, proposed by Eagly [65], provides a framework for
understanding gender-specific behaviors in the online environment. According to this
theory, gender differences and similarities primarily stem from the societal roles of females
and males. The theory suggests that gender is shaped by sets of behaviors, expectations,
and socially constructed learning processes that define gender-specific behaviors [66]. These
normative expectations for behavior contribute to gender differences in actual behavior,
which are also manifested in online contexts. For instance, Richard et al. [67] examined
the influence of gender on website involvement and exploratory behavior, as well as the
subsequent attitudes and pre-purchase evaluations. Their findings supported the common
belief that males are generally less likely to engage in information-seeking behaviors and
have lower involvement with websites than females.

Applying the selectivity model, Park et al. [27] demonstrated that female consumers
tend to be comprehensive information processors and are more inclined to read online
customer reviews and use assistant agents while shopping online. Conversely, males are
often characterized as focused information processors who prioritize the specific product
they need and may overlook other cues. Park et al. [27] also highlighted utilitarian and
hedonic differences, where males view information-seeking as a necessary step in online
shopping. In contrast, females enjoy purchasing-related information searches, including
reading product reviews. Furthermore, Kim et al. [68] discovered that females are more
likely to read online reviews for convenience, quality assessment, and risk reduction, while
males’ utilization of online reviews depends on their expertise in the specific domain.
These studies, among others, shed light on the gender-based variations in online behaviors,
emphasizing the importance of considering gender as a significant factor when examining
user engagement with online reviews.

Gender has also been identified as a moderator in various studies examining online
environments. Chent [69] investigated the impact of perceived benefits of online shopping
on the purchase intention in an online context and found that gender moderates this
relationship. Moreover, their findings indicated that males with a high trust propensity
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were more focused on assessing the benefits of online shopping and it influenced their
online behavior more significantly compared to female consumers, highlighting the joint
moderating role of trust propensity and gender. Similarly, Mladenovic [70] explored the
motives behind writing online reviews in the post-vacation phase and discovered that
gender differences were present primarily in altruistic behavior. This finding aligns with
previous research by Shelly and Narang [36], which demonstrated that females tend to
exhibit a higher inclination towards altruistic behavior than males. Finally, Choi et al. [71]
found that social norms have a more significant impact on knowledge-sharing behavior on
SNSs among females than males. Drawing on the Social Exchange Theory and Theory of
Reasoned Action, their results highlight the gender differences in the influence of social
norms on knowledge-sharing.

However, the role of gender in the relationship between personality characteristics
and the use and writing of online reviews remains largely unexplored. This study aims to
fill this gap in the literature by examining how gender moderates the impact of personality
traits and propensity to trust on online review behavior.

3. Hypotheses’ Development
3.1. Using Online Reviews (H1–H5)
3.1.1. Propensity to Trust

Early studies have provided evidence of the positive impact of the propensity to trust
on trust formation in online economic transactions [72]. Additionally, research suggests that
individuals with higher levels of propensity to trust are more likely to trust bloggers and
the content they post on their blogs [73]. This willingness of trustors to make themselves
vulnerable to the trustee in the early stages of trust formation is also relevant in the context
of online reviews. Shaheen [25] found a positive relationship between the propensity to trust
and the adoption of online reviews, while Lin [52] demonstrated that the propensity to trust
positively influenced the perceived credibility of online reviews and the trustworthiness of
the reviewers. We hypothesize the following:

H1. Propensity to trust is positively associated with using online reviews.

3.1.2. Extraversion

Extraverts are individuals who actively seek stimulation from external sources and
engage in social and confident behaviors across various activities [74]. With the wide avail-
ability of the internet, extraverts have numerous opportunities to connect with others and
gather information. Previous research suggests that extraversion is associated with a higher
inclination for online exploration. The action-oriented nature of extraverts leads them to
engage in online activities, exploring the digital environment [75]. Gil de Zúñiga H. [76]
also found that extraverts tend to utilize social media platforms more frequently and
actively seek news online. This propensity to seek information and engage in online in-
teractions aligns with the inherent drive of extraverts to be interactive and connect with
social groups [77]. Extraverts are likely to be active participants in online platforms and
seek social interactions online. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

H2. Extraversion is positively associated with using online reviews.

3.1.3. Openness to Experience

Openness to experience is closely linked to individuals’ inclination towards learning,
preference for diversity and novelty, and adaptability to change [78]. This personality trait
is reflected in the tendency for novelty-seeking. As a result, individuals with high levels
of openness to experience are more inclined to adopt new products, technologies, and
procedures. Conversely, individuals with lower openness to experience, which signifies a
more close-minded nature, tend to prefer adhering to conventional practices and established
routines instead of embracing new ideas or change [40,79]. Research has revealed that



J. Theor. Appl. Electron. Commer. Res. 2024, 19 1448

individuals with higher levels of openness to new experiences are more likely to utilize
the internet for various purposes, including entertainment, communication, reading and
writing blogs, and engaging in social media activities [80,81]. This trait is also manifested
in being curious and receptive to others’ opinions [82]. Being open to different perspectives
and having an interest in online content encompassing ideological diversity implies that
users who are open to new ideas and experiences are more likely to engage with online
reviews consciously. They seek to make informed decisions based on others’ experiences,
even when the writer is not within their trusted network [83]. Therefore, online reviews
can fulfill their desire to learn from diverse information and draw conclusions accordingly.
We hypothesize the following:

H3. Openness to experience is positively associated with using online reviews.

3.1.4. Conscientiousness

Conscientious individuals are characterized by their disciplined, diligent, and de-
pendable nature. They are detail-oriented, have a proactive approach to planning, and
demonstrate thoroughness and persistence in their tasks and achievements [78,84,85]. Ad-
ditionally, they exhibit cooperative behavior and work well in collaboration with others. In
contrast, individuals with low conscientiousness tend to be disorganized, indecisive, and
prone to procrastination, which can hinder their ability to make well-informed decisions.

Recent studies have highlighted the information-seeking behavior of conscientious
individuals, particularly when it can enhance their work performance or provide per-
sonal benefits [86,87]. Ahmed et al. [88] found that conscientious students were proactive
in seeking information, positioning them as active “seekers of information” (p. 125).
Halder at al. [48] demonstrated that conscientious students maintained focus, encountered
fewer obstacles during their information-seeking process, and preferred to rely on higher-
quality sources. El Othoman et al. [89] discovered that conscientious individuals made more
rational and less intuitive decisions. They also exhibited a dependent decision-making
style, seeking advice and guidance from others to support their decision-making process.
Based on these findings, we argue that conscientious individuals are more likely to read
online reviews as part of their effort to make educated decisions. They value information
that can assist them in their decision-making process and proactively seek reliable sources
to guide their choices. We hypothesize the following:

H4. Conscientiousness is positively associated with using online reviews.

3.1.5. Neuroticism

Neuroticism is characterized by a lack of psychological and emotional adjustment,
stability, and resilience when faced with stress [90]. Individuals who score high in neu-
roticism tend to exhibit anxiety, insecurity, shyness, low self-esteem, and sensitivity to
ridicule. They are also more vulnerable than those who score lower on this trait [91,92].
Neurotic individuals often struggle with coping with uncertainty and display an increased
intolerance towards it [45,93]. To gain a sense of belonging and social support, neurotic
individuals may spend more time online. Online platforms can provide them with oppor-
tunities to cope with stress and seek reassurance [45,94]. They may turn to online reviews
and seek recommendations from others to mitigate the anxiety and stress associated with
making purchase decisions [95]. Neurotic individuals may be more inclined to rely on
online reviews to seek social support, gain reassurance, and manage the anxieties and
uncertainties associated with decision-making. Therefore, we hypothesize:

H5. Neuroticism is positively associated with using online reviews.
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3.2. Writing Online Reviews (H6–H10)
3.2.1. Extraversion

Extraverts highly value interpersonal relationships and actively seek opportunities to
engage with others [96]. They are more inclined to share knowledge, experiences, and emo-
tions with others, driven by their self-presentation and self-disclosure tendencies [97,98].
Sharing information and developing social connections are enjoyable for extraverts, and as
such, they actively seek social contact with others [80,94].

Manner [15] indicated that extraverted individuals are more likely to participate in and
contribute to online communities, driven by their desire to support community cohesion.
They also develop relationships and feel attached to online communities [99]. Extraverts,
motivated by the pursuit of rewards and self-worth [32,100], engage in social interactions to
share knowledge and experiences on websites and online social networks [15,98,101]. Yen
and Tang [101] found that extraverts are more likely to share their experiences, particularly
intense positive or negative ones, after staying in a hotel. This behavior is attributed to the
extraverts’ subconscious desire to alleviate the psychological tension resulting from the
significant experience. Furthermore, extraverts tend to report high self-efficacy, believing
in their competence to share knowledge and experiences about products and services in
online environments [15,98,102,103]. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:

H6. Extraversion is positively associated with writing online reviews.

3.2.2. Openness to Experience

Individuals with high openness to experience have various interests and actively
utilize technology for entertainment and information-seeking purposes [100,104]. They
are more inclined to explore and adopt new methods of communication and are open
to trying out unconventional experiences [105]. They exhibit curiosity and actively seek
out information. They are motivated to explore diverse topics and develop broader, more
in-depth expertise in online reviews. Furthermore, openness to experience is associated
with cooperative and altruistic tendencies, positively correlated with knowledge-sharing
intentions [82,98,106]. Individuals who score high in openness to experience are more
inclined to share their experiences on SNSs, as Manner and Lane [14] demonstrated. Their
cooperative and altruistic nature makes individuals with high openness to experience more
willing to share knowledge and experiences with others. They are motivated by the desire
to explore new ideas and contribute to the collective understanding and well-being of the
community [12]. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

H7. Openness to experience is positively associated with writing online reviews.

3.2.3. Conscientiousness

Early literature has recognized highly conscientious individuals’ inclination to share
knowledge in offline and online contexts [98,107]. These individuals are motivated by two
key factors when participating in online activities and discussion boards, writing blogs, or
leaving online reviews. First, they are driven by a sense of altruism and a strong belief in
sharing knowledge, which aligns with their cooperative and dependable nature [12,108,109].
Second, they value thoroughness in their online reviews, considering it an essential aspect
of completing the online transaction. As a result, conscientious individuals who score
high on the trait scale of conscientiousness are more likely to engage in online knowledge-
sharing and review writing [50]. Their attention to detail, organization, responsibility,
and reliability are reflected in their messages [74]. Thus, due to the voluntary nature of
online review writing, they are more likely to be written by detail-oriented individuals who
score higher on the conscientiousness trait scale. Kaufman et al. [110] suggest that highly
conscientious users’ eWOM tends to be more effective, as receivers perceive their messages
as more valuable. This may be attributed to the trustworthiness and credibility associated
with conscientious individuals’ communication styles. Thus, we hypothesize the following:
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H8. Conscientiousness is positively associated with writing online reviews.

3.2.4. Neuroticism

Individuals with neuroticism often experience insecurity, shyness, distrust, low self-
esteem, difficulty managing stress, and heightened sensitivity to criticism or ridicule [97].
Even though individuals with neuroticism may have strong identification with the col-
lective, their lower emotional stability hinders their desire to share their knowledge [15].
Individuals with neuroticism may feel less emotionally stable and may be more hesitant to
engage in activities, such as writing online reviews that expose their thoughts and opinions
to strangers [14]. The fear of judgment and potentially negative feedback from others can
be particularly daunting for individuals with neuroticism, which can decrease their inten-
tion to share knowledge and contribute to online reviews [50]. Additionally, the presence
of businesses actively monitoring and potentially intimidating customers from posting
negative reviews can further discourage individuals with neuroticism from engaging in
online review writing [111]. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

H9. Neuroticism is negatively associated with writing online reviews.

3.2.5. Agreeableness

Individuals who score high in agreeableness possess traits such as friendliness, sym-
pathy, helpfulness, trust, altruism, cooperation, modesty, and straightforwardness. These
agreeable individuals have a natural inclination to avoid conflict in social interactions
and actively provide support to enhance the well-being of others [112]. The cooperative
nature of agreeable individuals suggests that they are more inclined to share knowledge
about goods or services in online and face-to-face contexts to assist others in making more
informed choices [82,98,99,113]. In contrast, individuals who score lower on agreeable-
ness tend to prioritize their interests when using the internet and technology, engaging
in activities such as customizing their phones, or participating in entertainment activities
like playing games. Their focus is less on providing support to others and more on self-
gratification [79]. Given the prosocial and cooperative behaviors exhibited by agreeable
individuals, including their involvement in volunteering activities, it can be inferred that
they are more likely to engage in posting online reviews to assist others in making informed
decisions [82,97–99]. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:

H10. Agreeableness is positively associated with writing online reviews.

3.3. Moderating Effects of Gender

Gender differences have been extensively studied in various fields, examining their
impact on cognitive performance, social behavior, and psychological well-being [114–116].
These studies have highlighted significant personality traits and social behavior variations
between males and females. Characteristics such as impulsivity, emotions, anxiety, in-
terests, helpfulness, communication, and leadership have been found to differ between
genders [100,116–118].

The differences in information-seeking and knowledge-sharing behaviors between males
and females are apparent in offline interpersonal settings and online environments [26]. These
gender differences also extend to the reading and writing of online reviews, as these be-
haviors reflect individuals’ personality traits and social behaviors in eWOM environments.
Considering these observations, we propose that gender can moderate the relationships
hypothesized in previous sections (H1–H10). In other words, gender may influence the
strength or direction of these relationships, emphasizing the need to examine the role of
gender in understanding the dynamics of online review use and writing.
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3.3.1. Using Online Reviews (H11a–H11e)
3.3.1.1. Gender × Propensity to Trust

Individuals with a high propensity to trust are generally more willing to trust others,
even with limited information about their trustworthiness. Gender differences in trust-
related behaviors have been observed in various experimental settings. For instance, studies
using the investment or dictator game, such as the one designed by Berg et al. [119], have
shown that females tend to have lower expectations from unknown trustees than males
do [120]. This finding, coupled with the general tendency of females to exhibit higher risk
aversion, suggests that females may not expect as much valuable input from strangers as
males do [121,122].

Research also indicates that males tend to be more comfortable taking risks and
making decisions based on a rational choice model, prioritizing maximum benefits even
if it involves higher risks [55]. On the other hand, females tend to prefer knowing the
characteristics of the trustee and processing information more thoroughly before making
decisions to mitigate risks [123]. In the context of online reviews, this suggests that females
may be less influenced by their overall level of trust in online reviews. Even if they trust
online reviews, the anonymity of reviewers may make females less inclined to rely on them
for decision making. We hypothesize the following:

H11a. The relationship between propensity to trust and online review use is stronger for males.

3.3.1.2. Gender × Extraversion

Extraverts are socially active and seek stimulation from others. They have a higher
sense of control over stress [124]. Males’ more resilient psychological response and sense of
control suggest that they are more likely to rely on their self-efficacy and experience when
needing information, and they feel that they are in control of the environment [20,125].
Gender difference has been found in assertiveness as a related measure of extraversion,
further suggesting that males desire agency and dominance [116,126]. Thus, males are
less inclined to be persuaded but prefer to be persuasive. In other words, compared with
females, males are less likely to be influenced by their extraversion when using online
reviews. We hypothesize the following:

H11b. The relationship between extraversion and online review use is stronger for females.

3.3.1.3. Gender × Openness

Individuals characterized by openness to experience are known to be creative, imagi-
native, and appreciative of new experiences and opportunities to exhibit creativity. Several
emotion-based facets of openness to experiences, such as feelings, fantasy, sensations,
aesthetics, and values, have been used to measure this trait [92]. Females have been found
to exhibit the expression and attribution of most areas of emotional functioning, including
nonverbal sensitivity and expressiveness [127]. Accordingly, we argue that compared with
males, females tend to exhibit greater emotional expression and sensitivity and are more
likely to be influenced by their openness to experience when using online reviews. We
hypothesize the following:

H11c. The relationship between openness and online review use is stronger for females.

3.3.1.4. Gender × Conscientiousness

Conscientious individuals are hardworking, determined, and persevering in tasks [74].
Collecting relevant information through careful planning and developing strategies to sup-
port educated decisions is a common characteristic of conscientious people [92]. The strong
self-control exhibited by conscientious individuals drives them to prioritize the execution
of their planned strategies over personal interests. Conscientious females may experience
higher anxiety levels when their decision-making process lacks proper planning [128,129].
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Therefore, we argue that conscientiousness has a more intense effect on online review use
among females and we hypothesize the following:

H11d. The relationship between conscientiousness and online review use is stronger for females.

3.3.1.5. Gender × Neuroticism

Navigating multiple online platforms and selecting reliable sources can be challenging
and discomforting for individuals with neuroticism. Individuals with neuroticism may
experience confusion and adverse emotional reactions when trying to identify helpful
reviews written by strangers and assess the credibility of the sources [130]. Research
suggests that females with low scores on neurotic scales are more prone to developing self-
destructive addictions, and the impact of hardship on low self-esteem is more pronounced
among females [131]. Females tend to avoid situations that trigger negative emotions,
especially when reviews contain discrete emotions such as anxiety and anger [132]. Given
that the impact of negative emotions is greater for females with neuroticism compared to
males with neuroticism, we hypothesize the following:

H11e. The relationship between neuroticism and online review use is stronger for females.

3.3.2. Writing Online Reviews (H12a–H12e)
3.3.2.1. Gender × Extraversion

Extraversion has a greater impact on the well-being of males compared to females.
Males with higher levels of extraversion experience increased self-esteem and self-efficacy
and a stronger sense of ego. They are also more inclined to share their experiences and
actively seek feedback from others. [133,134]. On the other hand, extraverted females are
more oriented toward interpersonal relationships in interaction than sharing experiences
without receiving feedback online. Extraverted males desire a sense of control and think of
themselves as dominant [20,125]. As a result, males are more motivated to validate their
ego and establish new relationships through knowledge-sharing, while females tend to
focus on maintaining existing relationships. As such, we argue that extraversion has a more
pronounced effect on the likelihood of males writing online reviews compared to females.
We hypothesize the following:

H12a. The relationship between extraversion and online review writing is stronger for males.

3.3.2.2. Gender × Openness

Females, often characterized by their artistic and aesthetic predisposition, exhibit
higher openness to experience. They are creative, imaginative, and appreciative of new
experiences and creative opportunities [11]. Reis [135] found that females demonstrate
creativity in various aspects of their lives, including relationships, family and home-related
work, aesthetics, and personal interests. They are also known for their compassion, helpful-
ness, and emotional sensitivity. As a result, females are more inclined to engage in online
support groups and share their experiences to foster a sense of community and empower
others in gender-specific topics and common areas like travel and product reviews [136,137].
Considering their ability to generate ideas from sensory information and their emotional
sensitivity, we argue that the impact of openness to experience on writing online reviews is
more pronounced among females than males. We hypothesize the following:

H12b. The relationship between openness and online review writing is stronger for females.

3.3.2.3. Gender × Conscientiousness

The achievement-oriented nature of conscientious individuals is reflected in their ad-
herence to plans and goal-oriented behavior. Female students who score high on conscien-
tiousness exhibit higher attendance levels and better academic and job performance [138,139].
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Females also engage in knowledge-sharing online, driven by their altruistic tendencies [140].
For conscientious individuals, writing online reviews is considered an integral part of the
overall experience, and omitting this step can lead to anxiety [50]. This anxiety is likely
more pronounced in females, indicating that they are more inclined to complete transac-
tions by providing online reviews. In other words, females are more influenced by their
anxiety towards writing online reviews. Therefore, we argue that conscientiousness has
a stronger impact on the likelihood of females writing online reviews than males. We
hypothesize the following:

H12c. The relationship between conscientiousness and online review writing is stronger for females.

3.3.2.4. Gender × Neuroticism

Neurotic individuals typically have lower levels of self-esteem and perceived self-efficacy [141].
Females, on average, tend to score higher on anxiety and low self-esteem than males [142].
Guadagno et al. [143] found that emotional stability has a stronger negative impact on
perceived self-efficacy for females than for males. Additionally, females generally have
lower trust in others, which, combined with their low self-esteem and higher risk aversion,
leads to a reluctance to share knowledge through online reviews [144]. The emotional
reactions associated with neuroticism are more likely to influence females’ willing-ness to
share their knowledge than neurotic males. Therefore, we propose that neuroticism has a
more pronounced effect on the likelihood of females writing online reviews than males.
We hypothesize:

H12d. The relationship between neuroticism and online review writing is stronger for females.

3.3.2.5. Gender × Agreeableness

Females are often described as more agreeable and nurturing due to sociocultural
influences and gender stereotypes [65]. This leads to differences in online behavior, with
agreeable females focusing on relationship maintenance and having more online connec-
tions than males [145,146]. In contrast, agreeable males are less likely to post information
online [147]. Given that females exhibit a stronger sense of belonging, emotional sensitivity,
and compassion and have higher online presence and loyalty, we argue that agreeableness
has a stronger impact on writing online reviews among females than among males [148].
We hypothesize the following:

H12e. The relationship between agreeableness and online review writing is stronger for females.

The research model is provided in Figure 1.
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4. Method
4.1. Instrument Development

This study follows a survey approach. We designed a survey instrument to measure
the constructs. The measurement items for the independent variables, including the per-
sonality traits and trust propensity, were adapted from the extant literature. To measure the
dependent variables, namely online review use and online review writing, we developed
two measurement scales and validated the scales through a well-established scale develop-
ment process that has been used in prior studies [149]. First, we prepared an initial set of
items based on the relevant literature to measure the two constructs. Then, we assessed
the content validity of the items by conducting two focus group sessions at a university
in the northeast United States. The sessions involved two PhD students, two master’s
students, a faculty member, and the principal investigator of this study. The participants
in those sessions were users of online reviewers and were familiar with the context of
this study. Additionally, the faculty member and PhD students had prior experience in
conducting research related to SNSs and users’ online behaviors. In each session, the
measurement items were discussed, reworded, consolidated, or removed to make sure the
items represented the focal constructs properly. We iteratively conducted this process until
a consensus was achieved on the appropriateness of the scales. Table 1 presents the final
set of measurement items for the two constructs.

Table 1. Factor Loadings (Pilot Study).

Component 1
(Online Review Writing)
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.846

Component 2
(Online Review Use)

Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.853

ORU1: When deciding on purchasing different products,
I ____ use online reviews (1—never, 7—always). 0.074 0.846

ORU2: When deciding on which restaurants to go to,
I ____ use online reviews. 0.336 0.705

ORU3: When deciding on which hotel to stay at,
I ____ use online reviews. 0.154 0.873

ORU4: When deciding on which places to visit,
I ____ use online reviews. 0.165 0.838

ORW1: I ______ post online reviews about my
restaurant experiences. 0.926 0.120

ORW2: I ______ post online reviews about my hotel experiences
after I stay at a hotel. 0.874 0.175

ORW3: I ______ post online reviews about different products
that I buy. 0.855 0.233

ORW4: I ______ post online reviews about different places
that I visit. 0.895 0.188

Next, we pilot-tested the scales using a sample of students at a university in the
northeast United States to assess the construct validity of the scales. In total, 109 usable
responses were collected. We conducted a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with Vari-
max rotation in SPSS 28. As expected, two components were extracted, explaining 76.71%
of the variance in the eight measurement items (Table 1). Each item loaded significantly on
its corresponding construct, with all loadings greater than the threshold of 0.7, as suggested
the literature [150], assuring the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales for the
two constructs. Finally, we assessed the reliability of the scales using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. The results showed that both scales were adequately reliable (Cronbach’s
alpha > 0.7). Hence, the psychometric properties of the scales for online review use and
online review writing were assured. The full instrument, including the measurement items
for the eight constructs, is presented in Appendix A (Table A1).
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4.2. Data Collection (Main Study)

To test the hypotheses, we collected data from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
using CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit [151]. MTurk is an online crowdsourcing platform for
data collection that is effective in gathering representative and valid datasets [152,153]. We
implemented several attention check questions and data quality functionalities provided
by the CloudResearch toolkit to automatically exclude careless respondents [154,155].
To minimize the potential effect of social desirability, anonymity was ensured for all
participants. Informed consent to participate was provided at the beginning of the survey,
which participants had to accept in order to proceed with the survey. Furthermore, the
participants were informed that there was no single correct answer to each survey question,
and they were asked to answer the questions as honestly as possible. For this study,
respondents had to be at least 18 years old and a resident of the United States. As a result,
we collected and analyzed 840 completed surveys. The age of the respondents ranged
from 18 to 75 years old, with an average age of approximately 36 years old (Std = 11.64).
About 34% of the respondents were male. Regarding education, 20.5% of the respondents
possessed a graduate degree, 39.3% had a bachelor’s degree, 15.1% had an associate degree,
24.3% were high school graduates, and 0.8% had not completed high school.

The study materials, including the data collection procedure and survey questionnaire,
underwent review by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the first author’s institution
and were determined to be exempt from further IRB review.

5. Analysis and Results
5.1. Measurement Validity and Reliability

In order to assess the construct validity of the measures, we conducted a PCA with
Varimax rotation in SPSS 28. As expected, eight factors were extracted, explaining 76.34% of
the variance in the items. The results demonstrated that all the items loaded on their focal
constructs (loadings > 0.7), with the exception of one of the conscientiousness items (CON2),
which was removed from the final factor structure presented in Appendix A (Table A2).
Also, the loading of one of the agreeableness items (AGR2) was 0.698, which was very close
to 0.7; thus, we decided to keep that item in the factor structure.

Next, we calculated the inter-construct correlations, as well as average variance ex-
tracted (AVE) and its square root for each construct. As presented in Appendix A (Table A3),
the square roots of AVEs are all greater than 0.5, which suggest that each construct explains
at least 50% of the variance in the corresponding items [156,157]. Furthermore, the square
root of AVE for each construct is greater than the correlation between that construct and
all other constructs. Therefore, both discriminant validity and convergent validity were
ensured and our measures were shown to be psychometrically appropriate. We also used
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and composite reliability scores to examine the reliability
of the measurement scales. The results showed that the reliability scores exceeded the
threshold of 0.7 [150], indicating that the scales are adequately reliable (Table A3). The
only exception was agreeableness with Cronbach’s alpha = 0.655. Nonetheless, because the
composite reliability score for that scale was 0.722 and the three items measuring agreeable-
ness were theoretically relevant and extensively validated in prior studies, and given that
removing each of the three items did not significantly improve the scale’s reliability, we
decided to retain all those items to measure that construct.

To examine and address the potential issue of common method bias, we conducted
Harman’s single-factor test by loading all the measurement items into an unrotated factor
to “determine whether the majority of the variance can be explained by one general
factor” [158]. The results showed that a single factor would explain only 20.54% of the
variance in the measurement items, suggesting that common method bias was not likely an
issue in the dataset.
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5.2. Hypothesis Testing

To test the hypotheses, we conducted two separate hierarchical linear regression
models, each focusing on one of the two dependent variables (Table 2). The first model
(i.e., Model 1) focused on online review use and intended to test the main and moderating
effects corresponding to H1–H5 and H11a–H11e. As presented in Table 2 the hierarchical
process involved entering the variables into the model in three steps. In the first step
(i.e., Model 1a), only the control variables, including age, gender, and education, were used
as predictor variables. We found that females and younger respondents were significantly
more likely to use online reviews, whereas education did not show a significant relationship
with online review use. In the second step (i.e., Model 1b), the five personality variables were
added to the model as predictors. The results showed that openness and conscientiousness
positively influenced online review use, supporting H3 and H4. However, propensity to trust,
extraversion, and neuroticism were not significantly associated with online review use, sug-
gesting that H1, H2, and H5 were not supported. In the third step (i.e., Model 1c), the
interaction terms were added to the model to test the moderating effects of gender on the
relationships between personality characteristics and online review use. Our results showed
that the F-value of the model did not change significantly at a p-value < 0.05 between
Model 1b and Model 1c, indicating that overall, gender did not have a significant moderat-
ing impact on the relationships between personality characteristics and online review use.
Consistent with this result, none of the coefficients associated with the moderating effects
of gender in Model 1c were statistically significant at a p-value < 0.05. Thus, H11a–H11e
were not supported.

Table 2. Results of Regression Analysis: H1–H5 and H11a–H11e.

Step 1
(Model 1a)

Step 2
(Model 1b)

Step 3
(Model 1c)

(Constant) 5.324 ***
(0.180)

3.788 ***
(0.402)

2.860 ***
(0.715)

Gender (male = 0, female = 1) 0.329 ***
(0.084)

0.291 ***
(0.087)

0.296 ***
(0.090)

Age −0.008 *
(0.003)

−0.009 **
(0.003)

−0.010 **
(0.003)

Education 0.003
(0.034)

0.000
(0.034)

0.009
(0.034)

Trust Propensity (H1) −0.001
(0.030)

0.035
(0.055)

Extraversion (H2) 0.041
(0.027)

−0.013
(0.051)

Openness (H3) 0.106 **
(0.038)

0.232 **
(0.075)

Conscientiousness (H4) 0.138 **
(0.044)

0.183 *
(0.083)

Neuroticism (H5) 0.021
(0.027)

0.033
(0.053)

Gender × Trust Propensity (H11a) −0.048
(0.065)

Gender × Extraversion (H11b) 0.074
(0.061)

Gender × Openness (H11c) −0.169 +

(0.087)
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Table 2. Cont.

Step 1
(Model 1a)

Step 2
(Model 1b)

Step 3
(Model 1c)

Gender × Conscientiousness (H11d) −0.070
(0.098)

Gender × Neuroticism (H11e) −0.015
(0.062)

R2 0.025 0.058 0.065

∆R2 0.025 0.033 0.007

∆F 6.870 *** 5.532 *** 1.197
Notes: Dependent variable: Online review use. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *** p < 0.001,
** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1.

We conducted a similar hierarchical multiple regression model with online review writing
as a dependent variable (i.e., Model 2) to test the main and moderating effects of the vari-
ables associated with H6–H10 and H12a–H12e. As presented in Table 3, the results of
the first step (i.e., Model 2a) showed no significant relationships between the control
variables, namely gender, age, and education, and online review writing. The results of
the second step (i.e., Model 2b) demonstrated that extraversion and openness positively
influenced online review writing, supporting H6 and H7. However, the hypothesized ef-
fects of conscientiousness (H8), neuroticism (H9), and agreeableness (H10) were not supported.
The results of the third step (i.e., Model 2c) indicated that gender moderated the impacts
of extraversion, openness, and agreeableness on online review writing, whereas gender did
not moderate the effects of the other two personality traits, namely conscientiousness and
neuroticism, on online review writing. More specifically, we found that the positive effect of
extraversion on online review writing was stronger for males than females. Openness showed
a significant and positive impact on online review writing for females but not for males.
Moreover, while agreeableness significantly and positively influenced online review writing
for males, this effect was not significant for females. These moderating effects were also
plotted using an interaction software package as presented in Figures 2–4. In summary,
H12a, H12b, and H12e were supported, whereas H12c and H12d were not supported.

Table 3. Results of Regression Analysis: H6–H10 and H12a–H12e.

Step 1
(Model 2a)

Step 2
(Model 2b)

Step 3
(Model 2c)

(Constant) 2.693 ***
(0.205)

1.281 **
(0.446)

1.355 +

(0.758)

Gender (male = 0, female = 1) 0.018
(0.096)

−0.006
(0.096)

−0.055
(0.097)

Age 0.005
(0.004)

0.002
(0.004)

0.002
(0.004)

Education −0.058
(0.039)

−0.066 +

(0.038)
−0.088 *
(0.038)

Extraversion (H6) 0.195 ***
(0.030)

0.308 ***
(0.055)

Openness (H7) 0.115 **
(0.042)

−0.075
(0.083)

Conscientiousness (H8) 0.007
(0.050)

−0.102
(0.092)
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Table 3. Cont.

Step 1
(Model 2a)

Step 2
(Model 2b)

Step 3
(Model 2c)

Neuroticism (H9) −0.020
(0.030)

0.044
(0.056)

Agreeableness (H10) 0.043
(0.044)

0.234 **
(0.083)

Gender × Extraversion (H12a) −0.155 *
(0.065)

Gender × Openness (H12b) 0.243 *
(0.096)

Gender × Conscientiousness (H12c) 0.160
(0.109)

Gender × Neuroticism (H12d) −0.089
(0.066)

Gender × Agreeableness (H12e) −0.261 **
(0.098)

R2 0.004 0.092 0.112

∆R2 0.004 0.087 0.021

∆F 1.189 15.120 *** 3.665 **
Notes: Dependent variable: Online review writing. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *** p < 0.001,
** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.1.
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of gender on the relationship between extraversion and online review writing.
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review writing.

Finally, we calculated and used variance inflation factors (VIFs) to examine the poten-
tial issue of multicollinearity between variables in Model 1 and Model 2. We found that
none of the VIFs were greater than the threshold of 10 [159], indicating that no significant
multicollinearity existed in the models.

6. Theoretical Contributions

The literature on online review use and writing is fragmented across different dimen-
sions, such as cognitive, emotional, and behavioral aspects [160–162]. Prior studies have
identified personality traits as important factors influencing the motivation to use or write
online reviews in specific contexts [10,163]. However, there is a need to conceptualize and
examine these constructs as distinct characteristics related to the general extent of online
review use and writing [14,15]. This study fills this gap by developing comprehensive
constructs and measurement scales for online review use and writing. Additionally, in this
study, we empirically investigated the role of the Big Five personality traits and propensity
to trust in online review use and writing.

The findings reveal that the propensity to trust does not significantly impact online review
use, contrasting with previous studies suggesting a positive influence. Shaheen et al. [25] and
Thakur [162] found that propensity to trust positively influences the adoption of e-commerce
reviews as well as customer engagement with certain e-commerce websites and on specific
mobile device platforms. Therefore, our study showed that when we examine the effects
of propensity to trust on online review use as a general construct, propensity to trust
does not significantly impact online review use. Our findings also revealed that while
extraversion increases online review writing, consistent with prior research, it had no
impact on online review use [15,103]. Rollero et al. [77] and Gil de Zúñiga [76] found that
information-seeking, especially on SNSs, is positively impacted by extraversion, whereas
Camilleri [20] found that extraversion increases the frequency of online review use in a
shopping decision-making context. This suggests that while extraverts engage in online
reviews and seek information in specific contexts, their attraction to online reviews may
vary depending on the setting, such as products, services, or social media.

Similarly, conscientiousness influenced online review use, supporting prior research.
However, conscientiousness did not play a significant role in online review writing, unlike
previous studies, emphasizing its motivational effect. Our results are in contrast to those
of Picazo-Vela et al. [50] who measured intention to write online reviews and Yoo and
Gretzel [109] who showed that conscientious individuals are motivated to write online
reviews in travel-related media. Two plausible explanations for the non-significant effect of
conscientiousness in our study are (1) the context-free measurement of actual online review
writing behavior and (2) the tendency of conscientious individuals to prioritize tasks over
interpersonal relationships, perceiving writing online reviews as unproductive [88,89].
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Furthermore, this study diverges from the existing literature by finding that indi-
viduals with neuroticism, who typically exhibit emotional instability and intolerance for
uncertainty, are less likely to write online reviews. This contradicts previous findings
suggesting a higher likelihood of health-related information-seeking and venting negative
experiences through online reviews among individuals with neuroticism [50,93]. Our
results are different and a plausible explanation may be that individuals with neuroticism
may spend more time online for specific topics to seek information and social support,
leading to a focus on venting negative experiences in their online reviews [14,45,50,95].

Regarding agreeableness, a trait associated with cooperation and belongingness, pre-
vious studies have shown its positive impact on information sharing and self-expression in
social media. However, this study revealed that agreeableness did not significantly influ-
ence online review writing in a context-free setting, suggesting that agreeable individuals
may not necessarily share their experiences across all situations and domains [97,164,165].

Overall, this study highlights the significantly positive effects of openness, consci-
entiousness, and extraversion on online review use, supporting existing research and
underscoring the importance of fulfilling information needs and seeking social approval
and acceptance. These personality traits are associated with a tendency to interact, share,
and seek validation offline and online, making online review use and writing a suitable
medium for building relationships and expressing opinions. The findings contribute to
the current understanding of the impact of the Big Five personality traits on consumers’
online behavior.

Additionally, our findings enhance the understanding of gender differences in online
review use and writing. While the previous literature has primarily focused on the direct
impact of gender, this study explored the moderating role of gender in the relationships
between personality traits and online review behaviors [14,15,17,166]. The results indicated
a distinction between females and males in their tendencies toward writing online reviews,
particularly among those with higher levels of extraversion, openness, and agreeableness.
The literature suggests that extraverted females prefer interpersonal relationships, while
extraverted males tend to share information online to assert dominance and challenge
others [134,167,168]. This study confirmed that extraversion has a stronger effect on writing
reviews for males than females, potentially due to males being more influenced by their
egos and experiencing higher subjective well-being through leaving online reviews [169].
Moreover, openness to experience has a greater impact on online review writing for females
than males, which is consistent with previous research indicating females’ compassion, par-
ticipation in online support groups, and empowerment of others in health- or travel-related
topics [136,137]. Contrary to previous research, this study showed that agreeableness has a
stronger impact on online review writing for males than females. The changing boundaries
of traditional gender roles and fluid social norms may have influenced males’ cooperative
behaviors, making agreeableness more significant [145,146,148]. Thus, this study provides
a contemporary perspective on the differential impacts of agreeableness on the willingness
to write online reviews between male and female users. Notably, while gender directly
impacts online review use, it does not significantly moderate the relationship between
personality characteristics, including the propensity to trust, and online review use. This
suggests that personality characteristics exert a similar influence on both males’ and females’
tendencies to read online reviews [116].

Our study collectively offers a comprehensive and contemporary view on online
review use and writing and suggests that gender’s direct effect does not automatically
translate to a moderating effect between the personality traits and online review use and
writing. The importance of this research is that it is the first to empirically validate the
connections between personality traits and online review outcomes in a general context,
considering the moderating role of gender. This study fills a crucial gap in the literature
and contributes to a deeper understanding of how personality traits and gender intersect
with online review behaviors.
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7. Practical Implications

This study offers practical insights for online review platforms, suggesting how plat-
form providers can leverage users’ personality traits to enhance engagement in online
review use and writing.

For users high in openness, platform providers can capitalize on their willingness
to write and use online reviews, particularly among females. For example, gamification
techniques can make the review process more enjoyable and entertaining for open users.
This approach can include interactive elements and novel approaches that bring a fun and
engaging twist to the traditional online review experience. Such strategies can be especially
effective for products and services targeted toward females.

To engage extravert users, platform providers can offer opportunities to earn statuses
or badges based on their reviews and allow readers to rate specific aspects of the reviews.
These interactive features align with the competitive and socially oriented characteristics of
extraverts. Allowing comments on reviews and enabling reviewers to respond can mimic
the social interaction preferred by extraverts. It is recommended to focus on providing
interactive reviews for products and services more likely to be used or purchased by male
users, as their review writing tends to be more influenced by extraversion.

The positive relationship between conscientiousness and online review use suggests
that conscientious customers carefully consider others’ insights before making purchasing
decisions. Customizable displays of review scores in a structured, dashboard-like format
can benefit conscientious users. Although our study found that conscientiousness did not
significantly influence online review writing, encouraging conscientious customers to leave
reviews by emphasizing that reviews are part of the overall shopping experience could be
beneficial. Including reminders at the checkout stage can also tap into their organized and
task-oriented personalities.

Highly agreeable users, particularly males, seek acceptance from others and appreciate
opportunities to share detailed experiences. As such, platform providers can enhance
engagement for highly agreeable users, especially males, by enabling them to respond
to questions related to their reviews or the products and services they reviewed, thereby
fulfilling their desire for acceptance and helpfulness. Notifications for relevant questions
can also prompt them to provide direct answers and feel more engaged in their reviews.

In summary, the results of our study and the suggested practical implications pro-
vide an opportunity for user experience designers and platform providers to better meet
the unique preferences of users based on their personality traits. By tailoring platform
features to accommodate diverse user preferences and communication styles, companies
can promote fairness and accessibility in online review platforms and enhance trust and
integrity within the review ecosystem. From a highly structured, dashboard-like overview
of existing reviews to an innovative gamified online review writing experience can greatly
amplify the value online reviews can provide to both customers and brands.

8. Limitations and Future Research

This study has a few limitations. First, our sample was recruited through MTurk,
which may introduce certain biases and limit the generalizability of our findings. Although
we implemented various quality assurance measures [151], such as attention check ques-
tions and randomization techniques, the use of an MTurk sample might introduce biases
and limit the generalizability of our findings. Future research should aim to replicate our
study using diverse samples from different sources to validate and potentially extend
our results. Using samples outside of the US can also extend the generalizability and
reliability of our findings. Second, relying on self-reported responses can be subject to
response biases, potentially inflating the observed correlations between the variables under
investigation [170]. Future studies could consider using more indirect measures and tech-
niques to assess personality traits, reducing the potential impact of self-report biases on the
results. Furthermore, examining variations in customer experiences, such as differentiating
between reviews for higher-end and lower-end products or services, could offer valuable
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insights into online review behaviors. Additionally, considering situational factors, such as
the occasion of the reviewed product/service (e.g., personal use, business use, gift) and
the frequency of purchase/use (first-time, one-time, repeated), could further enhance our
understanding of the phenomenon. Moreover, future research could explore how specific
platform characteristics appeal to individuals with different personality traits. With the
rise in influencer-promoted goods and services, examining how personality traits influence
user preferences regarding different types of reviews would be beneficial, considering
the blurred line between paid promotions and unbiased product reviews. Furthermore,
as online platforms and social media continue to evolve rapidly, future research could
explore the impact of emerging technologies, such as AI recommendation and generative
AI tools, on the relationship between personality traits, gender, and online review behavior.
Investigating how AI algorithms influence the perception and interpretation of online
reviews based on user characteristics could provide valuable insights into the changing
dynamics of eWOM. Finally, our study focused solely on personality traits, gender, and
behavioral outcomes, neglecting cognitive, emotional, and affective aspects of online review
use and writing [171]. Future studies could incorporate these dimensions to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the topic.

9. Conclusions

This study made significant contributions to the online review domain by developing
and validating two overarching constructs for online review use and writing, which can
be applied across different contexts and platforms. Through empirical measurements,
we examined the influence of the Big Five personality traits and propensity to trust on
these online review behaviors. Additionally, we explored how gender moderates the
relationships between personality traits and online review writing. Our findings emphasize
the significance of considering consumers’ personality traits, as they substantially impact
their engagement in online review use and writing. Furthermore, we found that gender
plays an influential role in shaping the relationships between extraversion, openness,
agreeableness, and online review writing. By considering these factors, businesses and
online platforms can better engage users and optimize their online review experiences,
ultimately enhancing the value and impact of online reviews in decision-making processes
and outcomes.
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Appendix A. Measures, Loadings, and Psychometric Characteristics

Table A1. Measurement Items.

Constructs Items References

Online Review
Use

ORU1: When deciding on purchasing different products, I ________ use
online reviews. (Never/Always)
ORU2: When deciding on which restaurant to go to, I _______ use online
reviews. (Never/Always)
ORU3: When deciding on which hotel to stay at, I _______ use online
reviews. (Never/Always)
ORU4: When deciding on which places to visit, I _______ use online
reviews. (Never/Always)

New items (developed for
this study)

Online Review
Writing

ORW1: I ______ post online reviews about my restaurant experiences.
(Never/Very frequently)
ORW2: I ______ post online reviews about my hotel experiences after I stay
at a hotel. (Never/Very frequently)
ORW3: I ________ post online reviews about different products that I buy.
(Never/Very frequently)
ORW4: I ________ post online reviews about different places that I visit.
(Never/Very frequently)

New items (developed for
this study)

Trust Propensity

TRU1: It is generally easy for me to trust a person/thing. (Strongly
disagree/Strongly agree)
TRU2: My tendency to trust a person/thing is high. (Strongly
disagree/Strongly agree)
TRU3: I tend to trust a person/thing, even though I have little knowledge
of it. (Strongly disagree/Strongly agree)
TRU4: Trusting someone or something is not difficult. (Strongly
disagree/Strongly agree)

Lee and Turban [172]

Personality Traits

I see myself as someone who (Strongly disagree/Strongly agree)
NEU1: ----- Worries a lot.
NEU2: ----- Gets nervous easily.
NEU3: ----- Remains calm in tense situations. (R)
EXT1: ----- Is talkative.
EXT2: ----- Is outgoing, sociable.
EXT3: ----- Is reserved, quiet. (R)
OPE1: ----- Is original, comes up with new ideas.
OPE2: ----- Values artistic, aesthetic experiences.
OPE3: ----- Has an active imagination.
AGR1: ----- Is sometimes rude to others. (R)
AGR2: ----- Has a forgiving nature.
AGR3: ----- Is considerate and kind to almost everyone.
CON1: ----- Does a thorough job.
CON2: ----- Tends to be lazy. (R)
CON3: ----- Does things efficiently.

Lang et al. [173]

Notes—(R): Reverse-coded; item CON2 was removed from the final factor structure as it did not load on its focal
construct.

Table A2. Factor Loadings (Main Study).

Latent Construct Item
Components

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Online Review Use

ORU1 0.000 0.064 0.772 −0.019 0.078 0.072 0.084 0.057

ORU2 0.004 0.198 0.810 0.040 −0.009 0.025 −0.015 0.000

ORU3 −0.020 0.096 0.811 0.007 −0.008 0.037 0.094 0.046

ORU4 0.006 0.148 0.866 0.047 0.014 0.008 0.030 0.022
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Table A2. Cont.

Latent Construct Item
Components

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Online Review Writing

ORW1 0.016 0.896 0.165 0.099 −0.041 0.001 0.004 −0.008

ORW2 0.011 0.888 0.136 0.077 −0.071 0.063 0.034 0.013

ORW3 −0.002 0.849 0.102 0.046 0.009 0.061 0.068 0.022

ORW4 0.030 0.901 0.140 0.144 −0.053 0.051 0.009 0.022

Trust Propensity

TRU1 0.909 0.016 −0.011 0.117 −0.080 0.014 0.135 0.025

TRU2 0.931 0.045 −0.006 0.106 −0.077 0.002 0.128 0.027

TRU3 0.895 0.041 0.001 0.057 −0.025 −0.013 0.059 −0.017

TRU4 0.758 −0.056 −0.002 0.116 −0.216 −0.046 0.176 −0.050

Neuroticism

NEU1 −0.125 −0.051 0.045 −0.096 0.900 0.035 −0.075 −0.036

NEU2 −0.104 −0.055 0.060 −0.184 0.899 0.013 −0.077 −0.057

NEU3 0.121 0.037 0.018 0.075 −0.740 0.166 0.078 0.187

Extraversion

EXT1 0.141 0.101 0.051 0.877 −0.045 0.155 0.029 0.022

EXT2 0.181 0.173 0.051 0.852 −0.197 0.131 0.076 0.055

EXT3 −0.069 −0.093 0.020 −0.879 0.135 0.015 −0.021 0.028

Openness

OPE1 0.025 0.126 0.021 0.135 −0.162 0.772 0.007 0.203

OPE2 0.001 0.067 0.097 0.006 0.018 0.833 0.088 0.013

OPE3 −0.057 −0.024 0.016 0.099 0.016 0.838 0.058 0.017

Agreeableness

AGR1 −0.066 −0.022 −0.056 −0.058 0.117 0.123 −0.741 −0.169

AGR2 0.284 0.060 0.072 −0.008 −0.107 0.190 0.698 −0.068

AGR3 0.184 0.038 0.090 0.066 −0.009 0.173 0.778 0.248

Conscientiousness
CON1 −0.044 0.020 0.018 −0.002 −0.104 0.091 0.213 0.849

CON3 0.017 0.015 0.098 0.030 −0.140 0.100 0.086 0.864

Notes: The underlined values are the loadings on the focal constructs. Extraction Method: Principal Component
Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in six iterations.

Table A3. Reliability Score, AVEs, and Inter-construct Correlations.

Construct CA CR AVE (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Online Review Use (1) 0.846 0.855 0.665 0.815

Online Review Writing (2) 0.923 0.942 0.781 0.307 *** 0.884

Trust Propensity (3) 0.918 0.934 0.767 0.002 0.049 0.876

Neuroticism (4) 0.852 0.903 0.722 0.035 −0.113 *** −0.261*** 0.850

Extraversion (5) 0.887 0.927 0.756 0.078 * 0.249 *** 0.267*** −0.302 *** 0.869

Openness (6) 0.784 0.855 0.664 0.113 *** 0.135 *** 0.007 −0.104 ** 0.204 *** 0.815

Agreeableness (7) 0.665 0.727 0.547 0.156 *** 0.109 *** 0.361*** 0.235 *** 0.156 *** 0.170 *** 0.740

Conscientiousness (8) 0.749 0.912 0.734 0.112 *** 0.061 0.019 0.242 *** 0.074 * 0.211 *** 0.319 *** 0.857

Notes: Cronbach’s Alpha = CA; Composite Reliability = CR; Average Variance Extracted: AVE. The diagonal
elements, underlined and in bold font, represent the square roots of the AVEs. The off-diagonal numbers represent
Pearson correlation coefficients between the constructs. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.
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