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Abstract:  
 
Consumers are often exposed to misleading information that is contradictory to their 
consumption experiences. Furthermore, exposure to misleading information can alter 
consumers’ recollections of the experience. Misleading information can be seen in the 
form of fake online reviews, a phenomenon closely related to fake news and opinion 
fraud in general. Although consumers usually seek online reviews before a purchase 
decision, there are cases when consumers seek information after the experience, for 
instance, if they want to reassure themselves after a purchase decision or intend to 
purchase similar product or experience. While consumers trust online reviews, it is 
evident that a high proportion of online reviews are fake. Furthermore, online reviews 
are being increasingly posted in alternative formats, one being video. 
  
Thus, this study aims to find out if the presentation format of a fake online review 
makes the information more harmful to consumers’ memories. More specifically, if the 
format of the fake online review affects the formation of false memories. Furthermore, 
this study investigates possible factors that could explain the relationship between 
false memory and presentation format. It is also proposed that similar factors affecting 
the formation of false memories also make consumers more willing to share these fake 
online reviews. 
  
This study employs an experimental design to meet the objective. Participants of the 
study are sampled from the Metallica concert that took place on July 16, 2019, in 
Hämeenlinna, Finland. Thus, all the participants have experienced the same event. 
Participants are exposed to a fake online review about the concert, after which the 
formation of false memory, along with online review perception and other variables 
are measured using a survey. Finally, a group comparison is performed to assess the 
effect of presentation format on both false memory and WOM intention. Also, multiple 
regression analysis is performed for understanding the possible mediation effect of 
online review perception. 
  
Based on the empirical findings, presentation format did not cause a significant effect 
on false memory, nor WOM intention. Thus, this study concludes that fake online 
reviews in video format are not more harmful to consumers’ memories than fake 
online reviews in text format. Despite that, this study found that online review 
perception predicts both false memory and WOM intention. This implies that similar 
factors make fake online reviews more harmful to consumers’ memory and also 
increase consumers’ willingness to share these reviews. Hence, also propagating the 
misinformation. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Consumers are often exposed to misleading information that is contradictory to their 

consumption experiences. This information can be seen while answering surveys, 

participating in online discussions or visiting social networking sites (Lakshmanan & 

Krishnan, 2009). One form of false information is incorrect or even fake online reviews. 

While Montgomery and Rajagopal (2018) argue that online reviews have become an 

important and trusted source of information for consumers, it is also estimated that 1-

16% of online reviews are fake. 

Consumers usually seek online reviews before purchase to find unbiased information, 

and to speed up the information search. Despite the tendency to use online reviews 

before the purchase decision, there are motives for seeking this information also after 

the purchase. For instance, Braun-LaTour, Grinley & Loftus (2006) posits that tourists 

seek as much information on the destination they plan to visit for the first time, as they 

do when visiting the same destination again. Consumers may also seek out unbiased 

opinions to relieve their uncertainty of purchase decisions and to vindicate their choice 

(Hennig-Thurau & Walsh, 2003). 

The reconstructive nature of human memory implies that consumers may recreate past 

experiences from both experienced memories and information from other sources 

(Lakshmanan & Krishnan, 2009). Post-experience information has the potential to 

infuse misleading information to consumption memories. That is if source monitoring 

fails and consumer misattributes this information to personal experience (Lindsay & 

Johnson, 2000). Thus, it is suggested that reading online reviews that are contradictory 

to direct experiences or include misleading information may change the memories of 

past experiences (Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018).  

Memory distortion is especially likely when complex events are experienced, which are 

richer in detail, thus creating opportunities for post-experience information to infiltrate 

the memory (Loftus, 1975). Therefore, experience products, such as a concert creates a 

fruitful setting for studying how fake online reviews can influence consumption 

memories. Thus, the chosen context for this study is the Metallica concert on July 16, 

2019, in Hämeenlinna, Finland. 

An increasing amount of online reviews are posted in video format, instead of more 

traditional text format (Xu, Chen & Santhanam, 2015). Furthermore, as proposed in both 

electronic word of mouth (eWOM) and false memory literature presentation format may 
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influence the information adoption and formation of false memories (Braun-LaTour, 

LaTour, Pickrell and Loftus, 2004; Lin, Lu & Wu, 2012; Xu et al. 2015). This makes the 

presentation format an interesting factor to be studied in the context of fake online 

reviews. 

In addition to presentation format, eWOM and false memory literature give some 

indication that other similar factors could influence both adoption of online reviews and 

the formation of false memories. This study tries to further investigate how presentation 

format and eWOM antecedents influence the formation of false memories. Furthermore, 

this study aims to better understand how misleading information in online reviews 

influences consumers’ memories and how memory distortion and review characteristics 

translate into WOM intentions. Moreover, advancing the understanding of how fake 

online reviews potentially change consumers’ experiences and how fake online reviews 

propagate misinformation through word of mouth (WOM), is valuable for both 

academics and policymakers. 

1.1 Research problem 

It is shown that post-experience information can distort the memories of consumption 

experience (Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). A limited amount of research has been 

conducted on false memories in the context of online reviews (Montgomery & Rajagopal, 

2018). As suggested by Montgomery and Rajagopal (2018), reading misleading online 

reviews could make consumers remember events that did not occur or did occur 

differently. Therefore, we need a better understanding of how exposure to post-

experience information, in this case, online reviews, can change the memories of the 

experience.  

Previously, consumers have been exposed to post-experience information mainly by 

advertisers. However, due to the raise of e-commerce and the increasing number of 

online consumer reviews, the balance has shifted. Furthermore, consumers are finding 

product information provided by other consumers more reliable than traditional 

advertisement and product information provided by vendors (Hu, Bose, Koh & Liu, 

2012). Despite the high levels of consumer trust in online reviews, there is evidence that 

even one out of five online reviews on popular review site Yelp is fraudulent (Luca & 

Zervas, 2016). Therefore, raising the question of whether fake online reviews can create 

false memories and what are the antecedence of false memories in the context of eWOM. 
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Xu et al. (2015) have noted the increase in consumer reviews posted in video format, 

while the text has been traditionally the dominant format. Both, eWOM and false 

memory research, have attended to the issue of presentation format, but to this date still, 

a limited amount of research acknowledges presentation format as an important factor 

(see Braun-LaTour et al. 2004 & King, Racherla & Bush, 2014). In this vain, Braun-

LaTour et al. (2004) has urged researchers to expand the format issue beyond 

advertisement (more specific ad copy). Thus, it would be relevant to include presentation 

format into the investigation and the comparison of text and video formats is justified. 

Furthermore, eWOM literature suggests that the presentation format of online review 

affects how consumers perceive certain antecedents of eWOM message. These 

antecedents have been shown to influence consumer behavioral intentions (e.g. purchase 

intention & WOM intentions) (Lin et al. 2012; Xu et al. 2015; Teng, Khong, Goh & Chong, 

2014). Moreover, false memory literature has found similar factors to influence the 

formation of false memories (see Braun et al. 2006). For example, the perceived 

credibility of the source and familiarity and plausibility of the information have been 

shown to influence the formation of false memories (Lampinen & Smith, 1995; Pezdek, 

Finger & Hodge, 1997; Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). Therefore, to better understand how 

the presentation format of fake online reviews affects the formation of false memory and 

the propagation of misinformation, this study investigates the relationship between 

presentation format and false memories and WOM intention. 

As pointed out by Braun-LaTour et al. (2004) most of the false memory research in 

marketing domain has targeted childhood experiences (e.g. Disney/Bugs experiments) 

and therefore research conducted in different moments of consumers’ lives is motivated. 

Therefore, it would be valuable to study whether more recent experiences are equally 

susceptible to memory distortions (e.g. a concert). Furthermore, choosing an experience 

over another type of product is justified due to the complexity of details that are 

associated with the consumption of experiences. Moreover, this means that the Metallica 

concert will be both, the source of the original memory and the subject of the fake online 

review. Furthermore, to study memory distortion, the fake online review must include 

misinformation, which in this case is a song (Ride the Lightning) that was not performed 

in the concert. 
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1.2 Aim of the study 

The aim of this study is to find out how the presentation format of a fake online review 

affects the formation of false memories and how the misinformation propagates through 

eWOM. More specifically, this study investigates possible factors that could explain the 

relationship between false memories and presentation format. Furthermore, this study 

investigates if similar factors affecting consumers’ memory also make consumers more 

willing to share these fake online reviews. 

Based on previous literature the following research questions were formulated: 

RQ 1. How does the presentation format of a fake online review affect the formation of 

false memories of past consumption experience? 

RQ 2. What are the online review characteristics influencing the relationship between 

presentation format and the formation of false memories? 

RQ 3. What are the factors influencing consumers' intention to share the fake online 

review? 

1.3 Delimitations 

This study comes with few delimitations. First of all, the sample is limited to Finland, 

although there is no evidence that false memory as a psychological phenomenon would 

be different in another geographical or cultural context. The target population consists 

of participants of a certain type of event (Heavy metal concert) which may affect the 

generalizability of the results, although the target population (55 000 concert attendees) 

represents nearly one percent of the Finnish population. Therefore, it could be argued 

that the sample can be rather heterogeneous. Second, only two presentation formats are 

considered in this study, excluding some previously studied combinations, such as 

textual with pictures. This choice was made in order to keep sample size realistic, 

knowing that sampling participants from a particular event might prove difficult. Third, 

the scope of this study is limited to experience, excluding another type of products and 

consumption. As mentioned by Xu et al. (2015) consumers’ information seeking and 

learning in the online environment differs between product types. There are also 

different types of online reviews depending on the site, hence results cannot be 

generalized to all different types of review sites nor review types. 
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1.4 Key concepts 

False memories are memories that never happened or happened differently from what 

is recalled (Roediger & McDermott, 1995). False memories can be formed when exposed 

to misleading post-experience information and that information becomes incorporated 

into their recollection (Loftus & Pickrell, 1995). Consumers rely on their memories of 

direct experiences when they make purchase decisions. Thus, it is possible for marketers 

to reshape consumers’ memories to their advantage (Braun, 1999). 

Presentation format refers to the way of presenting information for consumers 

(Unnava, Burnkrant & Erevelles, 1994), also referred to as information modality in this 

study. Typical presentation formats used in marketing are text, pictures, audio, and video 

or a combination of two or more formats. It is suggested that each format has unique 

characteristics that are encoded differently while processing the information (Unnava et 

al. 1994). Thus, the information presented in certain formats can be considered more 

memorable (Sundar, 2000). 

Post-experience information refers to the information that the consumer is exposed 

to after experiencing the product. In marketing communications, post-experience 

information is used when referencing consumers' past experiences (i.e. to create 

nostalgia for a product) (Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). It is shown that post-experience 

information can distort how the consumer remembers the experience (Braun, 1999). 

Furthermore, misleading post-experience information can even shape bad consumption 

experiences better (Braun, Ellis & Loftus, 2002). 

Fake online review is a consumer review of a product or a service that includes 

misinformation. Fake online reviews can be posted either by consumers, the company 

itself or competitor for a purpose of either enhancing or discrediting the product or a 

brand (Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018). Online reviews have become a trusted source 

of information for consumers (Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018). Thus, marketers have 

become tempted to leverage consumers’ trust and started to generate fake online reviews 

(Malbon, 2013).  

1.5 Structure of the study 

This study is structured in the following manner. First, the theoretical framework for this 

study is developed, including discussion on a post-experience advertisement, false 

memories, and presentation format. Based on the theoretical framework, hypotheses are 
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developed. Then comes the methodology section, which explains the data collection and 

analysis process, followed by empirical findings. The study concludes by discussing 

results and both theoretical and practical implications discovered limitations and 

relevant suggestions for future research. 
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In the following chapter, the broader theoretical framework for this study will be 

developed. The theoretical framework lends heavily from cognitive psychology literature 

in order to understand how misinformation in online reviews affects consumers’ 

memory. Distinct research areas will be discussed in the following sequence. First, the 

concept of electronic word of mouth is introduced, and the state of current research will 

be discussed. Second, the evolution of false memory research will be introduced and 

discussed in terms of post-experience information starting from early experiments on 

eyewitness testimonies and moving on to post-experience advertisement and finally to 

word of mouth. Third, research around presentation format will be discussed in relation 

to memory. Finally, these three parts will be bridged together and the research model for 

this study will be developed. 

2.1 Electronic word of mouth 

In marketing word of mouth (WOM) is an act of providing information about products, 

services or companies from consumer to consumer. According to Rosario et al. (2016), 

such information provided through (e.g., reviews, tweets, blog posts, likes, pins, images, 

video testimonials) is called electronic word of mouth (eWOM). Electronic word of 

mouth (eWOM) is considered as one of the most significant developments of 

contemporary consumer behavior. 

Electronic word of mouth (eWOM), among that online reviews, has become a trusted 

source of information for consumers. Moreover, consumers are not anymore solely 

reliant on product information provided by vendors (Hu et al. 2012). Reimer & 

Benkenstein (2018) argue that eWOM also represents a highly important 

communication for companies, in terms of influencing consumer behavior. Given this, 

companies are getting interested in proactively managing this form of the consumer to 

consumer communication and to exploit the credibility and wide distribution of eWOM. 

Furthermore, eWOM is considered a low-cost alternative for traditional marketing 

actions (Reimer & Benkenstein, 2018). Despite the opportunities, eWOM presents to 

companies, it is evident that also misinformation is distributed through eWOM. 

2.1.1 Online reviews 

Electronic word of mouth can take many forms, but arguably online reviews being one 

of the most impactful (Tsao & Hsieh, 2015). Online reviews can be generally divided into 
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two types: informative reviews and recommendations. Informative reviews offer product 

information from the user perspective, whereas recommendations provide evaluations 

of the product and reasoning why consumers should or should not purchase the product 

(Tsao & Hsieh, 2015). Research on online reviews has generated a great deal of interest 

and has two main streams of research, one studying market-level outcomes and the other 

focusing on individual-level outcomes. Both streams of research will be discussed briefly 

in order to demonstrate the effects on the market and individual level. 

Research on market-level outcomes investigates how online review characteristics can 

affect product sales, revenues or product strategies (Zhang, Zhao, Cheung & Lee 2014). 

For example, Duan, Gu & Whinston (2008) concluded that online reviews drive movie 

ticket sales, but interestingly it was not the ratings, but the volume of online reviews that 

drove sales. Furthermore, Cui, Lui and Guo (2012) derived to a similar conclusion of 

review volumes being an important determinant of new product sales especially for 

experience products, which indicates that the popularity of the product is important at 

the early stages of the product life cycle. Park and Kim (2008) argued that the volume of 

reviews is a more important determinant of purchase intentions for consumers that are 

less familiar with the product or the category. Cui et al. (2012) did also found that valence 

of reviews (ratings) becomes important when it comes to new product sales of search 

products. Although, they found that positive reviews increase new product sales they also 

discovered that the share of negative reviews has a relatively bigger effect on sales than 

the share of positive reviews. Interestingly Teng et al. (2014) concluded that consumers 

tend to trust online reviews more when there are contrasting reviews. 

The market level outcomes can be argued to be less affected by the actual content of the 

review. Thus, it can be concluded that this study has more implications for the research 

on individual-level outcomes, which will be discussed next. 

Research on the individual level investigates online review characteristics that influence 

consumers’ decision making and behavior (Zhang et al. 2014). In relation to the aim of 

the study, it is critical to understand individual-level outcomes, especially what 

influences consumers’ WOM intentions, such as willingness to share online reviews. For 

example, Zhang et al. (2014) and Teng et al. (2014) found argument quality to be an 

important determinant of behavioral intention. Furthermore, they characterize 

argument quality as a representation of information quality and persuasiveness of 

recommendation, both being elements that are usually present in online reviews. They 
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also argue that consumers would devote relatively more cognitive effort in the evaluation 

of the quality of arguments compared to other factors. 

Source credibility on the other hand, as Zhang et al. (2014) posits is a factor, which is 

evaluated based on only a few informational cues without much cognitive effort (Zhang 

et al. 2014). Source credibility is generally comprised of two components: 

trustworthiness and expertise of the reviewer (Lin et al. 2012). These components are 

usually evaluated based on reviewer attributes (Zhang et al. 2014). Lin et al. (2012) add 

that also content cues become important when reading reviews in a more anonymous 

online environment. Zhang et al. (2014) concluded that source credibility influences 

purchase intentions, but Teng et al. (2014) also claims that consumers are more willing 

to share online reviews when they believe the source to be credible. Therefore, source 

credibility, for instance, is an important factor in relation to the aim of this study. 

2.1.2 Fake online reviews 

Fake reviews can be generally categorized into three groups (Ahmed, Traore & Saad, 

2017). First, there are reviews containing misinformation about the product, which aim 

to either discredit or enhance the product. Second, there are reviews that do not include 

product evaluation or information but target the brand. Third, there are nonreviews, that 

are only indirectly related to the product, and cannot be easily identified as reviews. 

Marketers are well aware of the fact that online reviews have become an important source 

of information for consumers. Thus, some of them have become tempted to leverage 

consumers’ trust and generate fake reviews (Malbon, 2013). According to Luca and 

Zervas (2016), nearly 0ne out of five reviews on popular review platform Yelp are 

fraudulent, raising the question of the reliability of online reviews. Furthermore, there 

are cases where businesses have hired people for posting fake reviews on their behalf, for 

example using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk crowdsourcing marketplace (Luca & Zervas, 

2016). Review fraud is a challenge for businesses and consumers alike, but also for 

policymakers. 

Malbon (2013) appeals to policymakers to take fake reviews seriously, because of their 

potential to discredit what consumer reviews have achieved in overcoming information 

asymmetry between online sellers and consumers. Fraudulent online reviews can be 

screened to some extent with algorithms used on online platforms (Luca & Zervas, 2016), 

but detecting misinformation can be more difficult based on review text, even more so 
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when the review is in video format. There yet seems to be no reliable way of recognizing 

fraudulent online reviews (Hu et al. 2012). Furthermore, little is known about how 

misinformation in online reviews affects consumers. 

It is also worth noting that fake reviews are closely related to the phenomenon of fake 

news and the wider phenomenon of opinion fraud. Furthermore, both fake reviews and 

fake news intend to spread misinformation and false beliefs (Ahmed et al. 2017). Opinion 

fraud, including both fake reviews and fake news, is not a new thing (Tandoc, Lim & Ling, 

2017), but especially fake news has gained attention recently due to the U.S. presidential 

elections in 2016 and the alleged fake news campaigns associated to the elections. 

2.2 False memories 

False memory paradigm is used in this study to investigate the effects that fake online 

reviews have on consumers’ memory. Therefore, it is crucial to understand how post-

experience information is stored and retrieved upon recall. This chapter introduces the 

fundamentals of reconstructive memory process and how this process relates to 

consumers’ information processing. 

Memories do not exist in a vacuum but are altered constantly by the information we 

receive after the experience. Exposure to misleading information might result in errors 

in our recollection of past events. Furthermore, the post-experience information alters 

or supplements the recollection, thus creating a false memory (Loftus & Pickrell, 1995). 

According to the idea of the reconstructive memory process, the memories about 

previous experiences are not retrieved in a similar manner of replaying a recording. 

Memories are rather reconstructed from different pieces of information, some acquired 

during the original experience and others subsequently after the experience (figure 1). 

Retrieval of these pieces of information is affected by retrieval cues. Thus, our memories 

can include pieces that have been inferred from other than experienced information 

(Lakshmanan & Krishnan, 2009). This is also the case with the participants of this study 

and their recollection of the Metallica concert, as they have had many opportunities to 

discuss the concert, read social media posts about it, watch videos and perhaps even read 

a review about the concert. 

Loftus (1975) suggested that when a complex event is experienced, only a small 

proportion of information is perceived. Thus, experience products that are more complex 

in nature create a better environment for memory distortion, because consumers must 
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choose what aspects of the stimuli they attend to. New information is then integrated 

into some representation. However, this representation is likely to be inaccurate, due to 

information occurred subsequent to the original event. To conclude, the memory of the 

experience may be different at each retrieval, due to new information changing the 

representation. Once behavioral responses are generated, those responses will be based 

on the altered representations (Loftus, 1975). 

 

Figure 1 Reconstructive memory process (Loftus, 1975). 

2.2.1 False memory research 

Effects of post-experience information have been studied since Loftus (1975) suggested 

that exposure to misleading questions about an experience could result in permanent 

loss from the memory of the original details of an experience. Furthermore, misleading 

details may replace the original details of the experience. In experiments by Loftus (1975) 

participants witnessed road accidents and classroom disruptions, and after witnessing 

the event participants answered questions related to these events. Some of the questions 

included new details that were not present in the original event. It was found that new 

details presented had an effect on the recall of the original event. The tendency to report 

false details that are suggested after the original event is known as the misinformation 

effect (Ayers & Reder, 1998). 

False memory research has been usually conducted with real experiences to investigate 

how the information provided either before or after the experience can change or replace 

details of the memory. According to Loftus and Pickrell (1995), it is also possible to create 

false memories of experiences that never happened. In their research Loftus and Pickrell 

(1995) successfully planted a false memory of getting lost in a shopping mall and getting 

rescued by an elderly person in one’s childhood. 
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2.2.2 False memory research in marketing 

Post-experience information is widespread for mature goods and services (Braun, 1999) 

and there is a whole type of advertisement, nostalgia, that builds on referencing to 

consumers’ personal experiences or historical events (Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). Post-

experience information can change experiential memories and turn even bad product 

experiences to better ones. Braun (1999) demonstrated this in an experiment where 

participants tasted bad flavored juice but reported it tasting good after receiving the 

suggestive post-experience advertisement. Influencing post-experience evaluation with 

suggestive information can influence consumers' purchase intentions, thus providing 

marketers the opportunity to shape consumers’ past (Braun, 1999). 

Braun et al. (2002) have studied how autobiographical advertising can change memories 

of childhood consumption experiences. Autobiographical advertising is commonly used 

by marketers to create nostalgia. Furthermore, Braun et al. (2002) suggest that this type 

of referencing may even be used to create new childhood memories by advertisement. In 

their research Braun et al. (2002) exposed participants to autobiographical ads of Disney 

resort suggesting they had shaken hands with Mickey Mouse while visiting Disney resort. 

In the following experiment, the ad suggested that they shook hands with Bugs Bunny 

(Warner Bros character) instead. On both occasions, the participants reported increased 

confidence in shaking hands with the proposed character. Furthermore, receiving a post-

experience advertisement also made consumers more confident about their memories 

(Braun et al. 2002). This comes to show that childhood memories are vulnerable to 

distortion by advertisement, even ones that are regarded as monumental childhood 

experiences (Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). 

2.2.3 Word of mouth and memory 

Most of the WOM and eWOM research to date has concentrated on effects on attitudes 

and behavior, and to the conditions under which consumers communicate WOM 

(Cowley, 2014). Only a few studies have investigated the effects of WOM and eWOM on 

memory (see e.g. Cowley, 2014; Cowley, 2006; Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018). 

According to Montgomery and Rajagopal (2018) also online reviews can change the way 

the consumption experience is remembered. Furthermore, they found out the 

interaction effect between brand commitment and valence of online reviews when it 

comes to the formation of false memories of product experience. One of the key findings 

was that committed consumers were more susceptible to false memories when exposed 
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to positive versus negative product reviews. Less committed consumers were equally 

susceptible to positive and negative false memories (Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018). 

Thus, misleading online reviews have a bigger influence on committed consumers that 

generally think more positively of a brand. Montgomery and Rajagopal (2018) suggested 

that brand commitment made consumers perceive positive comments more plausible. 

Montgomery and Rajagopal (2018) also established a relationship between false memory 

and WOM intention. Their findings suggest that positive false memories translate into 

increased willingness to share the online review. Thus, brand commitment can be seen 

as an important factor in the propagation of misinformation through fake online reviews, 

given that misinformation is perceived positively.  

Cowley (2006) studied the effects of post-experience evaluations overheard outside a 

conversational setting and found that even such comments can distort autobiographical 

memory. Although, these post-experience comments only affected memory when the 

information was used in decision making. Post-experience evaluations heard after 

decision making did not cause memory distortion (Cowley, 2006). Furthermore, Cowley 

(2014) showed that engaging in WOM communication about an experience may change 

communicators' own perception of the experience. Telling consumption stories can 

amplify a person’s own post-experience evaluation. Findings indicated that the pleasure 

and pain peaks along the consumption story were amplified, thus affecting a person’s 

own evaluation (Cowley, 2014). This shows that not only the receiver of post-experience 

information but also the person engaging in WOM is subject to memory distortion. 

2.2.4 Factors influencing reconstruction 

Not all information can equally cause memory distortion and there are differences 

between post-experience cues when it comes to changing the past. For example, it is well 

documented that information similar to what was experienced, is more likely to cause 

source confusion resulting in memory distortion (Braun-LaTour et al. 2006). Also, 

misinformation from a credible source is more likely accepted (e.g. a police officer versus 

a “random passer-by” providing the information) and integrated to original memory 

(Lampinen & Smith, 1995). Furthermore, the credibility of the medium has also been 

found to affect acceptance of misinformation, as Fenn, Griffin, Uitvlugt and Ravizza 

(2014) found that misinformation exposure in lower credibility mediums, such as 

Twitter, decreases the susceptibility to false memories. 
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More plausible information is also more likely to be accepted. Thus, events that are more 

plausible will be more easily accepted (e.g. shaking hands with Mickey Mouse versus 

seeing an Alien in a park) (Braun-LaTour et al. 2006). Pezdek et al. (1997) further argue 

that script-relevant knowledge in memory is required in order to form a false memory. 

This means that information can be perceived plausible only if a person can put the 

information in a familiar context. Thus, in relation to the aim of this study, it would not 

be worthwhile to suggest misinformation that is not plausible (i.e. not related to 

Metallica or to the type of event). 

If misinformation is detected at the encoding phase of the post-experience information, 

consumers are not likely to integrate the information in their consumption memories 

and may even form negative attitudes towards the experience (Braun-LaTour et al. 

2004). Furthermore, detecting misinformation can actually enhance the memory for the 

original event when inconsistencies between the original event and post-experience 

information are detected (Putnam, Sungkhasettee & Roediger, 2017). 

2.3 Presentation format 

Understanding how presentation format may affect the formation of false memories is 

crucial in relation to the aim of the study. Therefore, the following chapter will discuss 

literature on presentation format in relation to false memories and online reviews. This 

chapter uses both terms: information modality and presentation format synonymously, 

and generally information modality is the preferred term in relation to false memory 

literature whereas presentation format is used in relation to online reviews. 

2.3.1 Presentation format and memory 

Although the effects of post-experience information have been well documented in false 

memory and marketing literature (Braun, 1999) there is little knowledge of how 

information modality affects the formation of false memories (Braun-LaTour et al. 

2004). 

Humans encode information differently depending on the modality, due to different 

characteristics of the information (text, picture, audio & video). Thus, it is suggested that 

the information presented in certain modalities is more memorable (Sundar 2000). 

Research on information modality also suggests that auditory channels are more 

effective when presenting a piece of short and simple information (Wogalter, Shaver & 

Kalsher, 2014), whereas the effect (modality effect) will be reversed when a message 
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becomes longer and more complex. This may be due to the ability to review the necessary 

parts of information more than once. 

Modality effect on relation to false memories has been mainly studied using the Deese-

Roediger-McDermott (DRM) paradigm (see e.g. Roediger & McDermott, 1995) 

comparing different information modalities and interaction effect with different recall 

modalities. For instance, Smith and Hunt (1998) found that auditory presentation 

resulted in bigger recall rates of critical not presented words than the visual presentation 

of the original word list. This was suggested to happen because visual presentation made 

it easier to discriminate between externally presented and internally created information 

(Smith & Hunt, 1998). 

Less research on information modality has been conducted within the misinformation 

paradigm, referring to the experimentation where misinformation is suggested after the 

original event. Braun-LaTour et al. (2004) study is among the few and perhaps the most 

relevant in relation to this study. They compared verbal, pictorial and combination of the 

two to establish which modality was most effective for creating false memories in 

Disney/Bugs experiment. They found that pictorial modalities were superior in creating 

false memories of Bugs Bunny being part of participants’ Disney resort experience. 

According to their findings, pictorial condition evoked deeper processing of the content 

than verbal condition. In verbal condition participants primarily focused their attention 

on the headline, which mentioned Bugs Bunny and made it easier to detect the 

misinformation. In verbal + pictorial condition participants may have regarded the 

misinformation more plausible due to stronger memory trace formed by exposure to 

misinformation from two modalities (Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). 

Dijkstra and Moerman (2012) also found that information modality affects the 

acceptance of misleading post-experience information. In their experiment participants 

witnessed an event either by listening to a narrative (auditory), watching a slide show 

(visual) or watching the slideshow and the same time acting the events (enactment) 

presented on the slideshow, e.g. opening a door. After witnessing the event participants 

read either an accurate or altered description of the original event. Results showed that 

enactment conditions resulted in the most accurate recognition of the original event. 

Acceptance of misleading information was the lowest in auditory condition and highest 

in visual condition. These results were explained by congruity between encoding and 

misinformation modality (both verbal modalities). According to Zwaan (1996) when 

listening or reading a sequence of events it is likely that the listener creates a mental 
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representation of events based on the narrative. Thus, it is likely that participants who 

listened to the original narrative formed a mental representation that they could have 

more easily compared to the mental representation of the written account presented 

later, and identify the inconsistencies (Dijkstra & Moerman, 2012). 

2.3.2 Presentation format and online reviews 

According to Xu et al. (2015), the majority of online reviews has been posted in text 

format, but video format is gaining more and more popularity. Thus, it would be 

important for companies to understand how presentation format affects consumer 

perceptions of the online review. Moreover, how presentation format affects the 

processing of misinformation. 

In their experiment, Lin et al. (2012) found that visual online reviews were rated higher 

than online reviews with the same content but without visuals. Furthermore, they found 

an interaction effect between visual information and the product category. Generally, 

visual information increased product interest and purchase intention for both search and 

experience products, but not for all types of experience products. Furthermore, Xu et al. 

(2015) found that consumers perceived video-based reviews more credible, persuasive 

and helpful compared to text-based reviews. Furthermore, video-based review generated 

more purchase intention. Similar to (Lin et al. 2012), also product type (search vs. 

experience) had a moderating effect, as video format had a greater effect on experience 

than search products (Xu, et al. 2015). This comes to show the importance of 

understanding different product types and associated information search processes. 

Findings of Xu et al. (2015) were also in line with predictions of media richness theory 

which posits that multiple cues and richer representation allow a better understanding 

of information, and thus the message can be perceived more credible and persuasive 

(Kahai & Cooper, 2003). 

2.4 Development of conceptual framework 

As per the aim of the study, finding out how the presentation format of a fake online 

review affects the formation of false memories and how misinformation propagates 

through fake online reviews, this chapter develops a conceptual framework and 

hypotheses for the empirical investigation. 
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Figure 2 Research model 

This study adopts constructs that have been well established in online review literature: 

source credibility, source attractiveness, argument quality, and message quality, to 

develop the conceptual framework (Lin et al. 2012; Zhang et al. 2014; Khong et al. 2014). 

These constructs have been chosen for their potential influence on information adoption 

and behavioral intention, such as willingness to communicate WOM. Also, chosen 

constructs have a connection to the formation of false memories. Thus, this study takes 

a more comprehensive approach for investigating online reviews in terms of their effects 

on consumers’ memory. However, due to the limited resources of this study, not all 

possible online review characteristics are included in the research model. 

The research model (figure 2) depicts how chosen constructs are believed to interact with 

each other and how distinctive fields of research are brought together to achieve the aim 

of the study. Further explanations for each construct about the aim of the study are 

provided in the following sections. 

2.4.1 Presentation format 

Presentation format refers to the format used in online review to communicate the 

message, in this study, there are two: text and video. It is suggested that video is an 

especially good presentation format for consumers acquiring information for experience 

products (Xu et al. 2015). Furthermore, Vessey and Galleta (1991) propose matching the 

presentation format to the task at hand for the most effective information processing. It 
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is suggested that the evaluation of experience products demands more cognitive effort. 

While text-based reviews require more interpretation and imagination from a consumer, 

video-based reviews can reduce the need for cognitive effort (Xu et al, 2015). 

Furthermore, conventional wisdom posits that increased cognitive elaboration (more 

careful thinking) can also decrease susceptibility to false memories (Lakshmanan & 

Krishnan, 2009). Thus, previous research suggests that there may be the main effect 

between presentation format and false memory (figure 2). To test this relationship, the 

following hypotheses were formulated: 

H1. Video format fake online review will lead to a higher number of false memories. 

H2. Video format fake online review will lead to more positive perceptions of the review. 

2.4.2 Consumer perception of online review 

For explaining the hypothesized main effect between presentation format and false 

memory, this study proposes that this effect is mediated by consumer perceptions of the 

online review, which a composition of following characteristics: source credibility, source 

attractiveness, argument quality and message quality (figure 2). Furthermore, it is 

suggested that more positive perceptions of these characteristics will lead to an increased 

number of false memories. To test the mediation effect, the following hypotheses were 

formulated. 

H3. A more positive perception of online review will increase the susceptibility to false 

memory. 

H4. More positive perceptions of online review will increase WOM intention. 

2.4.2.1 Source credibility 

Source credibility refers to the perceived expertise and trustworthiness of the reviewer 

(Lin et al. 2012). Some authors emphasize that credibility is attributed to the source, 

rather than content (Zhang et al, 2014), but others recognize that in more anonymous 

online environment source credibility is mainly assessed by content cues (Lin et al. 

2012).  

Xu et al. (2015) found that video-based review lead to greater perceived credibility of 

reviewer. Lin et al. (2012) found a similar effect for visual online review. Furthermore, it 

is suggested that multiple cues increase the attention towards the content and makes the 

message clearer and more credible (Xu et al. 2015), especially if same information is 
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presented in multiple formats. Source credibility has been found also to affect acceptance 

of post-experience misinformation (Lampinen & Smith, 1995). Thus, it is expected that 

video format will increase the perceived credibility of the source. 

2.4.2.2 Source attractiveness 

According to Teng et al. (2014) source attractiveness refers to the likeability, familiarity 

and similarity of the comments in relation to readers own perceptions. Similarity can be 

described as the shared resemblance between communicator and message receiver. 

Familiarity stands for a level of comfort established towards communicator. Likeability 

refers to the level of affection developed towards the source. These traits will be evaluated 

primarily based on the content since the appearance of the reviewer might not be 

possible to evaluate in a more anonymous online environment (Teng et al. 2014).  

In relation to the research model (figure 2), source attractiveness is an important factor 

of overall perception of online review, mainly because it may influence willingness to 

share the online review (Teng et al. 2014), thus being an important predictor of WOM 

intention. In addition, source attractiveness, especially familiarity of evaluated based on 

content cues may influence the acceptance of misinformation (Braun et al, 2006).   

2.4.2.3 Argument quality 

Argument quality refers to the perceived strength and persuasiveness of an argument 

(Teng et al, 2014). Argument quality is influenced by the plausibility and credibility of 

the message. More credible information is perceived by the consumer, more likely the 

information in the online review is adopted (Xu & Yao, 2015).  Plausibility of information 

is also shown to increase acceptance of misinformation; thus, it could be that higher 

perceived argument quality also increases susceptibility to false memory. Braun-LaTour 

et al. (2004) also suggest that misinformation presented in multiple modalities can make 

it more plausible, thus formats including both visual and verbal cues could increase the 

plausibility of misinformation. 

2.4.2.4 Message quality 

Whereas argument quality refers to the arguments made in an online review, the 

message quality refers to the overall quality of the review (Lin et al. 2012). Overall quality 

can be perceived in terms of stylistic characteristics, composition or consistency of the 

message. Furthermore, a message may be evaluated more positively if it has cognitive or 

emotional effect on consumer (Lin et al, 2012). 
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Lin et al. (2012) found that visual online reviews were rated higher in terms of message 

quality, compared to online reviews without visuals. Thus, in relation to research model 

(figure 2) message quality may constitute an important factor in consumer perceptions 

of online review. Furthermore, presentation format may affect evaluations towards the 

online review in favor of video review (Lin et al. 2012). In addition, higher-rated message 

quality could increase the willingness to share the online review. 

2.4.3 False memory 

False memory refers to the false episodic detail that participants will or will not integrate 

into their recollection of the experience. In relation to the aim of the study, the false 

memory paradigm is used for measuring the effect of the fake online review on 

consumers’ memory. Thus, the formation of false memory is not the end, but rather the 

mean for understanding how misinformation communicated through fake online 

reviews affects consumers’ memory and to investigate how different online review 

characteristics make consumers more or less susceptible to false memory. 

2.4.4 WOM intention 

WOM intention refers to the willingness to share and further communicate the online 

review and consumer experience. Consumer perceptions of the online review source and 

content supposedly affect the adoption of the information and intention to use it in 

further WOM communication (Teng et al, 2014). Therefore, it can be assumed that more 

positive perceptions of the online review will translate to increased intentions to share 

and further communicate the message. Furthermore, understanding the downstream 

consequences of false memories to WOM intentions is important concerning the aim of 

the study. Moreover, it is important to understand not only how misinformation in fake 

online reviews, but also how consumers’ altered memories may propagate through 

WOM. 
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the methods for data collection and data analysis. First, the 

research setting is introduced, followed by the introduction of experimental design. 

Then, short descriptions of treatments and constructs are provided. 

3.1 Research setting 

The chosen research setting for the study was the Metallica concert in Hämeenlinna, 

Finland on July 16, 2019. Participants were sampled from the concert attendees 

(approximately 55 000 attendees). The timing of the concert enabled studying more 

recent memories created in participants’ adulthood. Sampling participants from a 

particular event also enabled controlling for the stimuli each participant received. 

Furthermore, it enabled keeping the time factor constant between the encoding of the 

original event and exposure to the misinformation (figure 3).  

Another reason for choosing the concert as a research setting was the nature of the 

experience. A concert is a good example of a product that has to be experienced before 

the quality can be evaluated. Furthermore, experience products, such as a concert 

provide rich and complex stimuli for auditory and visual sensory systems, thus enabling 

post-experience information to supplement or substitute pieces of experienced 

information (Loftus, 1975). Furthermore, choosing a real-life experience over a 

laboratory experience increases the external validity of the results. Moreover, it answers 

to the critique of experimenters creating artificial situations for testing theories 

(Söderlund, 2018 pp. 83). This means in practice that each participant of this study has 

been in the concert, i.e. consumed an experience, and has been afterward exposed to 

misinformation in form of a fake online review initiated by the experimenter. The fake 

online review not only was made up but also suggested that the song Ride the Lightning 

was performed in the concert, which in this case was misinformation. 

3.2 Experiment and survey design 

The purpose of this study was to find out how the presentation format of fake online 

reviews affects the formation of false memories and how this misinformation propagates 

through WOM. Therefore, the presentation format needed to be manipulated to measure 

the possible effect on false memories. Thus, an experimental design was the chosen 

approach. This design allowed manipulating whether participants are exposed to the 

same information in one or the other presentation format and to find out whether 

presentation format affects the dependent variable (false memory). Furthermore, 
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experiments are ideal for establishing causality, in this study between presentation 

format and false memory (Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill, 2009, p. 142). Also, experiments 

have been a common method for false memory research (see e.g. Braun-LaTour et al. 

2004 & Montgomery & Rajagopal, 2018). 

The experiment was conducted as a web-based experiment because it enabled handing 

in the treatment and measuring the effect without having all the participants present at 

a certain location (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 78). Participants started the experiment by 

reading the instructions and data protection information (figure 3). Instructions were 

designed not to revile the real purpose of the experiment, as it is sometimes necessary to 

disguise the real purpose of the study (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 63). Furthermore, deception 

was used to prevent participants from guessing the hypotheses that were tested 

(Söderlund, 2018, pp. 63). The deception was done in the form of a false objective for the 

study, which was to better understand participants' online experiences. Also, 

participants were not informed that other participants might receive different 

treatments.  

After instructions were given, the treatments were randomly allocated to each 

participant (figure 3). Treatments were handed in the form of fake online reviews about 

the Metallica concert. After this, participants either read or read and watched the online 

review. After the manipulation, an instructional manipulation check was used to verify 

that participants have obliged to the instructions, i.e. carefully read and watched the 

video with sound (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 96). 

The survey started with measuring the dependent variable, false memory, after which 

other variables were measured (figure 3). Survey also included a few filler items, which 

were there to disguise the real purpose of the study (Söderlund, 2018. pp. 91). At the end 

of the survey participants answered demographic questions (figure 3). As suggested by 

Söderlund (2018, pp. 132), participants were finally asked if they could guess the real 

purpose of the experiment. This question was intended to indicate if the results were 

affected by the participants' knowledge of the nature of this study. If participants were to 

guess the real purpose of the study they would be excluded from the study (Söderlund, 

2018, pp. 133). 
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Figure 3 Research design and timeline 

3.2.1 Treatment translation 

The main effect that was tested in the study was the relationship between presentation 

format and false memory. Thus, the cause variable presentation format needed to be 

translated into treatment. To achieve this, two fake online reviews were created (figure 

4), one in text format and one in text + video format (from this point on video). These 

reviews were classified as fake reviews, for two reasons: first, reviews were made up 

based on a review published on the internet from another Metallica concert and second, 

these reviews included misinformation of a song (Ride the Lightning) which was not 

performed in the concert. Furthermore, the video review included footage of Ride the 

Lightning performed in another concert. Thus, it is safe to say that both text and video 

review classifies as a fake review. In addition to the fake online reviews, a control 

treatment (figure 4) was created to ensure that the effect is indeed caused by the 

manipulation of presentation format (Söderlund, 2018, pp 44).  

The control treatment was created based on the text fake online review, by dropping out 

the misinformation, i.e. the mention of Ride the Lightning. Thus, it was possible to 

measure whether truthful online review impacted the dependent variable in a way it 

should not. Furthermore, the expectation was that participants in the control group 

Timeline Process Data collected

16.7.2019 Metallica concert

Instructions and data protection

Treatment allocation

Control online review

or

Text online review

or

Video online review

Measurement of dependent 

variable DV: False memory

Measurement of other variables

MV: Source credibility, Argument quality, 

Source attractiveness; DV: WOM intention; CV: 

Alcohol, Band commitment

Demographics

CV: Control variables, IV: Independent variables, MV: Mediator variables, DV: 

Dependent variables

13.-25.1.2020
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should report lower confidence in remembering the song Ride the Lightning performed 

in the concert. 

Both experiment groups received treatments with misinformation. The text version of 

the fake online review was made up based on a Metallica concert review found online 

and the mention of Ride the Lightning was added fittingly (figure 4). The content for the 

text review was checked to be otherwise factually correct, based on the full concert 

webcast found on YouTube. 

Video review was created by adding a short video clip of Metallica performing the song 

Ride the Lightning, into the text review. The video clip was edited so that it would not at 

any point mention the misinformation, other than in song lyrics. The intention was to 

minimize the possibility that results could be attributed solely to the volume of 

misinformation. 

The video footage was edited from an actual concert webcast from another Metallica 

concert in Trondheim, Norway, where Metallica performed Ride the Lightning. 

Furthermore, the original webcast was chosen based on the surroundings of the concert 

venue, which closely resembled the surroundings in Hämeenlinna Event Park. The video 

footage of the video review can be accessed through this link: 

https://youtu.be/VUXovKv0XFw. 
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Figure 4 Treatment translations 

3.3 Sampling and data access 

Participants were sampled from the Metallica concert attendees, which was the target 

population for this study. Sampling was conducted by posting a link to the study in 

different social media and discussion forums. The main touchpoint for potential 

participants was the Metallica concert event page on Facebook: Metallica (USA) 

Kantolan tapahtumapuisto, Hämeenlinna 16.7.2019 (22 000 followers). Post to the event 

page was made with the permission of the event organizer Live Nation. The Facebook 

event was chosen as a sampling frame due to a large number of page followers. Therefore, 
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it was likely that a representative sample would be attained. Unlike many experiments 

that use students as participants (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 185), it could be argued that this 

sampling strategy enabled rather a heterogeneous sample (demographic distribution can 

be seen in table 3).  

In addition to the Facebook event page, the link was posted on the author's Facebook 

feed and Instagram stories. A local Metallica fan club, Finnish Metallica Chapter, also 

shared the link on their WhatsApp group and in their Instagram stories. The link was 

also posted on Hämeenlinna’s Facebook group (10 000 followers), and in Reddit to five 

relevant subreddits: r/Metallica (46 000 members), r/Suomi (121 000 members), 

r/Finland (45 000 members), r/music (23 000 members) and r/Musiikki (221 

members). Some of the participants were also contacted directly on Facebook and asked 

also to invite their friends to participate. Thus, some of the participants were accessed by 

snowball sampling (Saunders et al. 2009, pp. 240). 

Links were posted to the aforementioned channels between January 13 and January 25, 

2020. Due to the characteristics of the social media the responses from each posting 

accumulated within a few days from making the post. Thus, the link had to be posted a 

second time to some social media groups in order to reach more potential participants. 

The target sample size was 90 participants, roughly 30 per treatment group, which is the 

recommended sample size for s single factor design with three groups (control, text & 

video) (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 47). Randomized allocation in Qualtrics survey tool was 

used to assign participants into each treatment resulting with a roughly equal number of 

participants in each treatment group. Data collection yielded total of 336 responses and 

usable sample of 93 participants (control: n= 30, text: n = 30 and video: n = 33). 

There are few limitations related to sampling and data access, which needs to be 

addressed. First, it was acknowledged that not all the members of the social media groups 

went to the concert and therefore it was possible to participate without having attended 

the concert. Therefore, at the beginning of the study participants were asked whether 

they participated in the concert and kicked out if they had not. Second, there were a lot 

of participants that started the survey but did not finish for the following reasons. First, 

six participants dropped out because they did not agree to the conditions of the study. 

Second, 54 participants did not attend the concert. Third, 16 more participants were 

kicked out because they failed the instructional manipulation check after the 

manipulation. Participants were to confirm that they carefully read and watched the 
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review. The rest 167 dropped out during the different stages of the study for unknown 

reasons. 

As a final note, it was deemed appropriate to address the issue of random sampling. For 

this study random sample was not an objective, moreover, the sampling strategies were 

chosen for the sole purpose of identifying participants that attended the Metallica 

concert. As Söderlund (2018 pp. 34) reminds, a random sample is not a requirement for 

experiments, but rather the random allocation of treatments. 

3.4 Construct operationalization 

Constructs for the study were mainly adopted from online review literature, apart from 

false memory construct which was adopted from false memory research (table 1). 

Furthermore, all the measurement items have been previously validated in online review 

and false memory literature. Although, some of the items were slightly adapted to the 

context of the study. For example, the word “online review” was extensively used 

throughout the survey. Furthermore, some of the questions are formulated in reference 

to the research setting (Metallica concert). 

In addition to the mediator (source credibility, source attractiveness, argument quality 

& message quality) and dependent variables (false memory & WOM intention), a few 

control variables were included. First, brand commitment (band commitment) was used 

to control participants' prior knowledge of Metallica and commitment towards the band. 

As Montgomery & Rajagopal (2018) reminds, brand commitment could influence the 

formation of false memories. Furthermore, familiarity with the songs could influence the 

ability to assess whether certain songs were performed. The other important factor to 

control was the level of participant’s intoxication. Thus, the measure of alcohol intake 

during the concert was included, due to its possible effects on memory. 

The main dependent variable (false memory) and the three other memory items (overall 

memory) were measured on a ten-point Likert scale with endpoints anchored. All 

mediator and independent variables (source credibility, source attractiveness, argument 

quality, message quality & band commitment) were measured on a seven-point Likert 

scale with endpoints anchored. Alcohol intake was measured on a five-point Likert scale 

with endpoints anchored. A full survey including all the items and scales can be found in 

appendix 6. 
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Table 1 Construct definitions and sources 

 

Construct Definition M easures Source

Band commitment 

(BC)

The level of commitment 

towards the band.

I consider myself to be loyal to Metallica. Montgomery & 

Rajagopal, 2018

I would be very happy to go to Metallica 

concert every time I have an opportunity.

Montgomery & 

Rajagopal, 2018

I enjoy talking about Metallica with my 

friends.

Montgomery & 

Rajagopal, 2018

WOM intention (WI) How unlikely or likely are you to: - Share this 

concert review.

Teng et al. 2014

How unlikely or likely are you to: - 

Recommend this concert review.

Teng et al. 2014

How unlikely or likely are you to: - Tell about 

this concert to a friend.

Montgomery & 

Rajagopal, 2018

Message quality (MQ) Perception of stylistic 

characteristics of the online 

review.

To what extent do you disagree or agree the 

review was: Clear

Lin et al. 2012

To what extent do you disagree or agree the 

review was: Coherent

Lin et al. 2012

To what extent do you disagree or agree the 

review was: Comprehensive

Lin et al. 2012

To what extent do you disagree or agree the 

review was: Concise

Lin et al. 2012

Source credibility 

(SC)

How do you rate the truthfulness of this 

concert review?

Xu et al. 2015

To what extent do you believe this concert 

review?

Xu et al. 2015

To what extent you think this concert review 

is trustworthy?

Xu et al. 2015

To what extent you think this concert review 

is reliable?

Xu et al. 2015

Argument quality 

(AQ)

The information provided in this concert 

review was: Relevant

Zhang et al. 2014

The information provided in this concert 

review was: Accurate

Xu & Yao, 2015

The information provided in this concert 

review was: Credible

Xu & Yao, 2015

The arguments made in this concert review 

were: Convincing

Zhang et al. 2014

The arguments made in this concert review 

were: Strong

Zhang et al. 2014

Source attractiveness 

(SA)

In general, I find an online review attractive 

when: - I have similar opinions with people 

that posted the review.

Teng et al. 2014

In general, I find an online review attractive 

when: - I’m familiar with reviewer’s 

opinions.

Teng et al. 2014

In general, I find an online review attractive 

when: - I like the review.

Teng et al. 2014

False memory Confidence of remembering 

the song Ride the Ligthning 

(misinformation).

Please indicate your confidence of hearing 

the following song: Ride the Lightning.

Braun-LaTour et 

al. 2004

Overall memory Confidence of remembering 

the three other songs that 

were performed in the 

concert.

Please indicate your confidence of hearing 

the following song: Hardwired/No Leaf 

Clover/Spit Out the Bone.

Braun-LaTour et 

al. 2004

Believability of the message 

content, expertice and 

trustworthiness of reviewer 

perceived by consumer.

Perceived strength, 

crebibility and 

persuasiveness of the 

argument.

Likeability, familiarity and 

similarity of the comments 

in relation to readers own 

perceptions.

Willignes to share and 

recommend  or tell to a 

friend about the online 

review and experience.



 

 

29 

3.5 Data analysis 

Data collected by the survey were analyzed using the SPSS statistical software package, 

which is ideal for analyzing quantitative data. As per, research model one-way ANOVA 

was chosen for testing the main effect, i.e. the relationship between false memory and 

presentation format, and confirming whether there were differences between the three 

groups (control, text & video). Furthermore, the same test was used to compare 

differences in online review perception and WOM intention between the three treatment 

groups. Finally, multiple regression analysis was chosen for testing the possible 

mediation effect. In addition, data integrity and critical assumptions for the 

aforementioned statistical tests were assessed before emerging to the data analysis. 

3.6 Manipulation check 

A manipulation check was performed before data collection with a convenience sample 

of four participants. These participants were hand-picked by the author to make sure 

that they had attended the concert. Manipulation check was intended to show whether 

the treatments had the hypothesized effect on the dependent variable (false memory) 

with a small sample, and thus indicate that the treatments were well-calibrated 

(Söderlund, 2018, pp. 87). 

Table 2 Results of manipulation check 

 

As can be seen from table 2, the three treatments evoked a different reaction in a small 

sample. Furthermore, the direction and the magnitude of the effect was as anticipated, 

meaning that the control group got the lowest score (1), and the text group was in the 

middle (2 & 7) and the video group got the highest score (9). The number score (scale 1-

10) in table 2 stands for the confidence (1 = Not confident at all & 10 = Very confident) 

that the participants had for hearing the song Ride the Lightning in the concert, even 

though it was not performed. Thus, data collection commenced based on the 

manipulation check. 

Treatment Please indicate your confidence of hearing the following song in Metallica's concert in Hämeenlinna. - 

Ride the Lightning

Control 1

Text 2

Text 7

Video 9
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4 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

In this section, empirical findings are presented. First, the data examination and 

descriptive statistics are presented, followed by a discussion on scale reliability and 

assumptions for statistical tests. Finally, the hypotheses are tested, and some additional 

tests performed. 

4.1 Data screening 

The first round of data screening was performed before importing the data into SPSS, 

and all the partial responses were excluded at this point. A total of 243 responses were 

excluded. Data was once more inspected after importing the data into the SPSS statistical 

software package. Total of 93 participants qualified for the study. From those, one 

participant had to be excluded due to hypothesis guessing. This participant reported the 

following, once asked to guess the purpose of the study, “Trying to create false memory 

about the concert. Metallica didn't play Ride the Lightning in Hämeenlinna 16.7.2019”. 

Two more participants reported that Ride the Lightning was not performed, but these 

participants were not excluded. Two more participants were excluded based on their age, 

the first one was excluded because of low age (13 years old) and the second one because 

of suspiciously high age (99 years old). 

Also, data was once more inspected in SPSS for missing values, duplicates and out of 

range values, which there were none. The number of participants after data screening 

totaled to 90. For each treatment group, the number of participants was the following: 

30 for control, 28 for text and 32 for video. 

4.2 Descriptive statistics  

4.2.1 Demographics 

After data screening, the data were inspected in terms of demographics (table 3). 

Furthermore, the random allocation of treatments was tested to ensure that there were 

no differences in the compositions of the three treatment groups. This was done by 

performing Chi-square on demographics. Chi-square test showed non-significant 

differences for all of the demographic variables (appendix 1), thus there were no 

significant differences in the composition of the three treatment groups. Furthermore, it 

could be concluded that participants had been randomly allocated to the three treatment 

groups, and thus possible differences in the effect variable could not be attributed to the 

differences between the treatment groups (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 142). 
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Table 3 Sample characteristics 

 

4.2.2 Band commitment and alcohol intake 

In addition to demographic variables, there were two additional control variables. Band 

commitment variable was included for controlling participants’ commitment towards 

the band, Metallica. Thus, it could be controlled whether participants' prior knowledge 

and experiences with the band would affect the results. More specifically, the level of 

commitment was likely to affect the ability to recognize particular songs and thus 

evaluate whether they were performed at the concert. 

The results showed that there were no statistically significant differences (p = 0.355) in 

band commitment between the treatment groups (table 4). Thus, different levels of 

band commitment should not have affected the results. 

 

Min Max Mean

 Age 14 75 31,3

Gender Frequency Percentage

 Male 70 78,3%

 Female 20 21,7%

Total 90 100,0%

Education Frequency Percentage

 Primary school 6 6,7%

 Vocational education 9 10,0%

 Hich school 17 18,9%

 Bachelor's degree 36 40,0%

 Master's degree 19 21,1%

 Doctorate degree 3 3,3%

Total 90 100,0%

Employment Frequency Percentage

 Emloyed for wage 57 63,3%

 Self-employed 6 6,7%

 Student 20 22,2%

 Unemployed 7 7,8%

Total 90 100,0%
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Table 4 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in band commitment 

 

Alcohol variable was included for controlling participants’ level of drunkenness during 

the concert. Thus, it could be controlled whether participants' alcohol intake during the 

concert would affect the results. More specifically, the level of drunkenness could affect 

participants’ recollection of the events. 

The results showed that there were no statistically significant differences (p = 0.458) in 

alcohol intake between the treatment groups (table 5). Thus, different levels of alcohol 

intake should not have affected the results. 

Table 5 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in alcohol intake 

 

4.2.3 Memory questions 

Descriptive statistics for the memory-related questions were inspected and also tested 

for scale reliability (table 6), to investigate whether the question with misinformation 

behaved differently compared to three other memory-related questions. The mean 

values for each memory-related question were 7.93 for Hardwired, which was the first 

song of the concert, 6.07 for No Leaf Clover that was performed in the middle of the 

concert, 5.60 for Ride the Lightning that was not performed and 6.18 for Spit Out the 

Bone, which was the first encore song. 

 

 

 

 

Band commitment N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

Control 30 4.5667 1.71124 1.047 .355

Text 28 5.2024 1.82651

Video 32 4.9896 1.60305

Total 90 4.9148 1.71179

Alcohol intake N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

Control 30 2.47 1.479 .787 .458

Text 28 2.04 1.232

Video 32 2.16 1.347

Total 90 2.22 1.356
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Table 6 Descriptive statistics and scale reliability of memory items 

 

The results (table 6) showed that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient would increase from 

0.565 to 0.769 if the false memory item would be deleted. Thus, the results indicated that 

participants scored the false memory item differently than the other memory items. 

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics show that participants did not rate the confidence 

of remembering the false song as highly as the other songs. 

4.3 Reliability of the scales 

Internal reliability of the scales was assessed by testing each set of items separately to 

see whether the items load on the expected construct. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (table 

7) was calculated for each construct using 0.7 as an accepted level, as generally proposed 

(Söderlund, 2018, pp. 136). All of the constructs had Cronbach’s alpha coefficient value 

greater than 0.7 and thus were accepted to the study. Only one item was dropped out 

from WOM intention construct based on low intercorrelation with two other items. 

Furthermore, dropping this item substantially increased (from 0.801 to 0.955) the 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for WOM intention. 

Table 7 Descriptive statistics and scale reliability of constructs 

 

4.4 Assumptions for statistical tests 

The normality of data was assessed by a histogram, and as can be seen from figure 5 the 

data was not normally distributed across values on the dependent variable. The 

distribution seemed to be bimodal, with modes on both endpoints. Thus, the non-normal 

Item Statistics Mean Std. Deviation N Cronbach's alpha

Hardwired 7.93 2.906 90 .565

No Leaf Clover 6.07 3.687 90

Ride the Lightning 5.60 3.774 90

Spit Out the Bone 6.18 3.649 90

Item-Total Statistics

Hardwired 17.84 51.099 .637 .452 .292

No Leaf Clover 19.71 51.871 .387 .404 .459

Ride the Lightning 20.18 72.530 -.012 .088 .769

Spit Out the Bone 19.60 46.130 .536 .369 .320

Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation

Squared Multiple 

Correlation

Cronbach's Alpha if 

Item Deleted

Construct Items N Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's alpha

Band commitment (BC) 3 90 4.9148 1.71179 .863

WOM intention (WI) 2 90 3.0556 1.96521 .955

Message quality (MQ) 4 90 4.6601 1.23067 .838

Source credibility (SC) 4 90 4.5583 1.72516 .964

Argument quality (AQ) 5 90 4.6311 1.41736 .906

Source attractiveness (SA) 3 90 4.6333 1.47983 .799
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distribution of the data could prove problematic for statistical tests that are sensitive to 

normality, such as one-way ANOVA. Therefore, also a non-parametric test was 

performed to address this issue. 

  

Figure 5 Distributions of false memory 

The distribution showed that there were more participants in the video treatment group 

reporting very high confidence of remembering the song Ride the Lightning (values 9 & 

10) compared to control and even more compared to the text treatment group (figure 5). 

Furthermore, 41 % of participants in the video treatment group reported very high 

confidence of hearing the song Ride the Lightning, whereas 23 % of the participants in 
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the text treatment group and 33 % of participants in the control group reported very high 

confidence of remembering the song Ride the Lightning. Furthermore, these participants 

who reported very high confidence in remembering the song Ride the Lightning are the 

ones who had a false memory. 

Homogeneity of variances was tested by conducting Levene’s test as part of one-way 

ANOVA, as suggested by Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson (2014). Test for homogeneity of 

variances was non-significant (p = 0.737), thus it was concluded that variance on the 

dependent variable was equally dispersed across treatment groups (table 9). 

4.5 Correlation analysis 

After validating the internal reliability of the scales, the associations between mediation 

and dependent variables were assessed by performing a correlation analysis (table 8). 

Signs of multicollinearity between mediator variables were assessed by calculating the 

Pearson correlation coefficient. It is generally suggested that the correlation coefficient 

between two independent variables should not be over 0.70, thus higher than 0.70 

indicates the presence of multicollinearity (Pallant, 2011, pp. 151). All of the mediation 

variables correlated with each other at 0.05 significance level (table 8). Furthermore, the 

correlation coefficients were below 0.70 for each pair, but one. Source credibility and 

argument quality were highly correlated with each other, the correlation coefficient being 

0.770. Including two variables with a bivariate correlation over 0.70 could have proved 

problematic for regression analysis. Thus, creating a composite variable out of the two 

was considered (Pallant, 2011, pp. 158). 

Table 8 Correlations 

 

All of the mediation variables correlated with both dependent variables (false memory & 

WOM intention) at the 0.05 significance level (table 8). Furthermore, the correlation 

Construct Mean Std. Deviation MQ SC SA AQ WI FM

Message 

quality

4.6601 1.23067 1

Source 

credibility

4.5583 1.72516 .495** 1

Source 

attractiveness

4.6333 1.47983 .390** .414** 1

Argument 

quality

4.6311 1.41736 .691** .770** .490** 1

WOM 

intention

3.0556 1.96521 .449** .516** .393** .535** 1

False memory 5.60 3.774 .391** .359** .262* .436** .221* 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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coefficients were generally above 0.30 between each mediator and dependent variable, 

as suggested by Pallant (2011, pp. 158). 

4.6 Testing hypotheses 

4.6.1 Presentation format’s effect on false memory 

First, the main effect (H1) was tested, to find out whether there are differences between 

the treatment groups (control, text & video.) on the dependent variable (false memory). 

One-way ANOVA was chosen for significance testing, based on the number of treatment 

groups. Furthermore, a post hoc test was conducted to identify the differences between 

each pair of treatment groups. Results of one-way ANOVA, descriptive statistics and the 

post hoc test are presented in table 9. One-way ANOVA showed non-significant 

differences (p = 0.636) in false memory between treatment groups at chosen significance 

level (p < 0.05). Thus, it must be concluded that manipulation of presentation format 

did not cause a significant effect on false memory. 

Table 9 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in false memory 

 

4.6.2 Presentation format’s effect on online review perception 

Next, one-way ANOVA was performed to test whether the perceptions of the online 

review differed between treatment groups (H2). The mean values for online review 

perception variables were into the hypothesized direction as the mean values for all but 

one variable (source attractiveness) were bigger for the video treatment group compared 

to the text treatment group (table 10). Despite that, one-way ANOVA showed non-

Dependent variable Treatment N Mean Std. deviation f Sig.

False memory Control 30 5,80 3,736 .455 .636

Text 28 5,04 3,707

Video 32 5,91 3,930

Total 90 5,60 3,774

Tukey HSD Mean difference Std. Error Sig.

Control Text .764 .725 .725

Video -.106 .965 .993

Text Control -.764 .998 .725

Video -.871 .983 .651

Video Control .106 .965 .993

Text .871 .651 .651

* Mean difference significant at .05 level

Levene's test Levene Statistic Sig.

False memory

Based on 

Mean .306 .737
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significant differences between the three treatment groups for all of the online review 

perception variables (source credibility: p = 0.608, source attractiveness: p = 0.198, 

argument quality: p = 0.470 & message quality: p = 0.954). Thus, it must be concluded 

that manipulation of presentation format did not cause a significant effect on online 

review perception variables. Thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Table 10 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in online review perception 

 

4.6.3 Non-parametric test for false memory 

As the distribution (figure 5) of the dependent variable (false memory) was not optimal 

for metric tests, such as one-way ANOVA, a non-parametric test was performed. Thus, 

the Kruskal-Wallis H test was chosen based on the number of treatment groups (Pallant, 

2011, pp. 232). Also, the Kruskal-Wallis H test showed non-significant differences (p = 

0.496) in false memory between the three treatment groups (table 11). Mean ranks for 

false memory were 46.88 for the control group, 40.86 for text group and 48.27 for video 

group. 

 

 

 

 

 

N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

Message quality Control 30 4.7167 1.30439 .047 .954

Text 28 4.6250 1.06827

Video 31 4.6371 1.32891

Total 89 4.6601 1.23067

Source credibility Control 30 4.4250 1.87100 .501 .608

Text 28 4.4196 1.67505

Video 32 4.8047 1.65190

Total 90 4.5583 1.72516

Argument quality Control 30 4.4333 1.55549 .763 .470

Text 28 4.45714 1.40340

Video 32 4.8687 1.29974

Total 90 4.6311 1.41736

Source attractivenessControl 30 4.3556 1.28634 1.649 .198

Text 28 5.0357 1.27444

Video 32 4.5417 1.75926

Total 90 4.6333 1.47983
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Table 11 Results of Kruskal-Wallis H test for differences in false memory 

 

Thus, manipulation of presentation format did not cause a significant effect on false 

memory. After an additional non-parametric test, it must be concluded that the 

presentation format did not have a hypothesized effect of false memory regardless of 

the test. 

4.7 Additional tests 

After the first two hypotheses were tested and found without support it was still relevant 

to carry on with few additional tests. First, it was tested whether presentation format 

affected WOM Intention. Second, the right-hand side of the research model (figure 2) 

was subjected to regression analysis to find out whether the mediation variables had a 

hypothesized effect on false memory and WOM intention. 

4.7.1 Presentation format’s effect on WOM intention 

First, it was tested whether there were differences between the treatment groups in WOM 

intention. The means for the three treatment groups were: 2.7167 for the control group, 

3.0893 for the text treatment group and 3.3438 for the video treatment group (table 12). 

The one-way ANOVA yet again showed non-significant differences in WOM intention 

between the three groups (table 12). Thus, it was concluded that the presentation format 

did not cause a significant effect on WOM intention. Although, the mean value for the 

video treatment group was higher compared to the text treatment group, which was as 

hypothesized. Interestingly, the one treatment group that was not exposed to 

misinformation had the lowest mean value for WOM intention. 

 

 

 

Dependent variable Treatment N Mean Rank

False memory Control 30 46.88

Text 28 40.86

Video 32 48.27

Total 90

Kruskal-Wallis H 1.402

df 2

Asymp. Sig. .496
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Table 12 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in WOM intention 

 

4.7.2 Online review perception predicting false memory 

The right-hand side of the research model (figure 2) was tested, even though the 

presentation format did not cause a significant effect on false memory, nor in WOM 

intention. Before the regression model was developed, the categorical presentation 

format variable was recoded into two dummy variables (Hair et al. 2014, pp. 153). Thus, 

it was possible to control the presentation format in the regression model. Also, 

assumptions for multiple regression analysis were checked and no major violations of 

normality, linearity, homoscedasticity or independence of residuals were found (see 

normal probability plots and scatterplots in appendix 2). Multiple regression analysis 

was first performed with false memory as a dependent variable and online review 

perception variables as predictors, and the effect of presentation format being controlled 

(table 13). 

 

 

 

 

 

WOM Intention N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

Control 30 2.7167 1.88315 .791 .457

Text 28 3.0893 2.03694

Video 32 3.3438 1.98964

Total 90 3.0556 1.96521

Tukey HSD 

(I) Presentation 

Format 

(treatment)

(J) Presentation 

Format 

(treatment)

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.

Control Text -.37262 .51762 .752

Video -.62708 .50060 .426

Text Control .37262 .51762 .752

Video -.25446 .50975 .872

Video Control .62708 .50060 .426

Text .25446 .50975 .872
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Table 13 Results of multiple regression analysis for predicting false memory 

 

The multiple regression analysis showed a significant relationship between the predictor 

variables and the dependent variable (p = 0.002). Thus, it was concluded that online 

review perception variables did have explanatory power over false memory (see model 

summary appendix 3), explaining 21.7 percent of the variation in false memory (R Square 

= 0.217). Furthermore, the relationship between online review perception variables and 

false memory was positive and could be interpreted as a medium in strength (correlation 

coefficient = 0.466) (Pallant, 2011, pp. 134). Furthermore, the regression model was a 

moderate fit for the data. Thus, partial support for hypothesis 3 was found, given that 

presentation format did not contribute to this relationship. Moreover, the regression 

model showed that online review perception variables all together predicted false 

memory, but none of the variables individually significantly contributed to the 

relationship. 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 11.817 2 5.909 .407 .667
b

Residual 1249.958 86 14.534

Total 1261.775 88

Regression 274.097 6 45.683 3.793 .002
c

Residual 987.678 82 12.045

Total 1261.775 88

a. Dependent Variable: False memory

b. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

Standardized 

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 5.800 .696 8.333 .000

Dummy text -.764 1.002 -.094 -.763 .448

Dummy video .039 .976 .005 .040 .968

(Constant) -.839 1.663 -.504 .615

Dummy text -.940 .937 -.116 -1.003 .319

Dummy video -.244 .905 -.031 -.269 .788

Message quality .516 .423 .168 1.219 .226

Source credibility .122 .337 .056 .363 .718

Argument quality .629 .510 .235 1.233 .221

Source attractiveness .200 .296 .079 .677 .500

a. Dependent Variable: False memory

ANOVA
a

Model

1

2

Coefficients
a

Model
Unstandardized Coefficients

t Sig.

1

2

c. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Message quality, Source attractiveness, Source 

credibility, Argument quality
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4.7.3 Online review perception predicting WOM intention 

Multiple regression analysis was also performed with WOM intention as a dependent 

variable and online review perception variables as predictors, and the effect of 

presentation format being controlled (table 14). 

Table 14 Results of multiple regression analysis for predicting WOM intention 

 

The results of the multiple regression analysis showed a significant relationship between 

the predictor variables and the dependent variable (p = 0.000). Thus, it was concluded 

that online review perception variables did have explanatory power over WOM intention 

(see model summary appendix 4), explaining 34.8 percent of the variation in WOM 

intention (R Square = 0.348). Furthermore, the relationship between online review 

perception variables and WOM intention was positive and could be interpreted as large 

in strength (correlation coefficient = 0.589) (Pallant, 2011, pp. 134). Furthermore, the 

regression model was a good fit for the data. Thus, partial support for hypothesis 4 was 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 4.651 2 2.326 .605 .548
b

Residual 330.304 86 3.841

Total 334.955 88

Regression 116.400 6 19.400 7.279 .000
c

Residual 218.555 82 2.665

Total 334.955 88

a. Dependent Variable: WOM intention

b. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

Standardized 

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.717 .358 7.593 .000

Dummy text .373 .515 .089 .724 .471

Dummy video .541 .502 .133 1.079 .284

(Constant) -1.552 .782 -1.984 .051

Dummy text .238 .441 .057 .541 .590

Dummy video .366 .426 .090 .860 .392

Message quality .294 .199 .185 1.476 .144

Source credibility .299 .159 .265 1.888 .063

Argument quality .145 .240 .105 .603 .548

Source attractiveness .210 .139 .160 1.510 .135

a. Dependent Variable: WOM intention

2

Coefficients
a

Model
Unstandardized Coefficients

t Sig.

1

2

c. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Message quality, Source attractiveness, Source 

credibility, Argument quality

1

ANOVA
a

Model
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found, given that presentation format did not contribute to this relationship. Moreover, 

the regression model showed that online review perception variables all together 

predicted WOM intention, but none of the variables individually significantly 

contributed to the relationship. Multiple regression analysis was also performed with 

WOM intention as a dependent variable and online review perception variables as 

predictors, and the effect of presentation format being controlled (table 14). 

4.8 Summary of empirical findings 

Based on the results there were no significant differences between the treatment groups 

in false memory, nor were there differences in online review perception variables (source 

credibility, source attractiveness, argument quality & message quality) between the 

treatment groups. Thus, both H1 and H2 were not supported (table 15). Although, the 

results were non-significant the mean values for the dependent variable (false memory) 

were to the hypothesized direction. Also, for online review perception variables, the 

mean values were generally higher for the video treatment group compared to the text 

treatment group. For WOM intention the mean values were also into the hypothesized 

direction, as video treatment group had the highest mean value for WOM intention. 

Surprisingly, the control group had the lowest mean value for WOM intention. 

Unfortunately, the presentation format did not cause a significant effect on WOM 

intention. 

Table 15 Summary of empirical findings 

 

Since the results did not support hypotheses 1 and 2 there was no reason to test the 

mediation effect. Despite that, hypotheses 3 and 4 were still tested by developing a 

regression model, where the effect of presentation format was controlled, to test the 

right-hand side of the research model (figure 2). The regression models showed that the 

online review perception variables predicted both false memory and WOM intention. 

Thus, it was concluded that the right-hand side of the research model did function as 

predicted. Furthermore, the results of the regression models supported both hypotheses 

3 and 4 (table 15), since the relationships between online review perception variables and 

both false memory and WOM intention were positive. 

H ypotheses Findings

H1 Video format fake online review will lead to higher number of false memories. Not supported

H2 Video format fake online review will lead to more positive perceptions of the review. Not supported

H3 More positive perception of online review will increase the susceptibility to false memory. Partially supported

H4 More positive perceptions of online review will increase WOM intention. Partially supported
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5 DISCUSSION 

In this section, the findings are discussed in relation to the aim of the study and previous 

research. Furthermore, the point of departure for the discussion is the fact that 

hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported, meaning that the relationship between 

presentation format and false memory was not found, neither was there a relationship 

between presentation format and online review perception or WOM intention. Although, 

partial support was found for hypotheses 3 and 4, given that presentation format did not 

affect this relationship. While any conclusive conclusions cannot be made based on non-

significant results, because significance tests are not designed for confirming the null 

hypothesis, nor confirming that the treatment did not have any impact (Söderlund, 2018, 

pp. 161). It is nonetheless interesting to discuss the potential reasons behind the 

empirical findings. Furthermore, some authors even encourage discussing non-

significant results (Söderlund, 2018, pp. 163). 

5.1 General discussion 

Based on the results it was concluded that manipulation of presentation format did not 

cause a significant difference in false memory between the treatment groups. Prior 

studies have confirmed that presentation format can affect false memory i.e. Braun-

LaTour et al. (2004) confirmed that the pictorial presentation of false information was 

more effective than textual. Whereas, Braun-LaTour et al. (2004) targeted childhood 

memories, this study referenced to a more recent experience which could explain why 

participants either reported minimal confidence of remembering the song (Ride the 

Lightning), due to their still accurate recollection of the experience, or very high 

confidence, if the false memory was successfully created. This conjecture was supported 

by the distribution of the dependent variable (figure 5). 

Based on the direction of mean values for false memory it could be argued that the 

manipulations were not strong enough to cause statistically significant differences in 

false memory, nor in online review perception or WOM intention. The fact that the mean 

values were generally into the hypothesized direction provided further support for the 

claim that manipulations were not strong enough. Moreover, if manipulations would 

have been stronger, then also the effect could have been significant. The misinformation 

might not have been placed in large enough roles in either text or video treatment. For 

instance, Braun-LaTour et al. (2004) placed the misinformation into the headline of the 

text ad and had a large picture of Bugs Bunny in a pictorial ad, thus the misinformation 

was more visible and more difficult to ignore. 
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While it was concluded that manipulation of presentation format did not cause a 

significant effect on false memory, it seemed relevant to entertain the possibility that the 

misinformation had an opposite effect. As, Putnam et al. (2017) pointed out, the accuracy 

of recollection could increase if the discrepancy between post-experience information 

and the experienced event is detected. One-way ANOVA was once more used to test 

whether this was the case (table 16). But results showed no support for this conjecture, 

as there were no differences between treatment groups that were exposed to 

misinformation and the control group in their respective overall memory scores (p = 

0.480). Thus, this possibility was ruled out. 

Table 16 Results of one-way ANOVA for differences in overall memory 

 

Furthermore, not many participants consciously detected that misinformation was given 

to them. Only two participants reported that the song Ride the Lightning was not 

performed at the concert. The following quotes illustrate how these participants reported 

their observations: “Maybe to test if people can be misled with false review. I was sober, 

so I'd remember if they played my favorite song Ride the Lightning”; “To see if reader 

can be cheated to think that RTL was played in the concert”. Both of the aforementioned 

quotes were reported by participants of the text treatment group and none of the 

participants in the video treatment group explicitly reported that they were given 

misinformation in the form of the song. Thus, the video might have made it more difficult 

to detect and pinpoint the misinformation, as the following quotes illustrated: “Not quite 

sure, but something suspicious is going in with this survey”; “I suppose the purpose is 

to chart how the usage of an appreciative and overly positive (though in some part 

clearly erroneous) message is received by different sort of perceivers”. 

None of the participants in the control group reported suspicions about the information 

provided by the online review. The Control group was only exposed to the 

misinformation in the form of a memory question, yet participants in the control group 

reported higher than expected confidence in remembering the song Ride the Lightning. 

Thus, it could be that participants in the control group still reacted to the 

misinformation. It could have been that some individuals did not recognize the songs 

Overall memory N Mean Std. Deviation F Sig.

Control 30 6.8111 2.73152 .740 .480

Text 28 7.1548 2.39595

Video 32 6.2708 3.28179

Total 90 6.7259 2.83882
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performed in the concert or could not remember what was performed and what was not. 

Furthermore, regression analysis (table 17) showed that band commitment was a strong 

predictor of overall memory (see model fit in appendix 5), and the control group had the 

lowest mean value (control = 4.5667, text = 5.2024 & video = 4.9896) for band 

commitment. Thus, the lower band commitment might have influenced participants’ 

capability to recognize and recall the songs performed in the concert. Although, the 

differences in band commitment were not significant between the treatment groups 

(table 4). 

Table 17 Results of multiple regression analysis for predicting overall memory 

 

Even though the presentation format did not cause a significant effect on any of the 

tested variables, it was still confirmed that the right-hand side of the research model did 

function. Furthermore, it was confirmed that online review perception variables 

predicted both false memory and WOM intention. Thus, it was concluded that source 

credibility, source attractiveness, argument quality, and message quality have a positive 

relationship with both false memory and WOM intention, which is in line with previous 

research (Lampinen & Smith, 1995; Xu et al. 2015; Lin et al. 2012; Teng et al. 2014; Braun 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 11.994 2 5.997 .740 .480
b

Residual 705.245 87 8.106

Total 717.240 89

Regression 250.879 3 83.626 15.421 .000
c

Residual 466.360 86 5.423

Total 717.240 89

a. Dependent Variable: Overall memory

b. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

c. Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Band commitment

Standardized 

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 6.811 .520 13.103 .000

Dummy text .344 .748 .056 .459 .647

Dummy video -.540 .724 -.092 -.747 .457

(Constant) 2.388 .790 3.021 .003

Dummy text -.272 .619 -.045 -.440 .661

Dummy video -.950 .595 -.161 -1.596 .114

Band commitment .969 .146 .584 6.637 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Overall memory

1

2

2

Coefficients
a

Model
Unstandardized Coefficients

t Sig.

1

ANOVA
a

Model
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et al, 2006; Xu & Yao, 2015). Although, none of the previous studies have included all 

these variables as predictors. This finding indicated that when consumers have better 

perceptions of the fake online review, they are more likely to incorporate misinformation 

into their recollection of the experience. Furthermore, better perceptions of the online 

review increased consumers’ intentions to share the fake online review. Thus, increasing 

consumer perceptions of the fake online review will not only increase the likelihood of 

false memory, but also the willingness to share the fake online review, and hence also the 

misinformation propagates. 

5.2 Theoretical and managerial implications 

The point of departure for this study was the fact that online reviews had become the 

preferred and trusted source of information for consumers. Furthermore, online reviews 

in video format were increasing in popularity. Despite the trust in online reviews, it is 

evident that a high proportion of online reviews are fake or misleading. Thus, it was 

relevant to study how the presentation format of fake online reviews, especially video, 

would affect consumers’ memory. The issue was also topical in a wider context of fake 

news and opinion fraud. 

Previous research had found a relationship between presentation format and false 

memory in the context of autobiographical advertisement and childhood experiences 

(Braun-LaTour et al. 2004). This study aimed to confirm this relationship in the context 

of fake online reviews and more recent experiences. Based on the empirical findings, it 

was concluded that fake online reviews in video format are not more harmful to 

consumers’ memories than fake online reviews in text format. Although the relationship 

between presentation format and false memory was not confirmed in this study, there 

were indications that the relationship could exist, based on the direction of mean values. 

Nevertheless, this study contributed to the existing literature by showing that similar 

factors (source credibility, source attractiveness, argument quality & message quality) 

increased the likelihood of false memory, but also consumers’ willingness to share fake 

online reviews (tables 16 & 17). This finding was interesting in its own right because it 

seems that online reviews have certain characteristics which can be manipulated for 

purposes of distributing misinformation and shaping consumers’ memories. 

Furthermore, this study encourages to investigate other factors than presentation format 

that might influence online review perception. More research is thus welcomed to help 

policymakers and academics alike to understand how the phenomenon of fake reviews 

is evolving and what are the implications for consumers and businesses alike. 
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Figure 6 Revised research model based on empirical findings 

Furthermore, these findings could have implications to fake news research as well, since 

the chances are that the factors presented here are relevant to all online information. It 

has become easier and easier for online users to generate content and distribute their 

own and others’ opinions online. Whether these opinions target businesses, products or 

other entities it is nevertheless vital to understand the repercussions for the receiver of 

the message. One of these repercussions is false memories. 

On the managerial side, the results of this study implied that marketers do not need to 

urgently attend to the manner of presentation format when it comes to propagation of 

misinformation through fake online reviews. That being said, the results indicated that 

fake online reviews that include video could be more effective for distributing 

misinformation. Thus, it is advisable to keep informed of what type of reviews are posted 

online regarding the company’s products. Although it remains difficult to identify fake 

online reviews, it would be beneficial for companies to understand what type of factors 

make fake online reviews more harmful. For instance, it would be more efficient to direct 

resources on monitoring certain types of reviews or online content, such as video reviews. 

Furthermore, companies need to be well aware of the fact that consumers trust the 

opinions of other consumers. Thus, consumers are likely to trust also fake online reviews. 

Moreover, posting fake online reviews is easier than ever and there is no reliable way to 

detect these reviews (Hu et al. 2012), especially when the misinformation is someone’s 
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personal experience with the product. In cases where the misinformation is something 

that can be fact-checked, as was the case in this study, consumers and companies alike 

have better chances of detecting the misinformation.  

As the results of this study showed, consumers’ memories can be altered by exposing 

them to misinformation. Thus, companies must also understand how their post-

experience communication might affect consumers’ memories. For companies, this 

could provide opportunities to influence the way consumers recall their consumption 

experiences, once they make future purchase decisions. While it is not encouraged to 

manipulate consumers' memories, it might be worthwhile targeting consumers with 

positive online reviews after their consumption experience. 

5.3 Limitations and future research 

Although the results of this study were non-significant, there were no grounds for 

concluding that the presentation format did not affect false memory. Thus, more 

research should be conducted on the topic. If not else, this study provided some 

indication for developing the methodology for future studies. In future research, more 

emphasis should be put on the calibration of the manipulation, which can be seen as one 

of the limitations of this study. Furthermore, manipulations should be subjected to more 

rigorous manipulation checks, before data collection. To strengthen the manipulation, 

the false information should be brought in the center of the online review. Especially 

when the false information is a particular song, it should be also made certain that 

participants do know the song well enough, and not just by name. In the video treatment, 

the song had a bigger role in the review, as the video footage was about the song. But, yet 

again it could be made abundantly clear in the footage that the song is indeed Ride the 

Lightning. Along with weak manipulations, the biggest limitation of this study was the 

high attrition rate during data collection, which raised the question of participant 

motivation. 

Future research on this topic should try to find out cases where the relationship between 

presentation format and false memory could be confirmed. Furthermore, research 

should aim to find out what are the factors, other than a presentation format, that 

influence the perceptions of fake online review. For instance, is the source of the review 

perceived more credible if an actual person appears in the video and would this affect the 

relationship between presentation format and false memory. For a final suggestion, also 
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different product types should be studied. As, this study was limited only to one type of 

product, a concert. 
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APPENDIX 1 RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TEST ON 
DEMOGRAPGHICS 

 

Crosstab

Count 

W hat is your gender?

M ale Female Total

Treatment group Control 24 6 30

Text 22 6 28

Video 24 8 32

Total 70 20 90

Chi-Square Tests

Value dfAsymptotic Significance (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square .239a 2 .887

Likelihood Ratio .237 2 .888

Linear-by-Linear Association .223 1 .636

N of Valid Cases 90

a 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.22.

Crosstab

Count 

W hat is your age?

14 16 17 18 19 20 21

Treatment group Control 1 2 1 1 0 1 2

Text 0 0 1 1 1 0 1

Video 0 0 2 0 1 0 1

Total 1 2 4 2 2 1 4

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

Treatment group Control 0 1 1 1 2 2 3

Text 1 0 3 0 1 3 0

Video 1 0 1 2 2 2 1

Total 2 1 5 3 5 7 4

29 30 31 32 33 34 35

Treatment group Control 0 0 4 2 0 1 1

Text 1 2 0 0 1 0 1

Video 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total 2 3 5 3 2 2 3

36 37 38 39 40 41 42

Treatment group Control 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Text 0 1 1 0 1 0 3

Video 1 2 0 2 1 1 1

Total 1 3 1 3 2 1 4

42 43 44 45 47 49 51

Treatment group Control 0 0 1 0 0 1 1

Text 3 1 1 1 2 0 0

Video 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

Total 4 2 3 1 2 1 1

69 75

Treatment group Control 0 0

Text 0 0

Video 1 1

Total 1 1

Chi-Square Tests

Value dfAsymptotic Significance (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 63.820a 70 .685

Likelihood Ratio 77.229 70 .259

Linear-by-Linear Association 3.670 1 .055

N of Valid Cases 90

a 108 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .31.

Crosstab

Count 

W hat is your highest level of education?

Primary 

school

Vocational 

education

H igh 

school

Bachelor ’s 

degree

M aster ’s 

degree

Doctorate 

degree Total

Treatment group Control 3 2 6 16 2 1 30

Text 1 4 5 11 7 0 28

Video 2 3 6 9 10 2 32

Total 6 9 17 36 19 3 90

Chi-Square Tests

Value dfAsymptotic Significance (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 10.745a 10 .378

Likelihood Ratio 12.391 10 .260

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.501 1 .221

N of Valid Cases 90

a 9 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .93.

Crosstab

Count 

W hat is your employment status?

Employed 

for  wage

Self-

employed Student Unemployed Total

Treatment group Control 14 2 10 4 30

Text 20 1 6 1 28

Video 23 3 4 2 32

Total 57 6 20 7 90

Chi-Square Tests

Value dfAsymptotic Significance (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 7.688a 6 .262

Likelihood Ratio 7.828 6 .251

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.954 1 .026

N of Valid Cases 90

a 6 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.87.



 

 

55 

APPENDIX 2 TESTING ASSUMPTIONS FOR MULTIPLE 
REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

 

 

 



 

 

56 

 

 



 

 

57 

 

 



 

 

58 

APPENDIX 3 REGRESSION MODEL SUMMARY FALSE MEMORY 

 

Model Summary

Model R R Square

Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error of the 

Estimate

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .097a .009 -.014 3.812 .009 .407 2 86 .667

2 .466b .217 .160 3.471 .208 5.444 4 82 .001

a Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

b Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Message Quality, Source Attractiveness, Source Credibility, Argument Quality

Change Statistics
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APPENDIX 4 REGRESSION MODEL SUMMARY WOM INTENTION 

 

Model Summary

Model R R Square

Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error of 

the Estimate

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .118a .014 -.009 1.95978 .014 .605 2 86 .548

2 .589b .348 .300 1.63258 .334 10.482 4 82 .000

a Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

b Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Message Quality, Source Attractiveness, Source Credibility, Argument Quality

Change Statistics
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APPENDIX 5 REGRESSION MODEL SUMMARY OVERALL MEMORY 

 

Model Summary Change Statistics

Model R R Square

Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error of 

the Estimate

R Square 

Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change

1 .129a .017 -.006 2.84715 .017 .740 2 87 .480

2 .591b .350 .327 2.32869 .333 44.052 1 86 .000

a Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text

b Predictors: (Constant), Dummy video, Dummy text, Band Commitment
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APPENDIX 6 SURVEY 

Memory Remains 
 

 

Start of Block: Intro 

 
Q1 Dear participant, 
  
 Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study, which aims to better 
understand your online experiences.     Please read the instructions carefully and 
answer each question truthfully and to the best of your knowledge. Note that there 
are no right or wrong answers as we are only interested in your perceptions.     
 The data collected in this study will solely be used for academic research. The data will 
be treated anonymously, and only aggregated results will be reported.  
    Please note that your participation in this study might require watching a short video 
with sound. Therefore, we kindly ask you to make sure that you can watch and listen 
to a video on your device .   
 Please know that it will NOT be possible to go back to previous questions and modify 
your answers. 
At the end of the survey you have opportunity to participate in a lottery of Finnkino 
movie tickets.   
 If you agree with the conditions above please select the option below and proceed to 
the study. If you do not agree then you can terminate your participation now.   
    

o I agree, and I want to continue my participation.  (1)  

o I don't agree, and I want to terminate my participation.  (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Dear participant, Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study, 
which aims to bette... = I don't agree, and I want to terminate my participation. 

 

 
Q2 Did you attend Metallica's concert at Kantolan Tapahtumapuisto in Hämeenlinna, 
Finland on July 16, 2019? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

Skip To: End of Survey If Did you attend Metallica's concert at Kantolan Tapahtumapuisto in 
Hämeenlinna, Finland on July 16... = No 
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Page Break  

 
Q3 In the following, you will be presented with a brief review of the Metallica Concert 
at Kantolan Tapahtumapuisto in Hämeenlinna,  
Finland on July 16, 2019.  
  
 Please carefully read the review and watch the video with sound should you be 
required to do so.  
 

End of Block: Intro 
 

Start of Block: Control 

 
Q4 Metallica rocked Hämeenlinna! 
  
  
 When you can feel your vital organs rearranging themselves around your body, you 
know something heavy is going on, and at Kantolan Tapahtumapuisto on Tuesday 
night that something was Metallica. Hämeenlinna hosted almost one percent of entire 
Finnish population coming together to witness an iconic band deliver. 
   
 When it came to the music, they didn’t miss a beat. The set list included songs 
throughout Metallica’s career, as James Hetfield put it “So we play some new stuff 
today, some stuff from middle of our career, and we also play some old stuff”. 
 

 

 
Q25 Have you carefully read the review? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Have you carefully read the review? = No 

End of Block: Control 
 

Start of Block: Text 

 
Q5 Metallica rocked Hämeenlinna!     When you can feel your vital organs rearranging 
themselves around your body, you know something heavy is going on, and at Kantolan 
Tapahtumapuisto on Tuesday night that something was Metallica. Hämeenlinna 
hosted almost one percent of entire Finnish population coming together to witness an 
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iconic band deliver.     When it came to the music, they didn’t miss a beat. The set list 
included songs throughout Metallica’s career, as James Hetfield put it “So we play 
some new stuff today, some stuff from middle of our career, and we also play some 
old stuff”. During the third song, the classic Ride the Lightning, you really knew that 
this is going to be yet another masterclass in metal!   
 

 

 
Q26 Have you carefully read the review? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Have you carefully read the review? = No 

End of Block: Text 
 

Start of Block: Video 

 
Q6 Metallica rocked Hämeenlinna! 
  
      When you can feel your vital organs rearranging themselves around your body, you 
know something heavy is going on, and at Kantolan Tapahtumapuisto on Tuesday 
night that something was Metallica. Hämeenlinna hosted almost one percent of entire 
Finnish population coming together to witness an iconic band deliver.     When it came 
to the music, they didn’t miss a beat. The set list included songs throughout Metallica’s 
career, as James Hetfield put it “So we play some new stuff today, some stuff from 
middle of our career, and we also play some old stuff”. During the third song, the 
classic Ride the Lightning, you really knew that this is going to be yet another 
masterclass in metal!         
 

 

 
Q27 Have you carefully read and watched the review with sound? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Have you carefully read and watched the review with sound? = No 

End of Block: Video 
 

Start of Block: Dependent variables 
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Page Break  

 

 
 
Q7 Please indicate your confidence of hearing the following songs Metallica's concert 
in Hämeenlinna. 

 

1 = Not 
very 

confident 
(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 8 (8) 9 (9) 
10 = Very 
confident 

(10) 

Hardwired 
(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

No Leaf 
Clover (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Ride the 
Lightning 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Spit Out 
the Bone 

(4)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

End of Block: Dependent variables 
 

Start of Block: Independent variables 
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Q8 I felt the experience of the Metallica's concert in Hämeenlinna was: 

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Favorable 
(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Good (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Pleasant 

(3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Positive 

(4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q9 To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements: 

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

I consider 
myself to be 

loyal to 
Metallica. 

(1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I would be 
very happy 

to go to 
Metallica 
concert 

every time I 
have an 

opportunity. 
(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I enjoy 
talking 
about 

Metallica 
with my 

friends. (3)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q10  
Think back to the review you were presented with.  
How unlikely or likely are you to: 

 
1 = Not 

very 
likely (1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = Very 
likely (7) 

Share this 
concert 

review (1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Recommend 
this concert 
review (2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Tell about 

this concert 
to a friend 

(3)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

 

Page Break  

 



 

 

68 

 
Q11  
To what extent do you disagree or agree the review was:  

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Favorable (1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Good (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Pleasant (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Positive (4)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Clear (5)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Coherent (6)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Comprehensive 

(7)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Concise (8)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q12 How do you rate the truthfulness of this concert review?  

o 1 = Not truthful  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7 = Highly truthful  (7)  

 

 

 
Q13 To what extent do you believe this concert review?  

o 1 = Not at all  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7 = A lot  (7)  
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Q14 To what extent you think this concert review is trustworthy?  

o 1 = Not trustworthy  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7 = Highly trustworthy  (7)  

 

 

 
Q15 To what extent you think this concert review is reliable?  

o 1 = Not reliable  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5  (5)  

o 6  (6)  

o 7 = Highly reliable  (7)  

 

 

Page Break  
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Q16 The information provided in this concert review was: 

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Relevant 
(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Accurate 
(2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Credible 
(3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

 

Page Break  

 
Q17 The arguments made in this concert review were: 

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Convincing 
(1)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Strong (2)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q18 How much alcohol did you consume during the concert? 

o 1 = Not at all  (1)  

o 2  (2)  

o 3  (3)  

o 4  (4)  

o 5 = A lot  (5)  

 

 

Page Break  

 
Q19 In general, I find an online review attractive when: 

 

1 = 
Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 
7 = 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

I have 
similar 

opinions 
with 

people 
that 

posted 
the 

review. (1)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I’m 
familiar 

with 
reviewer’s 
opinions. 

(2)  

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

I like the 
review. (3)  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q24 What do you think was the purpose of this survey? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Independent variables 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 
Q20 What is your gender? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

 

 

 
 
Q21 What is your age? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q22 What is your highest level of education? 

o Primary school  (1)  

o Vocational education  (2)  

o High school  (3)  

o Bachelor’s degree  (4)  

o Master’s degree  (5)  

o Doctorate degree  (6)  

 

 

 
Q23 What is your employment status? 

o Employed for wage  (1)  

o Self-employed  (2)  

o Student  (3)  

o Unemployed  (4)  

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Block 7 

 
Q29 Your participation is highly appreciated!  
 
 
Should you choose to you can participate in a lottery of Finnkino movie tickets by 
leaving your email address below. No third parties are involved in this lottery. 
 
 
Winners will be informed by email. 
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Your email address will be stored only until the lottery has been completed and tickets 
delivered. 

________________________________________________________________ 


