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Building E-commerce Satisfaction and Boosting Sales: the role of social commerce trust 

and its antecedents 

 

Abstract 

Consumers are increasingly relying on social commerce for making their purchase decisions, and 
e-vendors have great interests in applying social commerce features in the traditional e-commerce 
sites to increase sales. Although the importance of trust has been well recognized in the literature, 
the previous studies have mainly focused on trust in e-commerce sites and failed to incorporate its 
multi-dimensional nature to study consumer behavior. To gain further insights into consumer 
decision-making, this study aims to develop a social commerce trust-based consumer decision-
making framework. Based on the social-technical theory, we conceptualize social commerce trust 
in a multi-dimensional view including trust in social media, trust in e-commerce sites, trust in 
social commerce features and trust in consumers. Data was collected from an online survey taken 
by American Amazon consumers. Our results strongly support our new conceptualization of social 
commerce trust and demonstrate its importance by examining its effects on e-commerce outcomes. 
Further, trust in consumers and trust in social commerce features have stronger effects than trust 
in e-commerce sites and trust in social media in the formation of social commerce trust. Our study 
contributes to the theory by introducing the new conceptualization of social commerce trust and 
advancing our understanding of how to enhance social commerce trust. Practitioners can gain 
insights into the implementation of social commerce for building consumer trust and increasing 
sales. 
 
Keywords: customer review quality, e-commerce satisfaction, purchasing behavior, social commerce 
trust, social support 
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Introduction 

As an emerging topic, social commerce recently has gained popularity in both research and practice. 

It refers to “any commercial activities facilitated by or conducted through the broad social media 

and Web 2.0 tools in consumers’ online shopping processes or business’ interactions with their 

customers” [65, p.191]1. It explores social media-enabled commercial activities and their business 

values, such as branding, consumer services, and firm performance (e.g., [59, 62, 65, 109, 111]). Social 

commerce has become a popular venue that offers a large amount of information about products and 

services contributed by both marketers and volunteer consumers. For example, more than 3 million 

seller feedback reviews are posted per month on Amazon.com [27].  

Consumers are increasingly using social commerce as a source of product-related information and 

are participating in social media-enabled commercial activities such as customer review, sharing, 

recommendations, and discussions. For example, a recent report [34] shows that 45% of consumers 

interact with product reviews during the purchase process. Social commerce thus represents a new 

channel for consumers to acquire consumer-generated information, which is helpful for consumer 

product evaluations and purchasing decisions [35, 40, 77, 107]. Social commerce offers an effective 

approach for firms to deeply interact with their customers and build relationships, which is essential 

for firms to achieve a competitive advantage and improve their performance.  

Research on social commerce has mainly focused on examining social commerce activities via 

social media2 (e.g., [63, 74, 75, 108]). For example, Liang, Ho, Li, and Turban [63] find that social 

support and relationship quality play important roles in determining social commerce intention in a 

specific social commerce research context; that is, social media. Similarly, Zhang, Lu, Gupta, and Zhao 

                                                             
1 In other words, social commerce includes buying and selling on social media or facilitated by social media tools. For example, 
consumers may see product information posted by their friends on Facebook, and decide to purchase the product later. 
2 Here social media platforms include general platforms such as Facebook and specific social shopping communities (e.g., [75]). 
These social shopping communities provide features such as recommendations, ratings, and consumer profiles. Consumers can 
make purchase by clicking links of participating e-commerce sites. Therefore, social shopping is a specific social media context of 
social commerce. 
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[106] report that user participation and virtual experience have a significant influence on social 

commerce intention on social media. Another type of social commerce phenomenon integrates social 

media into traditional e-commerce. In this context, consumers can share their shopping-related 

information on social media through e-commerce sites. For example, Amazon integrates Facebook, 

Twitter, and Pinterest on its site. By clicking social media links for certain products, consumers can 

share product information on their Facebook page and write their opinions. Their friends can then see 

the posted information and visit product pages on Amazon by clicking the posts. To our knowledge, 

few studies have attempted to examine this type of social commerce (context of study in Appendix A), 

which motives us to investigate the effects of social commerce on e-commerce outcomes. 

In the Information Systems (IS) discipline, trust has been largely studied to understand consumer 

behavior that leads to e-commerce outcomes [4, 6, 30, 55, 72, 80]. Such studies have indicated that 

consumer trust is essential for e-vendors to drive consumer online transactions. Given that an e-

commerce transaction may involve many components, such as companies, consumers, products, and 

web technology, consumer trust has been traditionally measured from a range of perspectives. 

Therefore, studies have argued that there is a need to measure consumer trust from a multi-dimensional 

perspective and examine its influences on online consumer behavior [30, 56, 71]. 

Social commerce can be viewed as a type of relational service market where trust plays an important 

role in determining the relationship quality between users and companies, and thus in generating 

business outcomes [63, 74, 108]. According to Zhang and Wang [110], social commerce consists of 

various facets including people, management, technology, and information. Similarly, other studies 

indicate that social commerce involves multiple features 3  including social features, commercial 

features, and technological features [47, 48]. From this perspective, the multi-dimensional nature of 

                                                             
3  Our study uses social commerce features to refer to those features integrated into e-commerce sites to fuel consumers’ 
interaction with others, such as posting/responding to product reviews, rating reviews’ helpfulness, and sharing products and 
their reviews through social media. These features are selected because they enable consumers to interact with each other and 
exchange product information.  
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trust also applies to consumer trust in social commerce. However, prior trust studies have failed to take 

this into account, and have measured trust from a single-dimensional viewpoint primarily focusing on 

trust in sites (object of trust in Appendix A). In addition, understanding the nature and antecedents of 

consumer trust in social commerce would provide further insight into the social commerce 

phenomenon and its business outcomes. Therefore, our objective of this study is to conceptualize social 

commerce trust from a multi-dimensional perspective and identify its antecedents from a social 

commerce perspective. 

To summarize, our review (see Appendix A) shows that trust in the literature has been examined 

separately mainly focusing on the object of sites and customers. To address this research gap, our study 

conceptualizes social commerce trust from a multi-dimensional perspective including e-commerce 

sites, customers, social media, and social commerce features. To the best of our knowledge, it is one 

of the first attempts to link between different perspectives of trust. We then develop a social commerce-

based trust consumer decision-making model that conceptualizes social commerce trust and examines 

its effects on e-commerce outcomes and its antecedents from a social commerce perspective. To that 

end, our work is set in a specific social commerce research context, integrating social commerce 

features into the traditional e-commerce setting. As such, our work makes contributions to the trust 

literature by conceptualizing the multi-dimensional social commerce trust and further clarifying the 

role of each dimension in forming consumers’ social commerce trust, and thus providing a deeper 

understanding of social commerce trust. In addition, it expands the understanding of the emerging 

social commerce phenomenon and especially its role in building consumer trust and driving consumers’ 

purchase behaviors. From the practical perspective, our work delivers insights for marketers into how 

to build consumer trust through the application of social commerce to increase sales.  

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we introduce social–technical theory, from which 

we conceptualize social commerce trust based on the literature on consumer trust and social commerce. 

Second, we develop our framework for a social commerce-based trust consumer decision-making 



5 
 

model by integrating social commerce-based antecedents, social commerce trust, and e-commerce 

outcomes. Next, the research method and results are presented. Finally, the implications and limitations 

of our study, and opportunities for future research are discussed. 

Literature Review and Theoretical Background 

In this section, we first review previous literature on trust in the research context of consumer 

behavior/purchase and identify the gap in the literature. We then conceptualize social commerce trust 

based on social–technical theory.  

Literature Review on Trust 

Trust is defined as “the willingness of a party [the trustor] to be vulnerable to the actions of another 

party based on the expectation that the other [the trustee] will perform a particular action important to 

the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” [69, p.712]. Our study 

focuses on trust beliefs (i.e., a temporary state of trust) [71], which reflect consumers’ perceptions 

toward specific e-commerce sites. Ross and LaCroix [87] summarize that trust beliefs have three 

orientations: 1) trust derived from a cooperative motivational orientation, (2) trust caused by 

predictability, and (3) trust from a problem-solving. In the context of our study, predictable cooperative 

operations of e-commerce sites can help consumers establish their trust and support their purchase 

decisions. Therefore, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman [69]’s definition of trust is chosen, which is 

consistent with the orientation that trust is caused by predictability. Following this definition, trust 

needs to be measured from a multi-dimensional perspective, including different trustees in social 

commerce. 

Trust is an important concept in e-commerce and it can support important positive outcomes, such 

as purchase intention [7, 45], electronic word-of-mouth (WOM) [1], loyalty [15], and revisit intention 

[17]. Consumers can feel concerned to transact online due to various risks [72]. For example, Hong 

and Cha [45] find that consumers are less likely to purchase with a higher level of performance risk 

(i.e., low product quality), psychological risk (i.e., mental discomfort), financial risk (monetary loss), 
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and payment risks (i.e., information misuse). Trust can create a comfortable environment so that 

individuals feel less concerned about the risks associated with e-commerce.  

Previous literature has argued that trust in the context of e-commerce has several dimensions 

including system and interpersonal [70]4. Our literature review (Appendix A) shows that previous 

literature has mainly focused on consumers’ trust in sites, though some studies also recognize the 

importance of interpersonal trust and examine antecedents and outcomes of consumers’ trust in 

consumers in the context of social media [15, 89, 104]. Further, as social media becomes increasingly 

popular, recent studies also assess the role of trust in social media which can positively increase 

consumers’ purchase intentions [1, 15, 38]. Overall, previous studies have provided a rich 

understanding of how trust in different objects (e.g., sites, peers, social media) can affect consumer 

decision making, and thus generating positive e-commerce outcomes. 

As social media has been integrated into traditional e-commerce sites5, the environment of e-

commerce becomes more complex and there is a need to further understand consumers’ trust in this 

emerging environment. Our review shows that there remain several limitations in previous literature. 

First, trust in social media has not gained much attention. Our review shows that those studies 

examining trust in social media has focused on the context of social media only and no studies have 

examined the role of trust in social media in the context of e-commerce sites. Such studies are highly 

needed because social media integrated into e-commerce sites can influence consumers’ trust toward 

e-commerce overall. For example, Amazon has integrated social media (i.e., Facebook, Twitter and 

Pinterest) into its site and consumers can post their assessments toward products on social media 

through Amazon. In such a scenario, trust in social media plays an important role, and consumers may 

                                                             
4 McKnight and Chervany [70] also propose the third dimension of trust: intrapersonal, which refers to consumers’ propensity to 
trust. Since our study does not focus on individuals’ characteristics, intrapersonal dimension of trust is not included in our study. 
5 Here specific types of social media integrated into e-commerce may vary from site to site and depend on the information to 
share. For example, at the time of our study, Amazon integrates Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest to share product description and 
pictures. In the future, it would be possible that other types of social media such as YouTube would be integrated into e-commerce 
sites to support product video sharing.  
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not trust the overall environment of Amazon if they feel that their posted information on social media 

can be misused. Second, no studies have examined trust in social commerce features. In e-commerce 

sites such as Amazon, these new features empower consumers to (1) post reviews including their 

comments/feedbacks to certain products; (2) respond to other consumers’ review; (3) rate the 

helpfulness of reviews; and (4) share product and their reviews through social media. In other words, 

the features offer the affordances that enable consumers to engage in the additional activities outlined 

above [61], and such affordances can help fuel interaction, and thus building consumers’ trust. These 

features are vital to facilitate consumers’ interactions and online purchase. Therefore, it is important to 

assess the role of consumers’ trust in social commerce features. Third, previous literature has examined 

trust with various objects separately, but few studies have examined consumers’ trust toward e-

commerce. One exception is from Yoon and Occeña [104], who use “global” items to assess consumers’ 

trust in mobile-commerce (m-commerce) (e.g., “C2C e-commerce is unreliable.”). However, according 

to MacKenzie [68], using “global” items may not be appropriate because these indicators can be 

ambiguous in their definition and construction of e-commerce trust, and there is no way to understand 

how participants come to their responses.  

Unlike e-commerce, social commerce is a consumer-centered service market with a focus on 

interactions among consumers that integrates user-generated content into traditional e-commerce 

through the advantages offered by social media web technology [110]. From the technology 

perspective, social commerce has incorporated emerging technology objects (social media and social 

commerce features) into traditional e-commerce sites. Form the people perspective, consumers are the 

primary users that produce the user-generated content that serves as the foundation for social support 

and social relationships in social commerce. It is clear that social commerce has added new objects 

that can formulate consumer trust, and the extant literature on trust has failed to capture those new 

objects based on the above discussion. Thus, there is a need to refine trust in order to reflect the 

multiple-dimensional nature of social commerce.  
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Based upon the discussion above, we identify different dimensions of social commerce trust 

including sites (e.g., e-vendors), social commerce features, social media, and consumers. The 

importance of trust in site has been emphasized in the literature since this is the target which consumers 

conduct transactions with (e.g., [57, 67]). Because e-commerce sites add social commerce features and 

integrate with social media to fuel social interaction to better cater consumers’ specific needs, 

consumer trust in both social commerce features and social media can contribute to consumers’ overall 

perception regarding whether the entire e-commerce environment is trustworthy [41, 88]. Finally, trust 

in consumers is also vital because consumers interact with others via social commerce features and 

social media, and such a process can significantly influence their purchase process [104].  

Going beyond trust in e-commerce site and conceptualizing social commerce trust as a multi-

dimensional variable is also consistent with the trust transfer theory [92]. According to this theory, 

trust transfer can occur between different kinds of sources. For example, consumers can perceive a 

close relationship between the target (e.g., e-commerce sites) and another source of trust (e.g., social 

media), and such a relationship can induce trust transfer. Previous studies have also found that a 

consumer’s trust in one object can be transferred to that individual’s trust in another object [5, 53, 103]. 

Because the trust transfer process is dynamic and evolving [53, 92], linking different trust perspectives 

(i.e., trust in different objects) can provide a deeper understanding of social commerce trust.  

To summarize, trust has been mainly studied as single objects focusing on e-commerce sites and 

customers. However, previous literature has not paid much attention to trust in social media and trust 

in social commerce features and failed to capture consumers’ overall trust toward e-commerce. Figure 

1 shows the trust domain in e-commerce and research gaps (represented in gray areas). To fill these 

gaps, our study conceptualizes trust in social commerce and identify its relevant dimensions based on 

the social-technical theory. Below we describe the social-technical theory in more details.  
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Figure 1. Trust Domain and Research Gaps 

 
Social Commerce: The Social–Technical Perspective 

Social–technical theory posits that a system could consist of two sub-systems: the social sub-system 

and the technical sub-system (Figure 2) [8]. Briefly, the technical sub-system comprises the processes 

and technology that enable users to transform inputs into outputs and complete specific tasks within 

the system. In contrast, the social sub-system comprises the users, knowledge, values, relationships, 

and reward system. These two sub-systems do not stand alone; rather, they are correlative and should 

work in harmony for optimized system performance [8, 9]. From this perspective, people and 

technology play important roles in driving the performance of a system, as they largely determine the 

fit between the two sub-systems. 
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Figure 2. Social-Technical Theory 

 
This theory is highly applicable to social commerce, which is largely driven by people and web 

technology and involves the two sub-systems outlined above. People (i.e., social media users, 

consumers, and sellers) and organizational (i.e., a group, online brand community, and fan pages) 

components comprise the social sub-system of social commerce that supports social interactions and 

social relationships; facilitates social support; and develops users’ trust in and commitment to an 

organization [9, 63, 74, 106, 110]. The web technology (i.e., e-commerce sites, social media and social 

commerce features) and process components make up the technical sub-system of social commerce 

that drives social commerce activities such as commercial information sharing and customer reviews 

[40, 63, 110]. According to social-technical theory, changes in task and technology is not limited to 

the technical system, but also impact structure and people in the social system (see Figure 2). By 

integrating social commerce features and social media, e-commerce sites change the technology 

environment, and thus providing the affordances enabling consumers to conduct new tasks (i.e., new 

consumer behaviors such as product information sharing). Such changes can also impact people and 

task structure (i.e., the way in which consumers interact on e-commerce sites) [8]. In such a scenario, 

the technical sub-system serves as the foundation for the social sub-system in the social commerce 

environment, as web technology enables people to interact with one another and to develop and 
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maintain social relationships. On the other hand, the social sub-system may trigger advances in the 

technical sub-system of social commerce, as both people and organizations demand high-quality social 

relationships, social support, and social interactions, which can be achieved by improving technology 

capabilities. In social commerce, these two sub-systems have been shown to work mutually and to 

have a good fit [47, 48, 111]. These two sub-systems are thus beneficial to consumers, by improving 

their shopping experience and purchase decisions [12], as well as to businesses, in gaining a 

competitive advantage [108]. Therefore, social-technical theory is an appropriate theoretical lens 

because it can help understand how different dimensions work together to form consumers’ social 

commerce trust. Drawing from social–technical theory, we argue that people and technology are the 

primary components that drive social commerce and can best represent the two sub-systems of social 

commerce. 

Our study is set in a specific social commerce research context that integrates social media into 

traditional e-commerce sites and facilitates social commerce features (i.e., customer reviews and 

sharing through social media). We focus on consumers who have experience with these social 

commerce features. Therefore, consumers best represent the people component, as they are the primary 

people who use these social media features. Technology is best represented by e-commerce platforms 

and social media. Accordingly, we identify its dimensions below. Figure 3 provides an overview of 

social commerce trust, and below we identify its dimensions in detail. 

Definition of Social Commerce Trust 

Individuals’ subjective beliefs are the key factors that drive their trust in a specific object such as a 

group, an organization, or a website, and serve as a foundation for defining consumer trust [54, 63, 72]. 

For example, Kim, Ferrin, and Rao [54] refer to consumer trust as “a consumer’s subjective belief that 

the selling party or entity will fulfill its transactional obligations as the consumer understands them” 

in the context of e-commerce. Consumer trust is defined with a focus on individuals’ subjective beliefs 

in online transactions with e-vendors, as e-commerce traditionally concentrates on the interaction 
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between companies and consumers. From this perspective, the definition of consumer trust should 

switch its focus to subjective beliefs in consumers and social web technology, reflecting the 

advancement of social commerce. Therefore, in this study, social commerce trust refers to consumers’ 

subjective beliefs that other consumers are trustworthy and that web technology (i.e., e-commerce sites, 

social media, and social commerce features) is reliable to perform social commerce behaviors. Social 

commerce trust thus occurs in a multi-dimensional context including people and technology 

dimensions. Accordingly, we model consumers’ overall trust in social commerce as a second-order 

construct by capturing trust in different objects (e.g., trust in sites, trust in social media, trust in 

consumers) as first-order constructs [29]. Such studies are important to understand how different 

dimensions contribute to consumers’ trust in e-commerce / social commerce overall. 

There are three issues to note in our definition of social commerce trust6. First, while social 

commerce trust captures trust in different objects, these different dimensions may not come together. 

Since e-commerce sites are the main platforms to which social media and social commerce features 

are integrated, trust in e-commerce sites probably come first. Then as consumers use various social 

commerce features and share information via social media, they will form their perception regarding 

whether they are trustworthy. Therefore, trust in social commerce features and trust in social media 

probably come next. Lastly, through interacting with others, consumers will develop their trust beliefs 

toward their peers. Therefore, trust in consumers may come last. Also note that such a process is 

recursive rather than linear. For example, as consumers use social commerce features more often, their 

trust in social commerce features may transfer to their trust in e-commerce sites, and thus enhancing 

their social commerce trust as a whole.   

Second, by “other consumers”, we mean those consumers from the same e-commerce sites7. Third, 

                                                             
6 We thank one reviewer for pointing these issues out to help better understand our conceptualization of social commerce trust. 
Please note that the trust formation process, among the various factors, is not a part of this study. 
7 For example, the context of our study is Amazon.com. Therefore, “other consumers” refer to other consumers from Amazon.com. 
We thank one reviewer for pointing this issue out. 
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social commerce behaviors refer to seeking and sharing product information, which are empowered by 

social commerce features and social media. Figure 3 provides an overview of social commerce trust, 

and below we identify its dimensions in detail. 

Trust in 
Social 

Commerce

Trust in 
Social Media

Trust in E-
commerce 

Sites

Trust in 
Social 

Commerce 
Features

Trust in 
Consumers

            Technology             People

 

  

  
Figure 3. Social Commerce Trust as a Second-order Formative Construct 

 
The people dimension 

Consumers have been identified as a key component of social commerce [110, 111]. Consumers 

may exchange information about products and services, give or receive advice and product 

recommendations, and share first-hand shopping experiences in the social commerce environment [63]. 

From this perspective, consumers are the primary driver for social commerce, and they create its 

economic value [91]. The importance of consumers is also evident in the social commerce literature 

(e.g., [74, 106, 108]). Consumers’ subjective beliefs about other consumers comprise one dimension 

of social commerce trust. Consumers’ positive subjective beliefs that other consumers are honest and 

provide trustworthy user-generated content determine social commerce trust. Therefore, to capture this 

dimension of social commerce trust, we use a specific construct: trust in consumers. 

The technology dimensions 

Technology has been traditionally identified as a dimension of trust [54, 56, 71]. In our study, 
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technical capabilities of social commerce mainly evolve from social media and e-commerce platforms 

[110]. These technology tools for social commerce work together, provide sufficient support for social 

commerce features and support consumers’ social commerce activities such as ratings, customer 

review, and sharing. From this perspective, consumers’ trust beliefs in all social commerce tools 

comprise social commerce trust. 

First, social media serves as a foundation for the technical capability of social commerce, based on 

studies of social commerce that have measured trust in a single-dimensional way [41, 63, 74]. In these 

studies, trust captures individuals’ trust beliefs in specific social media. Accordingly, our study uses 

trust in social media to capture consumers’ trust beliefs in general social media, which is currently the 

primary component of trust in social commerce. Second, considering our specific social commerce 

research context, trust in e-commerce sites contributes to the technology dimension of social commerce. 

Trust in e-commerce sites has been identified as a key dimension of consumer trust in the traditional 

e-commerce context [54, 71], but it has not been integrated into consumer trust in social commerce, as 

mentioned earlier. Given that social commerce is the intersection of social media and e-commerce, 

trust in e-commerce sites is viewed as another key dimension and captures consumers’ trust beliefs in 

e-commerce sites. Finally, social commerce features and e-commerce platforms need to work mutually 

to provide consumers with the ability to participate in social commerce activities. Therefore, 

consumers’ trust beliefs in social commerce features also contribute to social commerce trust from the 

technology perspective. In summary, to best capture the technology dimension of social commerce 

trust, we use three constructs: trust in social media, trust in e-commerce sites, and trust in social 

commerce features. 

Research Model and Hypotheses Development 

Our study proposes a social commerce trust-based consumer decision-making model in the context 

of social commerce by 1) examining the effects of social commerce trust on e-commerce outcomes, 

and 2) identifying the antecedents of social commerce trust. 
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E-commerce Outcomes: Building Consumer Satisfaction and Triggering Purchasing Behaviors 

In our study, we propose that e-commerce outcomes include e-commerce satisfaction and 

purchasing behavior. E-commerce satisfaction refers to the extent to which individuals feel satisfied 

with all aspects of an e-commerce system [73]. Purchasing behavior refers to the frequency and 

willingness to purchase on certain e-commerce sites. Satisfaction is an important e-commerce outcome 

as it can lead to consumers’ ongoing intention to visit e-commerce sites [28]. Previous studies have 

examined how various factors lead to e-commerce satisfaction [50] (see Jaiswal, Niraj, and Venugopal 

[50] for a summary). Purchasing behavior is also important as it can generate revenue for e-vendors. 

The effects of social commerce trust 

As discussed above, our conceptualization of social commerce trust includes both technology and 

people dimensions based on social–technical theory. The literature demonstrates that trust in vendors 

can increase consumers’ satisfaction, intention to engage in transactions, and loyalty toward e-vendors 

in e-commerce [16, 36, 71]. Essentially, trust can facilitate a comfortable environment and help reduce 

consumers’ perception of risk associated with shopping with e-vendors [26, 82]. In social commerce, 

consumers’ trust in peer consumers is also important as they interact with each other to exchange 

product-related information. Ng [74] argues that trust in a social network community can increase 

consumer intention to purchase in social commerce. As a multi-dimensional construct, social 

commerce trust influences consumer decision making as a comprehensive process combining the 

cognitive and affective process by incorporating the effects of its dimensions [55, 71, 72]. With high 

social commerce trust, consumers perceive that e-commerce sites, and social media integrated and 

social commerce features perform reliably and meet their requirements during the shopping process. 

Consumers will also perceive that other consumers are reliable and care about their needs, thus leading 

to positive perceptions of websites. Therefore, consumers perceive that e-commerce sites are a 

comfortable environment for shopping and feel satisfied with e-commerce sites. Thus, they are more 

willing to make purchases. To summarize, we hypothesize that: 
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H1a: Social commerce trust is positively related to e-commerce satisfaction. 

H1b: Social commerce trust is positively related to purchasing behavior. 

The literature shows that e-commerce satisfaction has a positive effect on purchase intention [28]. 

Consumers’ e-commerce satisfaction reflects their perceptions of e-vendors’ effective performance 

during past experiences. Thus, when consumers feel satisfied with their past experiences, they are more 

likely to make purchases with e-vendors in future. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 

H2: E-commerce satisfaction is positively related to purchasing behavior. 

Antecedents of Social Commerce Trust 

Given that the primary focus of this paper is consumers’ social commerce trust, and considering our 

specific research context, we primarily draw from the literature on social commerce and identify two 

key antecedents: social support and customer review quality. 

Social support is defined as “information leading the subject to believe that he is cared for and loved, 

esteemed, and a member of a network of mutual obligations” [20, p. 300]. It can be formed by the 

exchange of resources (i.e., verbal and nonverbal messages) between two or more individuals. Social 

support has been identified as a primary factor that distinguishes social commerce from traditional e-

commerce [38, 63]. Social support could be facilitated through the transmission of information shared 

by individuals, and the content of information determined the type of social support. Liang, Ho, Li, 

and Turban [63] brought up social support in social commerce and measured it using two dimensions: 

informational support and emotional support. Informational support comes in the form of sharing 

product-related information or providing advice, referrals, and recommendations. Emotional support 

comes in the form of sharing individual emotion/mood states or expressing concerns, empathy, and 

caring to one another [95]. Therefore, consumers can obtain different types of social support mainly 

based on the nature of the content (e.g., knowledge-featured content and emotion-featured content) 

shared by other consumers on various social media-based platforms. Subsequently, social support has 

gained much attention, and many scholars argue that social support is a key factor that largely 
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determines consumers’ intentions to use social commerce features on various platforms [40, 106]. With 

social support, social commerce has become a popular source for consumers to exchange resources 

and help one another with purchasing decisions. 

In addition, information quality has traditionally been viewed as one of the prerequisites for 

successful e-commerce [22, 23]. It refers to the degree to which certain technology provides helpful 

information for individuals completing certain tasks [101]. User-generated content is another key 

component of social commerce that plays an important role in driving social commerce [40, 47, 110]. 

The quality of user-generated content is very important for sufficient product evaluations and accurate 

purchasing decisions. Considering our specific research context, we use customer review quality and 

define it “consumers’ perceived overall quality of information provided by other consumers”.  

Social support 

Social support has been found to motivate users to participate in social commerce activities, 

facilitating social relationships among users [40, 63, 106]. For example, with stronger social support, 

users are more likely to interact with one another and exchange knowledge about a specific issue, as 

well as express concerns in social media - based communities, which could lead to higher perceptions 

of site performance [64]. Accordingly, in our specific research context, social support could be acquired 

by consumers through social commerce activities such as customer reviews and social media sharing. 

With strong social support, consumers would be able to gain knowledge about products, services, or 

brands, and enhance their understanding of shopping-related issues, thus improving their subjective 

trust belief in social commerce. In other words, social support is important in building trust because it 

helps consumers sufficiently evaluate products through observing others’ product knowledge and 

purchasing experiences, and overcoming perceptions of uncertainty and risk in the purchasing process 

[55, 72]. Meanwhile, social support creates a supportive environment for consumers in which they feel 

more confident in making accurate purchase decisions [12, 63]. From this perspective, social support 

could increase consumers’ trust beliefs in social commerce through their psychological perceptions 
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[54], thus formatting social commerce trust. In summary, when consumers experience social support, 

they may receive helpful shopping advice from others and feel cared for by other consumers. In such 

a scenario, social support can not only meet consumers’ needs (e.g., need for relevant information), but 

also make them feel that other consumers act in their interests, thus building social commerce trust. 

Therefore, consumers’ perceptions of social commerce trust would be higher when they experience 

stronger social support in the context of social commerce. Thus, we hypothesize: 

 H3: Social support is positively related to social commerce trust. 

Customer review quality 

Previous studies have proposed that information quality is an important factor in influencing 

individuals’ satisfaction and technology adoption [29, 101]. In e-commerce, information comes from 

e-commerce vendors and is critical because it provides value to consumers [73] and reduces the 

uncertainty related to the shopping process. Jaiswal, Niraj, and Venugopal [50] also argue that 

information quality can increase consumer satisfaction and enhance loyalty toward e-commerce sites. 

In contrast, in social commerce, information (i.e., product reviews) comes from other consumers. 

In such a scenario, consumers probably perceive that reviews from other consumers have high quality 

when these reviews are relevant and helpful [47]. Individuals may thus feel that these high-quality 

customer reviews can meet their needs and support their shopping processes. Further, when reviews 

from other consumers are reliable, up to date, and can meet their shopping needs, consumers are more 

likely to perceive that social commerce environment is beneficial. Thus, with a higher level of customer 

review quality, the social commerce environment is more likely to be accepted and used by consumers, 

enhancing their social commerce trust. Thus, we hypothesize that: 

H4: Customer review quality is positively related to social commerce trust. 

A Social Commerce Trust-based Consumer Decision-making Model 

We develop a theoretical model describing a consumer’s social commerce trust-based decision 

making. It posits that social support and customer review quality influence social commerce trust, 
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which in turn influences consumers’ decision-making processes consisting of e-commerce satisfaction 

and purchasing behaviors. Figure 4 depicts our research model. 
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Figure 4. A Social Commerce Trust-based Consumer Decision-making Model 

 
Research Method 

Our study collected data from an online survey taken by Amazon consumers in the United States 

(US). Below, we describe our data collection procedures, measurements, data analysis, and results. 

Data Collection Procedures and Participants 

A survey company was employed to recruit participants. The survey company maintains various 

channels (e.g., user registration, collaboration with business partners) to recruit a variety of samples. 

Several approaches, such as a survey hub and relevant identification (ID) with quality assurance 

questions were used to detect fraudulent or duplicate answers. Each participant was assigned a unique 

ID so the survey company could keep track of who participated in the survey. During the sampling, 

survey companies firstly selected the qualified individuals (i.e., e-commerce consumers in this 

study) and then sent out online survey invitations through systematic sampling. For example, 

assume the size of the national panel was about 100,000 and about 400 participants were planned 

to be selected. Then invitations of the survey were sent out with the interval of 250 users. 
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Participants only qualified for the survey if they had 1) shopped on Amazon at least three times in 

the previous three months (i.e., make one purchase on average per month); 2) used Facebook, Twitter 

or Pinterest many times each week; and 3) had engaged in social commerce behaviors in the previous 

three months. Specifically, for the third criteria, we asked participants whether they had been involved 

in the following activities: 1) read other customers' ratings and reviews, 2) rate and/or comment on 

products purchased on Amazon, and 3) “Share” product information on social media (i.e., Facebook, 

Twitter, and Pinterest). Our survey contains questions dealing with social commerce features. To clarify 

its concept, we inserted the following statement in the beginning of our survey: 

“On Amazon, social commerce features include customer reviews (e.g., ratings & comments on 

products) and “Share” on social media (e.g., Facebook, Twitter and/or Pinterest). In this survey, we 

use the term "social media features" to refer to those features including customer rating & reviews, 

or sharing product information on social media such as Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest.” 

Participants were asked to answer most questions from the survey based upon their experiences in 

Amazon. The only exception was trust in social media, and participants were instructed to answer these 

questions based upon their experiences in social media (i.e., Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest). The 

data collection process lasted for about a month. In total, we received 903 valid responses. 

Demographic information about participants is provided in Table 1. Non-response bias was evaluated 

by assessing differences between early and late participants, and the results indicated that there were 

no significant differences among their demographic backgrounds.  

Table 1. Sample Demographic Information (N = 903) 
Ethnicity  Age  
White 80.51% 18-19 .55% 
Black or African American 9.08% 20 - 29 13.07% 
American Indian or Alaska Native .44% 30 - 39 22.26% 
Asian 3.54% 40 - 49 16.94% 
Hispanic 5.65% 50 - 59 25.47% 
Other .78% 60 or older 21.71% 

Education  Gender (% of Female) 53.71% 
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Less than high school 1.44% Times of Shopping on Amazon 
during the last three months 

 

High school graduate 16.17% 4-6 times 44.08% 
Some college 24.47% 7-9 times 20.49% 
2 year degree 12.85% 10-12 times 16.17% 
4 year degree 31.34% More than 13 times 19.16% 
Professional degree 11.96% Years shopping on Amazon 6.46 (SD 3.89) 
Doctorate 1.77% Years using social media 6.58 (SD 3.20) 
 
Measurement 

Our measures were adapted from the literature (see Table 2 for complete measurement). Specifically, 

items of social support were adapted from Liang, Ho, Li, and Turban [63]. Social support was measured 

as a second-order reflective construct consisting of informational support and emotional support. 

Customer review quality was adapted from Huang and Benyoucef [47]. Social commerce trust was 

measured as a second-order formative construct, including trust in social media, trust in e-commerce 

site, trust in social commerce features, and trust in consumers. These were measured with items from 

the work of Liang, Ho, Li, and Turban [63] and modified to fit the research context of this study. The 

focus of this study is to propose a new approach to model social commerce trust, rather than to develop 

new items. In other words, our study adapted existing items to new contexts (i.e., different objects of 

trust)8.  Items of e-commerce satisfaction were adapted from Molla and Licker [73], and items of 

purchasing behavior were adapted from items of purchase intention [24, 105] to measure consumers’ 

self-reported purchasing on Amazon. These items were rated on a seven-point Likert scale from 

“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. 

Data Analysis and Results 

As all the variables were collected in one survey, we first assessed the potential for common method 

bias (CMB) [84]. First, a Harmon one-factor analysis was conducted. The results showed that six 

                                                             
8 Therefore, we did not pre-test our scales. On the other hand, during our data collection, when the number of complete records 
reached about 100, we paused the data collection and assessed the measures. Our analysis showed that measures have good 
convergent and discriminant validity. Then we proceeded until the whole data collection finished. Nevertheless, we admit that it 
is a limitation of our study. 
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factors were present and that the most variance explained by a single factor was 39.03%. Second, a 

marker variable was used as a surrogate for method variance to partial out any method bias [66]. 

Following adjustment, all significant correlations remained significant. Therefore, we concluded that 

CMB was unlikely to be a serious concern for our study. 

Our model was tested with partial least squares (PLS). SmartPLS [86] was used with the bootstrap 

re-sampling method (using 1000 samples) to determine the significance of the paths. PLS was used in 

our study for two main reasons. First, it works with weighted composites, and is compatible with 

formative measurement [18]. In contrast, formative measurement can result in identification problems 

in covariance-based structural equation modeling [99]. Second, our measurements were not normally 

distributed, and Shapiro–Wilk tests were significant. According to Hair Jr and Hult [37], PLS is more 

appropriate with non-normally distributed data. 

We first evaluate the measurement model. As shown in Table 2, each item loaded significantly on 

its respective construct, with none of the loadings below .50 [49]. The composite reliabilities (CRs) 

were greater than .70, and the average variance extracted (AVE) was over .50 (Table 2). Therefore, 

convergent validity was supported [31]. Discriminant validity was also confirmed by ensuring that the 

correlations between constructs were below .85 [10]; and for each construct, the square root of its AVE 

exceeded all correlations between that factor and any other construct (Table 3). Therefore, our measures 

demonstrated good psychometric properties9. 

Table 2. Item descriptive statistics 
Items Mean SD Loading CR AVE 
Social Support      
Informational Support      
Consumer-generated content enables me to evaluate 
products I want to buy. 

6.30 .85 .87 .92 .79 

Consumer-generated content enables me to make the right 
purchases. 

6.13 .89 .91 

Consumer-generated content enables me to support my 6.06 .96 .89 
                                                             
9 We also conducted confirmatory factor analysis. The model had good fit indices: χ2 = 1899.51, d.f. = 428; CFI = .94; TLI = .93, 
RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05. Items also have acceptable loadings, CRs, and AVEs, and showed good discriminant validity. 
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purchase decisions. 
Emotional Support      
Consumer-generated content comforts and encourages me 
to make purchase decisions. 

5.88 1.04 .90 .91 .78 

Consumer-generated content makes me feel more 
confident in making purchase decisions. 

6.12 .93 .89 

Consumer-generated content brings me a lot of enjoyment 
when I am shopping.  

5.53 1.26 .85 

Customer review quality      
The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-accurate. 

5.68 .99 .87 .94 .73 

The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-relevant. 

5.98 .90 .82 

The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-complete. 

5.57 1.10 .85 

The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-reliable. 

5.68 1.03 .89 

The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-readily usable. 

5.94 .96 .85 

The information provided by other consumers on Amazon 
is-timely. 

5.76 1.03 .85 

Social Commerce Trust      
Trust in social media      
The performance of social media always meets my 
expectations. 

5.05 1.39 .91 .95 .86 

Social media can be counted on as good sites. 5.18 1.28 .94 
Social media is reliable. 4.88 1.40 .93 
Trust in e-commerce site      
The performance of Amazon always meets my 
expectations. 

5.99 1.02 .87 .93 .81 

Amazon can be counted on as a good e-commerce 
website. 

6.19 .89 .91 

Amazon is a reliable e-commerce website. 6.27 .88 .92 
Trust in social commerce features      
The performance of social media features in Amazon 
always meets my expectations. 

5.44 1.23 .93 .95 .87 

Social media features could be counted as good features 
in Amazon. 

5.55 1.16 .94 

Social media features are reliable in Amazon. 5.53 1.15 .94 
Trust in social commerce consumers      
I believe other consumers on Amazon are honest. 8.60 1.02 .91 .94 .80 
I believe other consumers on Amazon care about others 
all the time. 

8.31 1.15 .88 
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I believe other consumers on Amazon are dependable. 8.49 1.08 .93 
I believe other consumers on Amazon provide good 
comments. 

8.79 .951 .86 

E-Commerce Satisfaction      
I feel satisfied with my overall experiences with Amazon. 9.51 .723 .89 .93 .78 
I feel pleased about my overall experiences with Amazon. 9.43 .757 .92 
I feel content about my overall experiences with Amazon. 9.37 .797 .88 
I feel delighted about my overall experiences with 
Amazon. 

9.13 .997 .85 

Purchasing Behavior      
I usually purchase products from Amazon. 6.21 .892 .89 .91 .77 
I frequently shop from Amazon.  6.29 .884 .87 
I would like to purchase products from Amazon. 6.34 .833 .88 

 
Table 3. Correlation between Constructs and Square-root of AVEs (on-diagonal) 
                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 Customer Review Quality .86         
2 E-commerce satisfaction .57 .88        
3 Emotional support .63 .55 .88       
4 Informational Support .59 .56 .75 .89      
5 Purchase Behavior .54 .61 .57 .55 .88     
6 Trust in consumers .72 .51 .64 .57 .46 .90    
7 Trust in social media .60 .37 .54 .44 .38 .62 .93   
8 Trust in social commerce features .61 .50 .62 .55 .45 .65 .69 .93  
9 Trust in e-commerce site .54 .62 .52 .53 .54 .54 .43 .60 .90 
 
We then assessed second-order constructs. As shown in Panel A of Figure 5, the loadings of social 

support were .92 and .94 for informational support and emotional support, respectively, showing good 

convergent validity. For social commerce trust (Panel B in Figure 5), the weights of first-order trust 

constructs were all significant, supporting our conceptualization of social commerce trust. 
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Panel B: Trust in Social Commerce (*** p < .001) 

Figure 5. Second-order Constructs 
 
In the second stage assessing the structural model [49], path coefficient and R2 measures were 

examined. H1a, that social commerce trust is positively associated with e-commerce satisfaction, was 

supported (ß = .59, p < .001). H1b, which posits that social commerce trust is positively related to 

purchasing behavior, was also supported (ß = .28, p < .001). H2 suggests that e-commerce satisfaction 

is positively related to purchasing behavior. This hypothesis was supported (ß = .44, p < .001). H3 

argues that social support is positively associated with social commerce trust, and this hypothesis was 

supported (ß = .40, p < .001). Finally, H4, that customer review quality is positively associated with 

social commerce trust was also supported (ß = .49, p < .001). All the hypotheses are supported based 

on the research results, as shown in Table 4. 
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Figure 6. Model Results 

 

Table 4. Summary of Hypotheses Testing 
Hypothesis Path Coefficient T-value Supported? 
H1a: Social commerce trust→ E-commerce satisfaction .59 23.10*** Yes 
H1b: Social commerce trust→ Purchase behavior .28 8.75*** Yes 
H2: E-commerce satisfaction→ Purchase behavior .44 12.02*** Yes 
H3: Social support→ Social commerce trust .40 11.75*** Yes 
H4: Customer review quality→ Social commerce trust .49 15.06*** Yes 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

We also assessed the predictive quality of our model using the Stone–Geisser (Q2) test [33, 93]. The 

model has estimation relevance when Q2 is positive; otherwise, the model lacks estimation relevance, 

resulting in a doubtful determination of the latent variable. The Q2 values were .77 for emotional 

support, .79 for informational support, .73 for customer review quality, .86 for trust in social media, .80 

for trust in e-commerce site, .87 for trust in social commerce features, .81 for trust in consumers, .78 

for e-commerce satisfaction, and .77 for purchasing behavior. Therefore, our model had good 

predictive relevance overall. 

Testing the Competing Model 

Lastly, we compare the proposed model where social commerce trust is model as a second-order 

formative construct with its competing model where social commerce trust is model as four separate 
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first-order constructs. Our comparison follows two criteria: (1) whether each relationship is statistically 

significant, and (2) model parsimony.  

For the first criterion, our results (Figure 7) show that the relationships between social 

support/consumer review quality and trust are all significant. However, not all the relationships 

between trust and e-commerce satisfaction/purchase behavior are significant. The non-significant 

relationships include the effect of trust in social media on e-commerce satisfaction (ß = -.04, p > .05), 

the effect of trust in social commerce features on purchase behavior (ß = .03, p > .05), and the effect 

of trust in consumers on purchase behavior (ß = .08, p > .05). Since previous studies have demonstrated 

the importance of customer reviews in e-commerce sites (See Lin, Li, and Wang [65] for a review), 

trust in social commerce features and trust in consumers are expected to have significant effects. 

However, our results show that trust in social commerce features and trust in consumers are not 

significant drivers of consumers’ purchase behavior in the presence of other hypothesized drivers, 

while trust in social media and trust in e-commerce sites are significant drivers. Meanwhile, please 

note that trust in social commerce features and trust in consumers are significant drivers of the other 

e-commerce outcome variable: e-commerce stratification. The comparison also indicates that 

consumers’ satisfaction and purchase behavior are no longer solely based on their trust in one single 

object, but on their trust in multiple objects as a whole. In other words, our proposed model (trust 

modeled as a second-order construct consisting of multiple objects) can better explain how consume 

trust can be developed and affect their outcomes. As such, we can learn that consumer trust is now 

becoming more comprehensive as new technologies are integrated into traditional e-commerce sites.  
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Figure 7. The Competing Model Testing 

 
 For the second criterion of model parsimony assessment, we applied classification criteria 

including the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the Bayes information criterion (BIC), and the 

consistent AIC (CAIC) [2, 25]. In these criterions, lower values represent a better fit (e.g., higher 

explanatory power). The results in Table 5 show that the proposed model (trust modeled as a second-

order construct) is consistently better than the competing model (trust modeled as separate first-order 

constructs) on all these criteria. In other words, our proposed model has better parsimonious and higher 

explanatory power.  

Table 5. Model Parsimony Assessment 
 AIC BIC CAIC 
The proposed model (trust modeled as 
a second-order construct) 

-19301.55 -19061.26 -19061.21 

The competing model (trust modeled 
as separate first-order constructs) 

-7632.57 -7233.69 -7233.60 

 
To summarize, by modeling trust as a second-order formative construct, our proposed model can 

better depict the effects of trust and achieve a great improvement in parsimony. Therefore, our proposed 
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model is more preferred10.  

Discussions 

In this study, we develop a social commerce trust-based consumer decision-making model 

conceptualizing social commerce trust, and empirically test its effects on consumer decision making 

as e-commerce outcomes as well as identify its social commerce-based antecedents: social support and 

customer review quality. Our results validate the measures of social commerce trust from a multi-

dimensional perspective and statistically support our conceptual model. Combining social commerce 

and e-commerce, this framework demonstrates that social commerce features can sufficiently build 

consumer social commerce trust, which leads to positive e-commerce outcomes from a consumer 

perspective. Therefore, our study has important implications for theory and practice. 

Implications for Theory 

Our study advances consumer trust theory from e-commerce to social commerce and introduces the 

new concept of social commerce trust combining the features of those two contexts. Social commerce 

is a complex environment where consumers need to interact with e-commerce sites, social media 

integrated with e-commerce sites, social commerce features, and other consumers. Based on social–

technical theory, we define and conceptualize social commerce trust as a second-order construct from 

a multi-dimensional viewpoint (namely, the people dimension and technology dimension), which is 

consistent with trust theory from prior studies [56, 71]. Specifically, we identify three constructs—trust 

in social media, trust in e-commerce, and trust in social commerce features—for the technology 

dimension, and trust in consumers for the people dimension. The measures of social commerce trust 

are validated by our results, and all four dimensions are important and contribute to social commerce 

trust. Our results further show that e-commerce sites and consumers are important objects when 

                                                             
10 On the other hand, we believe that the competing model can also add value to the literature and form a platform for future 
research. Our competing model can be re-tested to assess how the effects of different types of trust vary in other contexts. For 
example, it is possible that the effect of trust in consumers becomes strengthened relative to that of trust in e-commerce sites 
in the context of customer-to-customer e-commerce. We thank one reviewer for pointing this issue out. 
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consumers form their social commerce trust. These results are consistent with previous studies in the 

context of e-commerce focusing on e-commerce sites (e.g., [42, 43, 57]) and consumers (e.g., [104]) 

separately. Our results show the important role of social media, which is also consistent with those 

studies conducted in the context of social media (e.g., [88]). Among few studies where different objects 

of trust are examined [15], trust in e-commerce sites has a larger effect than trust in consumers. This is 

not consistent with our study. One possible reason is that the role of consumers become more important 

as e-commerce sites evolve and integrate social media.  

Overall, by showing that both people and technology dimension play important roles in building 

social commerce trust, our study confirms the social-technical theory in the context of social commerce. 

Among four dimensions, trust in consumers is the most important dimension in forming consumers’ 

overall social commerce trust, followed by trust in social commerce features, trust in e-commerce sites, 

and trust in social media in that order. These results indicate that e-commerce sites, although still 

important, play a less vital role during consumers’ shopping process. On the other hand, interactions 

among consumers are becoming more influential. These findings are valuable and pave the way for 

how consumer trust could be formulated by integrating new features. Specifically, as e-commerce sites 

include customer rating and reviews and are integrated with social media to support product 

information sharing, consumer trust depends not only on e-commerce sites and other consumers, but 

also on the reliability of customer rating and reviews and social media. Therefore, our study suggests 

that consumers consider a comprehensive variety of dimensions involved in their purchasing processes 

when developing their trust in online shopping. Social commerce trust provides further insights into 

consumer trust theory and could serve as a foundation for future research applying trust theory to other 

research contexts. 

One interesting finding is that social commerce trust is positively related to e-commerce satisfaction 

and consumer purchasing behavior. This indicates that social commerce serves as a bridge between 

consumers and e-commerce sites because it enhances consumers’ subjective beliefs in e-commerce and 
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triggers purchasing behavior. Unlike prior studies focusing on examining the effects of social 

commerce on users’ social commerce intention, such as sharing product knowledge and shopping 

experiences in social media-based social commerce [63, 106], our study is one of the first to examine 

consumer decision making in an e-commerce-based social commerce context. The research results 

show that social commerce plays an important role in promoting e-commerce outcomes and increasing 

sales. These results are also consistent with the e-commerce literature examining the effects of various 

types of trust [16, 74]. From this perspective, our study identifies a potential emerging research stream 

in a specific social commerce context where e-commerce and social commerce meet. 

Social support and customer review quality are identified as key antecedents of social commerce 

trust. Our results show that social support and customer review quality are positively related to 

consumers’ social commerce trust. These findings advance social support theory by bringing social 

support literature into a social commerce context. Social support could be viewed as a key motivation 

for user engagement in the emerging social media and social commerce context. Prior research mainly 

focuses on examining its direct effects on a variety of users’ perceptions of social media attributes and 

usage intentions/behavior in social commerce [40, 63, 65, 106]. The effect of social support provides 

further insight into its role in driving social commerce, thus advancing our understanding of social 

support theory and the social commerce phenomenon. Information quality is an important factor for 

successful e-commerce [23]. In the context of social commerce, information comes from other 

consumers. Therefore, we argue that customer review quality is another antecedent of social commerce 

trust. Our results are consistent with those of previous studies [29, 101] and further our understanding 

of how to enhance consumers’ social commerce trust and increase their e-commerce satisfaction. In 

addition, these results further clarify the mechanisms by which social commerce trust leads to e-

commerce outcomes. 

Lastly, our work advances the social-technical theory to a new research context - that is, social 

commerce. It indicates how technological advances change the technical sub-system and social sub-
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system and how the joint interactions of the two systems affect users’ behavior and outcomes. In 

particular, given that social sub-system has gained more attentions than the technical sub-system in 

social commerce (e.g., [63, 74]), our research results can shed lights on balancing the two sub-systems 

and enhancing their joint effects. Therefore, our work can provide some initial insights into how future 

research may incorporate the social-technical theory to study the impact of relatively new technology 

in different contexts. For example, it may be interesting to further elaborate specific variables for each 

sub-system and examine their impacts on consumer behaviors in the context of social commerce. For 

another example, the social-technical theory could be applied to other research contexts that consist of 

both technology and people-related issues, such as health-related information exchange on social 

media [102] and IT adoption [64]. In general, our work is likely to opens research avenues that social-

technical theory can play a significant role in driving innovation and positive outcomes. 

Implications for Practice 

Given that our framework demonstrates business outcomes from the application of social commerce, 

it provides e-vendors with an enhanced understanding of the implementation of social commerce and 

its effects on consumer purchasing behavior. Social commerce trust is very important in driving e-

commerce outcomes, and e-vendors should make efforts to manage consumer social commerce trust 

by implementing the relevant social commerce features on their e-commerce sites. As a multi-

dimensional construct, consumers’ social commerce trust could be formulated via a comprehensive 

process consisting of both technical and social features. E-vendors should balance those two features 

to sufficiently build consumer trust and increase sales.  

Further, our results show that the weights from different dimensions of trust are not consistent. 

Specifically, the weights from trust in consumers and trust in social commerce features are higher than 

those from trust in e-commerce sites and trust in social media. These results indicate that when all four 

dimensions of trust are acceptable, e-vendors may want to focus more on trust in consumers and trust 

in social commerce features. In other words, as the platforms of e-commerce sites and social media 
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mature, consumers may pay more attention to social interactions with other consumers and feel less 

concerned about the platforms of e-commerce and social media [98]. 

Lastly, our research results highlight two social commerce-based factors that may guide the 

successful application of social commerce. Specifically, we identify social support and customer 

review quality as the key determinants of consumers’ social commerce trust. Our results support their 

effects in predicting social commerce trust. Taking advantage of these findings, e-venders may manage 

consumers’ social commerce trust by creating an effective environment where consumers are willing 

to exchange social support and share high-quality customer reviews. For social support, e-commerce 

sites should monitor the traffic on their sites with moderators. Whenever consumers need help, these 

moderators can provide timely support. E-commerce sites can also recognize those who often help 

other consumers and provide bonuses to them. To improve the quality of customer reviews, e-

commerce sites might periodically recognize the best reviews and consumer posts, and distribute gift 

cards or other bonuses through random draws. E-commerce sites could also let consumers vote high-

quality reviews themselves. Based upon these high-quality reviews, e-commerce sites can conduct 

analyses and understand what type of content make reviews helpful. The results can then also be shared 

with consumers to help them generate higher quality reviews.  

Limitations and Opportunities for Future Studies 

Our study has several limitations. First, we only collected self-reported purchasing behavior from 

consumers. Future studies are needed to collect data on real consumer purchasing behaviors and 

examine if the relationship still holds. Second, we only collected data from US consumers. Future 

studies are needed to test and extend our model with consumers from different cultural backgrounds. 

Third, the first criterion of our data collection requires participants to make one purchase on average 

per month. The reason is that if participants rarely shop on e-commerce sites, they may not have 

reasonable perceptions of trust and other related constructs in our study. We admit that this can be 
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a limitation and our results may not be applied to all consumers. Forth, the second criterion of our 

data collection requires participants to often visit social media. Otherwise, they may not have 

reasonable perceptions of trust in social media. This again can be a limitation of our study. 

Our study deals with consumers’ overall purchase behaviors and does not focus on specific types of 

products. While this approach can increase the generalizability of our study, it does not allow us to 

include product-related control variables. This can be another limitation, and future studies can be 

conducted by focusing on specific types of products with product-related control variables. 

Future studies can extend our study in several ways. First, they can test other antecedents of social 

commerce trust through other theoretical lenses. Second, moderators (e.g., contextual factors), and how 

they moderate the relationship between social commerce trust and e-commerce outcomes, can be 

assessed. Third, longitudinal studies can be conducted to assess if social commerce trust can indeed 

result in positive e-commerce outcomes. Forth, future studies could also examine other outcomes of 

social commerce trust, such as site loyalty, information contributing [100], customer engagement 

behaviors [85] and value co-creation. 

Conclusions 

E-commerce sites have been increasingly integrated with social media, which results in a new 

environment called social commerce. Practitioners are thus interested in how to promote consumer 

satisfaction and purchasing in such a new context. In this study, we conceptualize social commerce 

trust and examine its effects on e-commerce outcomes. Results from an online survey of US Amazon 

consumers provide strong support for our model. The new conceptualization of social commerce trust 

can further our understanding of trust in social commerce and build a foundation for future social 

commerce research. Future studies are needed to examine additional antecedents to support social 

commerce trust. 
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