
The Effect of Zomato Online Reviews on Customers’ Dining 

Intentions: The Moderating Role of Gender Difference 

A dissertation submitted to 

Auckland University of Technology 

in partial fulfilment of the requirements  

for the degree of 

Master of International Hospitality Management (MIHM) 

Student: Zhuoyi (Theresa) Xian 

Primary supervisor: Associate Professor Peter Kim 

Secondary supervisor: Dr Chloe Kim 

2019 

School of Hospitality and Tourism



 

i 
 

ABSTRACT 

With the popularity of Web 2.0 technologies and mobile applications, consumers are becoming 

increasingly socially interactive and media-oriented, relying on online reviews to help them with 

decision-making before an actual purchase. They do this to avoid the risk of buying the wrong 

products and making poor choices. In the hospitality context, online restaurant recommendation 

applications such as Zomato and Yelp are commonly used to review online reviews to help 

customers make decisions on where to dine. This is because consumers may consider online 

reviews generated by experienced customers credible, helping them evaluate a dining experience. 

Therefore, the credibility of online reviews and different levels of emotion are likely to affect 

dining intention.  

The main purpose of this research is to examine the impact of review credibility and review 

valence on consumers’ dining intention, and further investigate the moderating effect of gender 

difference on the impact. The research contributes to the current online review literature in terms 

unique effects of review valence and review credibility considering gender difference.  

This research was conducted using an experimental design in terms of the research methodology. 

An online questionnaire was developed on employing an online survey software, Qualtrics, and 

distributed to online panel respondents from Amazon Mturk to collect data. A total of 250 

responses are collected from adult consumers in the United States of America (USA). 

Confirmatory factor analysis, descriptive statistics, correlations, and multiple regression analyses 

were conducted using SPSS to test the research hypotheses. 

The results of this research reveal that review credibility affects consumers’ dining intention. 

Specifically, in positive online reviews, a positive impact of review credibility can be found on 

dining intention, and a negative impact can be found in negative reviews. The moderating role of 

gender difference is also found. The influence of review valence on dining intention is greater for 

females than males. Moreover, in negative online reviews, the negative influence of review 

credibility on dining intention is stronger for females than males. The findings of this research 

contribute to the restaurant review literature and help restauranteurs better understand customers’ 

needs and expectations of the dining experience and improve communication effectiveness in 

their online marketing strategies. 
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Chapter 1  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Technological advances and new tools of communication are changing marketing practices, 

while the application of Web 2.0 technologies is empowering consumers to become more 

media-oriented and digitally demanding (Kotler, Bowen, & Maken, 2017). Social interaction 

enables information to become more and more collaborative and users of the Internet are 

shifting their roles from readers to creators and sharers of user experience and product 

information (Lo & Yao, 2019). Content generated by users is called user-generated content 

(UGC), which is considered an electronic form of word-of-mouth (eWOM) in the marketing 

context (Lo & Yao, 2019). With the introduction of smartphones, online reviews are thought to 

be the dominant form of UGC that allows users to communicate and interact with others on 

social media (Kim & Law, 2015).  

Online reviews play an important role in the hospitality industry. Customers particularly rely 

on online reviews with shared opinions and attitudes from experienced customers to help new 

customers select options and reduce risk while making decisions. This need is largely owing to 

the high-risk nature of purchases and intangibility of hospitality products (Ladhari & Michaud, 

2015). In the food and beverage sector, online reviews show a powerful influence on the dining 

intention of customers (Gan, Ferns, Yu, & Jin, 2017). Customers can evaluate and imagine their 

dining experiences on restaurant recommendation platforms (e.g., Yelp, Zomato, Eating table), 

using textual comments or images to reflect their satisfaction with service, food, and ambience, 

ultimately influencing patronage decisions (Gan et al., 2017).  

Online reviews provide diagnostic value in relation to the process of purchase intention and 

help with need recognition, information searching, and evaluation of alternative options 

(Mudambi & Schuff, 2010). This helps potential customers make better decisions by providing 

them with credible information (Mudambi & Schuff, 2010). The credibility of information 

determines how much potential customers believe in the viewpoint of the information they 

receive, which could be different between positive reviews and negative reviews (Filieri, 2016; 

Luo, Wu, Shi, & Xu, 2014). The significant influence of review valence (e.g., positive reviews 

or negative reviews) on perceived credibility and its effect on customer attitudes and 

perceptions has been well researched in current literature (Rose & Blodgett, 2016). In the 

hospitality context, negative online reviews seem to be more convincing than either positive or 

neutral online reviews. This is because negative reviews tend to be considered more credible 

and diagnostic, as they enable customers to know about the drawbacks of a product and reasons 

why other customers did not purchase it (Filieri, 2016; Kuan, Hui, Prasarnphanich, & Lai, 

2015).  
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1.2 Problem Statement and Objectives 

Although the hospitality literature has investigated the role of online reviews and their effects 

on the decision-making of customers, few studies have investigated this relationship in the 

restaurant context and how gender differences may influence the relationship. This topic is of 

importance as restaurants could improve their promotion by understanding how males and 

females make visiting decisions after reading online reviews. Moreover, studies on gender 

difference have found that males and females process information differently (Kim, Mattila, & 

Baloglu, 2011); for example, females seem to process information on risk reduction in a more 

effortful way than do males (Kim et al., 2011). Therefore, gender differences are likely to 

influence how online reviews impact on review credibility. Hence, this study investigates the 

influence of review valence, especially its credibility on dining intention considering the 

moderating role of gender difference. 

Mobile technologies have become an essential part of people’s daily lives, which leads to the 

increasing growth of mobile applications and online marketing channels such as social media 

(Kim & Law, 2015). The rapid growth of mobile communication and promotion allows customers 

to interact with businesses and other customers through online platforms (Kim & Law, 2015). 

The popularity of online platforms enables customers to access and share information and 

experiences, which significantly influences marketing management as the online reviews written 

by other customers or travellers are considered to be more credible than that presented by 

commercial sources (Filieri, 2016; Gretzel & Yoo, 2008). Therefore, it is important to understand 

the nature of review credibility from the perspective of customers in order to enhance the 

communication effectiveness of marketing activities. 

Today, the Internet and different online review platforms are the main ways for customers to 

search for information, and review credibility is thought to be the major factor when customers 

review online reviews (Filieri, 2016). This may be because at times online reviews contain false 

information written by other customers for the purposes of promoting businesses (Filieri, 2016). 

This has caused customers to increasingly question the credibility of online reviews, so examining 

how this impacts customers in relation to dining intentions is important. Therefore, this study 

attempts to answer the following research questions:  

1) Why and how does review credibility significantly impact customers’ dining intentions? 

2) How and why do gender differences affect the relationship between review credibility 

and dining intention in both positive and negative reviews? 

 

Online reviews have been widely studied in the hospitality context in the aspects of both sender 

(the person who is posting the review) and receiver (the person who is reading the review) 

regarding effects on purchase intention, customer satisfaction, and the role of reviews (Leung, 
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Law, Van Hoof, & Buhalis, 2013; Xiang, Du, Ma, & Fan, 2017). Previous studies have primarily 

focused on the tourism and accommodation sectors while the context of food and beverage or 

restaurants has been under-investigated (Schucket et al., 2015). Furthermore, many studies have 

explored the relationships between review credibility, review valence, and purchase intention 

(King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014), yet few investigations have incorporated the aspect of gender 

difference and its moderating role in the restaurant context by way of experimental design. To fill 

the gap in literature, this study explores the relationship between review credibility, review 

valence, and the moderating role of genders in the context of restaurants. In particular the study 

investigates the effect of review valence and its credibility on customer’s dining intentions, as 

well as the moderating effect of gender difference.  

Accordingly, the objectives of the research are as follows: 

1) To examine the influence of review credibility on the dining intention of customers in 

both positive and negative reviews. 

2) To investigate the differences between females and males that may exist regarding 

perceived credibility in positive and negative reviews.  

3) To investigate the relationships between review valence, review credibility, and gender 

difference.  

1.3 Contribution 

This study extends the current literature of online reviews in the hospitality industry, particularly 

on online restaurant decision-making processes. In the academic field, this study also adds the 

moderating role of gender difference to test the effect of review valence and review credibility on 

dining intention, which has not been investigated in the literature. Thus, the results of the study 

enrich the theory of gender difference, namely the selectivity hypothesis and the theory of review 

valence regarding the positivity and negativity effect (Darley & Smith, 1995; Meyers-Levy & 

Loken, 2015; Tsao, Hsieh, Shih, & Lin, 2015). Practically, this study improves communication 

effectiveness by informing restaurant owners and managers how to manage positive and negative 

online reviews better, depending on the different needs and expectations of female and male 

customers. The study also provides online review platforms such as Zomato or Yelp with a better 

understanding of customers’ expectations and needs, by providing insights into how to improve 

service recovery, and increase customers’ dining intentions.  

1.4 Overview of the Dissertation 

The dissertation includes five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the topic and the background of the 

study, identifies the literature gap and the objectives of the study, and the research contributions. 
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Chapter 2 presents the literature review of the research model in terms of the main concepts and 

its development. Firstly, the topic of online reviews is discussed, followed by four main concepts 

of the research model: review valence, review credibility, gender difference, and dining intention. 

Hypotheses of the research model are developed and presented at the end of this chapter. 

Chapter 3 explains the methodology of the study. The online questionnaire adopted to collect data 

and the instruments’ design, measurement of the constructs, data collection, and data analysis are 

all explained. 

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study. This chapter outlines the descriptive statistics, followed 

by a confirmatory factor analysis. Correlation and multiple regression analyses are presented to 

test the hypotheses. 

Chapter 5 summarises the key findings of the study, providing theoretical and practical 

implications based on the results. The limitations of the study and suggestions for future studies 

are also provided. Finally, the overall conclusions of the research are given at the end of the 

chapter. 
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Chapter 2  LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the literature of online reviews in terms of review valence regarding 

positivity and negativity effect, followed by the concept of review credibility. Lastly, the research 

model and developed hypotheses for the moderating role of gender difference are provided. 

2.1  Online Reviews 

Online reviews are defined as a kind of product information created by former, actual, or potential 

users based on their usage experiences of the Internet (Chen & Xie, 2008; Kwok et al., 2017; 

Mishra & Satish, 2016). Online reviews are one of the most accessible forms of electronic word-

of-mouth (eWOM) communication, which serves two main purposes in terms of providing 

product information and making recommendations. Online reviews are published on an online 

platform, which provides a convenient and low-cost method of sharing consumers’ opinions and 

experiences to the global community (Kwork et al., 2017).  

In the hospitality industry, online reviews have been recognised as a valuable asset influencing 

the process of decision-making for consumers (Liu, Zhang, Law, & Zhang, 2019). This results 

from the fact that it is difficult for customers to judge a product’s cost and value before purchase, 

so online reviews appear to play a critical role in decreasing the asymmetry of information and 

assisting customers to make decisions (Liu et al., 2019). Therefore, many organisations have 

increased budgets for online marketing to meet the rapid change in customers’ information 

searching processes (Liu et al., 2019). In terms of hospitality products, consumers can easily find 

online reviews on hospitality products on platforms such as online travel agents (OTAs) or hotel 

review websites (e.g., Expedia and Booking.com), social media websites such as Facebook (e.g., 

fan pages for organisations), as well as restaurant search applications (e.g., Zomato and Yelp) 

(Kwok et al., 2017). Although the styles of online reviews on different platforms are different, 

the key elements tend to be similar (Kwok et al., 2017). Specifically, they have three main 

features: evaluation features such as the rating or valence of reviews, reputation features, which 

refer to demographic information about reviewers, and social features such as voting on levels of 

helpfulness (Kwok et al., 2017).  

In the hospitality literature, previous studies have contributed to understanding the attributes of 

the role of online reviews, the impact of online reviews and the motivations and reasons for 

interacting with online reviews (e.g. Amatulli, De Angelis, & Stoppani, 2019; Kwok et al., 2017; 

Mishra & Satish, 2016). Studies have investigated the influence of review ratings on hotels in 

terms of the decision-making processes of consumers (e.g. Sparks & Browning, 2011; Zhao, 

Wang, Guo, & Law, 2015), while other studies have pointed out the effects of hotel guest 

experiences and reviews on customer satisfaction (e.g. Liu, Law, Rong, Li, & Hall, 2013; Xiang, 

Schwartz, Gerdes, & Uysal, 2015). Filieri, Alguezaui, and McLeay (2015) examined how factors 
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such as information quality, website quality, source credibility, user experience, and customer 

satisfaction contribute to trust of online reviews. Some studies have demonstrated that the 

adoption of online reviews tends to be determined by specific factors such as the content itself 

and review valence (e.g. Liu et al., 2019; Ukpabi & Karjaluoto, 2018). Over 60% of the online 

review literature has focused on the accommodation sectors, but only 18% has contributed to the 

foodservice or restaurant sectors (Schuckert, Liu, & Law, 2015); this shows that there is more to 

be learnt in terms of the impact of review valence for restaurants. 

While such previous studies have encompassed the methodologies of empirical data analytics 

(e.g. Xiang et al., 2015), survey studies (e.g. Liu et al., 2013), and conceptual work (e.g. Schuckert 

et al., 2015), few studies contribute to experimental design. Book, Tanford, Montgomery, and 

Love (2018) investigated the interaction effect of review valence, information unanimity, and 

product price by using multiple factors experimental design. Lo and Yao (2019) explored the 

relationship between review valence, rating consistency, and reviewer expertise. It seems that 

online valence is given more attention in the literature, because negative online reviews tend to 

be more diagnostic and credible than positive online reviews of hospitality products. This allows 

consumers to easily evaluate user experience in this information-overloaded age (Filieri, Raguseo, 

& Vitari, 2019). To fill the existing literature gap, this study investigates the influence of review 

valence and review credibility as well as the moderating role of gender difference.  

2.2 Review Valence 

Review valence is the positive or negative degree or nature of an information statement (Buttle, 

1998; Tsao, Hsieh, Shih, & Lin, 2015). Online review valence is reflected in the star rating of the 

review or content sentiment (Fong, Lei, & Law, 2017). For example, an “excellent” rating on 

TripAdvisor is likely to be seen as an extremely positive review with positive descriptions of the 

product, and “terrible” is likely to be an extremely negative review with negative features (Fong 

et al., 2017). Therefore, review valence is an extrinsic cue which shows customer satisfaction of 

a product, significantly affecting consumers’ evaluations before purchasing products or services 

(Nieto-García, Muñoz-Gallego, & González-Benito, 2017). In a marketing context, positive 

reviews are good comments or testimonials desired by organisations, while negative reviews are 

thought to be a mirror image, reflecting the disadvantages of products (Buttle, 1998). Sparks and 

Browning (2011) also suggested that online reviews vary in polarity as positive reviews tend to 

demonstrate a vivid and pleasant experience, yet, negative comments appear to contain unpleasant 

descriptions or complaints. Some reviews could be neutrally valenced, but this may lead to 

disconfirmation of the product and the expectations of consumers (Sparks & Browning, 2011). 

However, Mauri and Minazzi (2013) suggested that reviews that include both positive and 

negative aspects, provide more detail for consumers to make judgments. These types of reviews 

seem to be more credible, as each product can have advantages and disadvantages. It is interesting 
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to note that a review may be seen as negative from the viewpoint of an organisation, but could be 

extremely positive for consumers, because negative reviews are considered a critical information 

resource when evaluating a product (Buttle, 1998; Tsao et al., 2015).  

2.2.1 Positive versus negative online reviews 

The hospitality literature has recognised the influence of review valence on decision-making 

processes and purchase intentions. Many studies have confirmed that favourable or positive 

reviews tend to improve the likelihood of accommodation reservation and room sales while 

unfavourable or negative reviews tend to negatively impact booking intention (Duverger, 2013; 

Mauri & Minazzi, 2013; Ye, Law, Gu, & Chen, 2011). Tsao et al. (2015) and Nieto-García et al. 

(2017) agreed that positive online reviews affect consumer behaviour and willingness to pay. 

However, some studies have argued that negative reviews have a stronger impact on purchase 

intention. Lee and Ro (2016) noted that customers seem to give more credence to negative reviews 

than positive reviews when they are evaluating information, because negative food reviews 

decrease consumers’ positive attitudes to a restaurant. Similarly, Wu (2013) found that negative 

reviews are likely to have a stronger impact on the change of consumers’ attitudes than do positive 

reviews. Filieri (2016) concluded that negative reviews appear to be more diagnostic and credible 

than positive or neutral reviews, after examining the impact of review length on review 

helpfulness. However, Tanford and Kim (2019) argued that negative reviews significantly affect 

utilitarian products such as computers, while positive reviews significantly affect hedonic 

products such as hotel rooms or travel tours. Therefore, positive and negative online reviews may 

have different characteristics, which leads to various perceived attitudes towards the reviews and 

consumers’ purchase intentions of hospitality products.  

2.2.2 Positive online reviews 

Empirical studies have looked at the effect of positive reviews and related to this research topic 

is the theory of the positivity and negativity effect. Specifically, the unequal effect of information 

or the bias of extreme comments is seen as information asymmetry, which is a psychological 

principle (Wu, 2013; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). The bias of positive reviews can be called 

the “positivity effect”, which is the tendency to consider positive comments or ratings as more 

diagnostic than are negative ones (Chu, Roh, & Park, 2015). According to the framework of the 

diagnosticity of information, positive cues are seen as more diagnostic than negative cues 

(Skowronski & Carlston, 1989), as positive reviews are generated only when consumers’ intended 

opinions match the product, while negative reviews occur when the product does not match the 

ideal opinions or experiences (Chu et al., 2015; Wu, 2013). This is called “preference 

heterogeneity” and it has greater influence for hedonic products than for utilitarian products (Chu 

et al., 2015). Therefore, when consumers evaluate online reviews of hospitality products, they 

tend to prefer positive reviews, as positive information is closer to their expectations, enabling 
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them to adopt the information as a useful and ideal comment (Chu et al., 2015; Tanford and Kim, 

2019).  

2.2.3 Negative online reviews 

The bias of negative reviews is called the “negativity effect”, which implies that the harmful effect 

of negative stimuli is greater than the beneficial effect of positive stimuli (Floh, Koller, & Zauner, 

2013; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Different arguments have been developed to demonstrate the 

negativity effect. The one most widely studied is the prospect theory. Specifically, consumers are 

more sensitive to a loss option than they are to a gain option (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). If 

people are asked to make a decision between a 100% gain option and an option with a 50% 

opportunity to lose, people are likely to choose the gain option. However, if people need to make 

a decision between a 100% loss option and a 50% loss option, they tend to choose the latter option 

(Floh et al., 2013; Fong et al., 2017). For this reason, people do not want to lose, and try to avoid 

taking risks, therefore, a decision tends to driven by the greater value of loss than of gain, and 

people pay more attention to negative information (Fong et al., 2017; Kahneman & Tversky, 

1979).  

Another important theory has been used to explain the negativity effect regarding human 

evolution. As humans try to survive, missing any negative information may result in death, so 

they naturally pay more attention to negative events and avoid negative consequences (Fiske, 

1980; Floh et al., 2013; Fong et al., 2017). Thus, negative reviews have a stronger effect on 

purchase decision making, as consumers are seeking rewards when they are reviewing online 

reviews, and they seem to be more alert to negative online reviews sol they can reduce risks (Floh 

et al., 2013). To summarise, the hospitality literature confirms that review valence has a 

significant impact on purchase intention, but this relationship has not been investigated well 

within the restaurant sector. Therefore, it is believed that the relationship between review valence 

and purchase intention can be examined in a restaurant context.  

2.2.4 The impact of review valence on dining intention 

The literature discussed in Section 2.2.3, concludes that review valence significantly influences 

consumer behaviour such as booking intention of hotel rooms or restaurants. Therefore, dining 

intention is thought to be an important outcome variable, as behavioural intention is usually 

adopted as a dependent variable in service literature. Dining intention is a consumer’s behavioural 

intention, which is a subjective judgment showing future behaviour with favourable or 

unfavourable attitudes towards a restaurant (Fakih, Assaker, Assaf, & Hallak, 2016).  

Dining intention can be found in three kinds of applications: visiting a restaurant, recommending 

a restaurant, and sharing positive things about a restaurant (Fakih et al., 2016). Kim, Ham, Yang, 

and Choi (2013) noted that a positive or negative attitude towards a review significantly impacts 
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on behavioural intention. Therefore, it is suggested that dining intention tends to be influenced by 

the factors of customer satisfaction and attitude (Fakih et al., 2016). Owing to the popularity of 

smartphone and mobile applications, dining intention is becoming increasingly important for 

restaurants. For example, consumers tend to view restaurant recommendation websites such as 

Zomato and Yelp before visiting a restaurant or placing an order, to learn more about the dining 

experience through the attributes of the online restaurant reviews (i.e. service quality, food 

quality, and physical environment) (Canny, 2014). Furthermore, different types of information of 

online reviews (e.g., image vs. text) may influence customers’ dining intention as information 

types have different characteristics which may influence diners’ attitudes toward online reviews 

and restaurants (Kim & Lennon, 2008; Otterbring, Shams, Wästlund, & Gustafsson, 2013). 

In addition, some restaurants tend to promote their businesses by offering a discount for customers 

who post positive reviews online such as delicate food pictures (Raman, 2018). However, when 

consumers find misleading or incorrect information in online restaurant reviews, they are likely 

to consider that it is contradictory to their expectations, significantly reducing their intention to 

visit the restaurant (Fakih et al., 2016). Therefore, the credibility of review content is a key factor 

which influences consumers to make decisions about whether to visit a restaurant or not, when 

they are reading an online review. However, review valence literature regarding credibility is 

more common in the accommodation literature than in the restaurant literature. Hence, this study 

aims to fill the gap in the restaurant literature and explore the relationship between review valence, 

review credibility, and dining intention. 

2.3 Review Credibility 

Credibility is defined as “the extent to which a communicator is perceived to be a source of valid 

assertion” (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953, p. 21), which reflects how much a receiver would 

consider information to be believable (Lo & Yao, 2019). Credibility plays a fundamental role in 

the decision-making process which affects the overall attitude and behavioural intention of 

consumers (Ayeh, Au, & Law, 2013). For online reviews, perceived credibility seems to 

significantly affect consumers’ adoption of reviews, as the factors of the information source such 

as message structure, user profile, source credibility, reviewer characteristics, and the degree of 

informative sufficiency may influence perceptions of review credibility (Lo & Yao, 2019). 

Studies have defined the criteria for evaluating review credibility as trustworthiness, accuracy, 

unbiasedness, validity, and the reflection of reality (e.g Ayeh et al.,2013; Lo & Yao, 2019; Xu, 

2014). Lim and Van Der Heide (2014) suggested that trustworthiness, reputation, caring, and 

competence are considered as dimensions of restaurant review credibility. 

Review credibility is perceived by the receiver of a message who has the potential to adopt the 

information given the information characteristics of the message (Lim & Van Der Heide, 2014). 

Lo and Yao (2019) adopted a heuristic approach to demonstrate how people evaluate credibility. 
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They noted that when people need to process uncertain and complex information, they tend to use 

simple cues to make decisions, and these cues can stimulate heuristics to help with evaluating 

credibility (Lo & Yao, 2019). Heuristic cues refer to peripheral cues (routes for information 

processing) and were developed by the theory of the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) 

(Cheung, Sia, & Kuan, 2012). There are five types of strategies of heuristic approach including 

cognitive heuristics (e.g., mentally providing short cuts), reputation heuristics (e.g., making 

decision based on experts’ opinions), endorsement heuristics (e.g., perceiving credibility by 

peers’ endorsement), bandwagon heuristics (e.g., assuming that it is credible if other people think 

so), and consistency heuristics (e.g., checking information consistency from various sources) (Lo 

& Yao, 2019; Sundar, 2008). Consumers appear to evaluate review credibility based on other 

experienced or expert customers’ attitudes and opinions. 

Many studies have confirmed that two main dimensions determine perceived review credibility 

in terms of expertness and trustworthiness (e.g. Ayeh et al., 2013; Fan, Shen, Wu, Mattila, & 

Bilgihan, 2018; Salehi-Esfahani, Ravichandran, Israeli, & Bolden III, 2016). Expertness is 

defined as the degree to which a consumer considers a review to contain valid assertions, and 

trustworthiness is how confident a consumer considers that a review is providing honest and 

objective information (Hovland et al., 1953). Expertness appears to positively influence 

behavioural intentions of consumers, and the more experience the review writer has, the more 

credibility the consumer perceives (Salehi-Esfahani et al., 2016). Consumers rely on expertness 

maybe because they tend to follow the behaviour or opinion of the majority of people in the online 

context and are willing to believe in experienced users and collective wisdom (Fan et al., 2018). 

Therefore, the information in review websites such as Yelp and Zomato are considered credible, 

as the information is generated by a large number of experienced customers with collective 

intelligence (Fan et al., 2018). However, some customers may be encouraged by businesses to 

post positive reviews for rewarding benefits such as monthly fees on TripAdvisor (Assaker, 

2019). Thus, review credibility plays a critical role in the hospitality industry because of the 

intangible characteristic of experience products which consumers cannot experience before their 

actual purchase. Furthermore, dishonest reviews written for the promotion of businesses means 

that perceived credibility assists consumers with making a good choice of products (Assaker, 

2019). 

Previous studies have investigated the significant influence of review credibility on behavioural 

intention of consumers. Park, Xiang, Josiam, and Kim (2014) found that trustworthiness 

positively affects trip planning and behaviours of travellers because of perceptions about review 

websites and reviewers’ characteristics. Xie, Miao, Kuo, and Lee (2011) noted that information 

identifying a user may influence consumers’ perceived review credibility and booking intentions 

for hotel rooms. Wang (2015) argued that review credibility tends to have a positive impact on 

the recommendation intention of tourists. Salehi-Esfahani et al. (2016) found that the source 
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credibility of online reviews has a positive influence on information adoption in restaurant review 

websites. Therefore, it is believed that review credibility has a significant effect on the 

behavioural intention of consumers in a restaurant context. Based on the literature, the following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

H1: Credibility has a significant impact on dining intention. 

 

Review valence is also likely to affect review credibility. Lee and Koo (2012) found that online 

review valence significantly influences review credibility which has an impact on information 

adoption. Jalilvand, Samiei, Dini, and Manzari (2012) found that if travellers have positive 

impressions of a particular destination, they are likely to post online reviews and recommend it 

to other people. Zhao et al. (2015) confirmed that the expertise of reviewers has a positive impact 

on online hotel bookings; positive reviews have a positive effect on hotel bookings, while negative 

reviews negatively impact on hotel bookings. Similarly, Lim and Van Der Heide (2014) noted 

that review valence has a positive relationship with credibility. Their study found that when 

consumers review online comments posted by strangers, they may not have particular attitudes 

towards the information source, but tend to have an attitude towards the context of the review, 

such as what and how the person describes the product (Lim & Van Der Heide, 2014). When a 

person discusses an unfavourable experience or dissatisfaction with a restaurant, consumers tend 

to form their impression of the restaurant from this review, which is likely to influence their 

intention to either visit the restaurant or not (Lim & Van Der Heide, 2014). Therefore, the 

following hypotheses are proposed: 

H1a: In a positive online review, credibility has a positive impact on dining intention. 

H1b: In a negative online review, credibility has a negative impact on dining intention. 

 

2.4 Gender Difference 

It is suggested that trustworthiness and review credibility tend to have a significant influence on 

consumer’s behavioural intentions, which appear to be subjective, and depending on demographic 

characteristics such as age and gender (Park et al., 2014). Gender difference is an important 

demographic variable in the marketing literature because of its moderating role on different 

consumer behaviours. It has been shown that males and females tend to have different ways of 

information processing when developing their judgment of products (Jeong & Jang, 2015). In the 

hospitality context, the effect of gender difference has been examined across different domains in 

the literature including dining behaviour (Ma, Qu, & Eliwa, 2014), promotions of a restaurant’s 

healthy menu (Jeong & Jang, 2015), information searching behaviour in tourism settings 

(Ramkissoon & Nunkoo, 2012), and information adoption on hotel reviews (Kim, Mattila, & 

Baloglu, 2011).  
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Regarding the role of gender in information processing, it is noted that males tend to process 

information in analytical and logical ways while females appear to have an illogical and subjective 

way to process information (Jeong & Jang, 2015). This difference has contributed in the online 

context in terms of the perceived attitudes to online reviews. For example, compared to males, 

females tend to have lower tolerance and perceptions of taking risks when making decisions in 

unfamiliar situations (Abubakar, Ilkan, Al-Tal, & Eluwole, 2017). This may be because females 

tend to have more concerns about privacy and security when they are shopping online, and they 

try to rely on other people’s opinions and recommendations to help them make decisions (Bae & 

Lee, 2011). Therefore, the impact of online reviews on buying intention seems to be more 

influential for females than for males (Bae & Lee, 2011). This gender gap could be explained by 

theories on gender difference.  

It is suggested that gender difference in terms of information processing could be explained by 

the theory of the selectivity hypothesis (Meyers-Levy & Loken, 2015). This theory suggests that 

males appear to process information using a selective way to use particular information depending 

on their goals; this is because males seem to engage less in comprehensive and detailed 

information and use heuristic cues for reducing effort and time (Jeong & Jang, 2015). On the other 

hand, females tend to process information by employing comprehensive information which means 

using all of the available information for systematic and effortful decision-making (Jeong & Jang, 

2015). Similarly, the theory regarding social roles (Eagly & Wood, 1991) argues that males seem 

to be goal-oriented and self-centered, and pay more attention to concrete or physical features that 

have a direct effect on them (Jeong & Jang, 2015). However, females tend to be driven by 

affiliation, focusing on people’s feelings and relationships in a community, so they tend to care 

about both individual opinions and information from communities (Bae & Lee, 2011). In 

summary, it is believed that females are more likely to be connected in society and active 

participators of eWOM communications such as online customer reviews (Bae & Lee, 2011).  

In addition, gender difference can also be explained in biological terms. Because males and 

females have different levels of hormones, they are likely to have different personalities and 

moods. For example, females tend to be more emotional and dependent than are males, and 

females may have more responses to the emotional aspects of a brand or a product (Jeong & Jang, 

2015). Bae and Lee (2011) noted a relationship between the gender role and the emotional degree 

of online reviews, which is consistent with the review valence theory discussed in the previous 

section. Specifically, positive online reviews may have a greater positive impact on females than 

on males, and negative online reviews may have a greater negative impact on females than on 

males, based on the negativity effect of information (Bae & Lee, 2011). This is because females 

seem to be involved more in prosocial behaviours and impacted by others’ recommendations than 

are males, so it is believed that online reviews regarding review valence have a stronger influence 

on females than on males (Bae & Lee, 2011). Furthermore, Hwang and Han (2016) found that 
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females seemed to express more positive feelings than did males when they experienced less 

negative feelings in a study of casinos. Hence, it is claimed that the influence of negative word-

of-mouth communication is stronger on females than on males, whereas the impact of positive 

word-of-mouth communication shows no difference between females and males (Hwang & Han, 

2016). Therefore, it is believed that gender difference is likely to moderate the relationship 

between review valence and behavioural intention regarding restaurants. Following the literature, 

the hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: The impact of review valence on dining intention is stronger for females than for 

males. 

 

Moreover, it is argued that gender difference also has a moderating effect on the relationship 

between review credibility and behavioural intentions of customers. Escobar-Rodríguez, 

Grávalos-Gastaminza, and Pérez-Calañas (2017) noted that the impact of trustworthiness in the 

buying intention of tourism products on Facebook is greater on females than on males. Abubakar 

et al. (2017) for example, found that females may pay more attention to the trustworthiness of 

eWOM than do males, regarding medical tourism products. This is because females may have 

lower risk perception than do males, and females tend to rely on higher levels of expertise and 

experience to help them take less risks and make better decisions (Abubakar et al., 2017). 

Similarly, Meyers-Levy and Loken (2015) demonstrated that when females are engaged in online 

relationships regarding trust issues, her brain will be more activated than a male’s brain would, 

showing that females tend to extensively process information regarding trustworthiness. 

Furthermore, Bae and Lee (2011) argued that negative online reviews tend to be more influential 

for females than for males, because of the negativity bias, so females are likely to process negative 

information as a credible source. Based on the review valence and review credibility literature, it 

is believed that gender difference has a moderating effect on the relationship between review 

credibility, review valence, and behavioural intentions of customers. Thus, the following 

hypotheses are proposed: 

H3: Gender difference moderates the impact of credibility on dining intention. 

H3a: In a positive online review, the positive impact of credibility on dining intention is 

stronger for females than for males. 

H3b: In a negative online review, the negative impact of credibility on dining intention 

is stronger for females than for males. 

2.5 The Research Model 

The research model (Figure 1) summarises the hypothesised relationships based on the foregoing 

section. Review credibility has a positive effect on dining intention (H1) and gender difference 

moderates this relationship (H3). Specifically, positive review credibility has a positive impact 
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on dining intention (H1a), which is moderated by gender difference (H3a). Negative review 

credibility has a negative impact on dining intention (H1b), which is moderated by gender 

difference (H3b). Review valence is positively related to dining intention, which is moderated by 

gender difference (H2). 

 

 

Figure 1: The research model 
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Chapter 3  METHODOLOGY 

3.1  Research Methodology 

There are three kinds of philosophies in social research methods in terms of ontology, paradigms, 

and epistemology, which influences researchers’ understanding of the literature and affects the 

type of methodology adopted in their study (Grey, 2004). In this study, a positivist paradigm was 

adopted with an objectivist epistemology and ontological realism. 

Firstly, ontology is defined as beliefs about the nature of reality, and ontological realism 

emphasises that the world is not influenced by subjective reasons, but the truth in this world is 

objective (Grey, 2004). In this research, it is viewed that online reviews exist and are generated 

by online users to be viewed on different online platforms. When consumers review online 

comments, they may have different opinions and attitudes towards the reviews, however the 

reviews will contain an account of the real-life experiences of the consumers. The researcher’s 

own opinions or attitude do not affect how consumers interpret or feel about the online reviews. 

Thus, the ontology of this study is realism. Secondly, epistemology refers to the question about 

“how we know what we know”, and objective epistemology argues that the truth of the world 

exists independently (Grey, 2004). This study used an online questionnaire for data collection, 

which means that the researcher did not approach participants and therefore the results were not 

be influenced by the perceptions of the researcher. Lastly, the positivist paradigm focuses on 

external and objective factors, arguing that reality should be known by systematic observation 

and facts (Grey, 2004). Research questions are likely to measure causal relationships between 

constructs by experiments or surveys (Grey, 2004). Therefore, this research applied the research 

methodology of experimental design which employed a positivist perspective, and an online 

questionnaire was adopted to collect responses for the study.  

3.2 Instrument Development 

An online questionnaire was employed as the instrument of this research to collect data. The 

questionnaire included three parts (See Appendix B). Firstly, two screening questions were 

provided to help the researcher filter out appropriate participants who were unsuitable for the 

research. Participants were screened according their age to ensure they were 18 or over and had 

previous experience using restaurant recommendation applications such as Zomato or Yelp, etc.  

In the second part, participants were asked questions based on the research model for testing the 

research constructs. Specifically, two manipulation check questions of the assigned reviews were 

applied to help the researcher evaluate whether the experimental design was successful and 

effective. Then, questions regarding participants’ attitudes towards the credibility of assigned 

restaurant reviews and the dining intention in relation to the restaurant were asked, to test the 



 

16 
 

research model. Thirdly, demographic questions such as gender, age, ethnicity, education level, 

and dining frequency were asked to examine the potential influences on perceived attitudes to 

review credibility and dining intention of the participants. 

3.3 Stimuli Design and Measures  

The objective of this research was to examine the influence of review credibility and review 

valence on dining intention as well as the moderating effect of gender difference. The research 

constructs were manipulated in two perspectives: information types and review valence. 

According to the theory of information processing, text and images have different characteristics, 

which tends to influence perceived attitudes towards online reviews, and affect the dining 

intentions of customers (Kim & Lennon, 2008; Otterbring et al., 2013). Specifically, pictorial 

information is likely to generate imagery information processing of affective factors and stimulate 

emotional experiences, while textual information seems to produce discursive information 

processing which summarises the implicit content of brand attributes (Kim & Lennon, 2008; 

Otterbring et al., 2013). In such ways, different types of information may lead to different levels 

of review credibility for potential customers during the decision-making process. However, some 

studies proposed that the combination of text and images has a stronger effect on cognitive and 

affective attitudes towards products, and that people appear to learn more deeply from this 

combination than text-only options in some circumstances (Lee & Tussyadiah, 2010; Mayer, 

2005). Thus, providing textual information with pictorial information appears to be perceived as 

more credible than text-only information.  

There were four conditions in the present study. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 

two information types (text with pictures or text-only, by two review valences: positive reviews 

vs. negative reviews) in an experimental design (See Appendix B). After answering the screening 

questions, participants were asked to carefully read the general instructions and the information 

on the review they had been assigned to. Four online reviews were manipulated differently 

according to the attributes of the online restaurant reviews (i.e. service quality, food quality, and 

physical environment). These three dining experience attributes were considered key attributes 

which have a significant impact on the behavioural intentions of customers dining in casual 

restaurants (Canny, 2014). For the text with pictures condition review (See Appendix B), dining 

attributes regarding food, service, and environment were described in general with words and 

short sentences. In the text-only condition (See Appendix B), the same dining attributes were 

provided but in a more specific and detailed way. Furthermore, two different pictures of the food 

matching the assigned reviews were provided separately with positive and negative text for the 

two pictures conditions. The layout of the reviews’ designs was based on the online reviews of 

Zomato (See Appendix B), as well as user profile attributes such as post time, follower numbers, 

likes, and comment options. 
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After being exposed to the information in their assigned review, participants were asked to 

evaluate their perception of review credibility and dining intention. Firstly, participants were 

asked to rate responses to review credibility on four items (“I think that the review is based on the 

customer’s true experience”; “I think that the review is trustworthy”; “In general, I think that the 

review is persuasive to me”; and “In general, I think that the review is reliable”) using a seven-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) (see Jensen, Averbeck, Zhang, & 

Wright, 2013; Li, Huang, Tan, & Wei, 2013; Pentina, Bailey, & Zhang, 2018).  

Secondly, participants were asked to rate their attitudes to dining intention with three items 

(“After reading the review, I am willing to visit the restaurant”; “After reading the review, I would 

bring my friends or family to visit restaurant”; and “After reading the review, I would recommend 

to other people to visit this restaurant”) on a seven-point Likert scale, (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = 

strongly agree) (see Canny, 2014; Pentina et al., 2018). Lastly, participants completed a section 

on general information, which included some demographic questions.  

3.4 Data Collection and Analysis 

The online questionnaire was designed on Qualtrics com. The respondent information sheet (See 

Appendix A) explained the time required for completing the questionnaire, a brief introduction to 

the research, and the contact details of the researcher and supervisors. Before collecting the data, 

a pilot test of 20 participants was conducted with students at Auckland University of Technology 

(AUT). The pilot test revealed that the average time spent on completion of the online 

questionnaire was eight minutes, and the layout and wording of the online questionnaire were 

acceptable. Therefore, the online questionnaire was verified. 

This study employed the data collection strategy of panel data. The survey link and invitation 

letter for the online questionnaire were distributed to members of Amazon Mturk, which is an 

online market research service company. The data collection was carried out during October, 

2019. A total of 303 participants in the USA took part in the online questionnaire and 250 

participants were retained as trustworthy responses.  

The data analysis was mainly conducted using SPSS 25th and LISREL 9.1. Descriptive statistics 

were conducted to explore participants’ characteristics and carry out the manipulation check. 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to analyse construct validity and reliability of the 

study. Pearson correlation coefficients were employed to explore the relationships between 

various variables. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to test the hypothesised 

relationships amongst review valence, review credibility, dining intention, and gender difference.  



 

18 
 

Chapter 4  RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis. Firstly, a table of the respondent profile is 

presented to provide an overview of the demographic information of participants. Based on the 

descriptive statistics of study variables, confirmatory factor analysis is conducted to test construct 

validity and reliability. Finally, the correlation between different variables is discussed and the 

hypothetical relationships tested using multiple regression analysis. 

4.1 Respondent Profile 

The data were collected through an online questionnaire. A total number of 250 participants 

accessed the distribution and completed the online questionnaire.  

Table 1 provides details of the respondent profile. There were 129 male and 121 female 

participants. The age range of the participants was from 20 to 76 years old. Of all participants (N 

= 100) 40% were aged between 27 and 37 and the second largest age group were between 38 and 

48 (N = 61, 24.4%). A minority of participants were aged over 60 (N = 19, 7.6%). Most 

participants were European (N = 184, 73.6%), and there were equal numbers of African and 

Hispanic and Latino participants (N = 20, 8.0%); only nine participants were Asian (3.6%). In 

terms of education, over half (53.6%) the participants were undergraduate students (N = 134), 

27.2% had finished high school (N = 68) and 19.2% had a postgraduate qualification (including 

doctorates) (N = 48). When participants were asked about the frequency of dining-out each week, 

over 45% of participants (N = 114) responded that they dined in a restaurant once to twice a week, 

28.8% of participants (N = 72) dined out less than once a week and only 7.2% of participants (N 

= 28) visited a restaurant more than four times a week.  
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Table 1. Respondent profile 

Characteristic Frequency (N) Percentage (%) 

Gender (N = 250) 

   Male 

   Female 

Age (N = 250) 

   16 – 26 

   27 – 37 

   38 – 48 

   49 – 59 

>= 60 

Ethnicity (N = 250) 

   European 

   African 

   Asian 

   Hispanic and Latino 

   Other 

Education level (N = 250) 

   High school 

   Undergraduate 

   Postgraduate (inc PhD) 

Dining-out frequency (N = 250) 

   < 1 time a week 

   1 – 2 times a week 

   2 – 3 times a week 

   4 – 5 times a week 

   Almost every day  

 

129 

121 

 

29 

100 

61 

41 

19 

 

184 

20 

9 

20 

17 

 

68 

134 

48 

 

72 

114 

46 

14 

4 

 

51.6 

48.4 

 

11.6 

40.0 

24.4 

16.4 

7.6 

 

73.6 

8.0 

3.6 

8.0 

6.8 

 

27.2 

53.6 

19.2 

 

28.8 

45.6 

18.4 

5.6 

1.6 

Note: N = 250 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of study’s variables in four different conditions, in terms 

of the amount of the participants, maximum and minimum values, as well as mean and standard 

deviation values.  
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics between information type groups 

Constructs  N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

SUFF Pos P&T 62 2 7 5.71 .948 

 Pos T 64 3 7 5.64 .897 

 Neg P&T 59 2 7 5.54 1.039 

 Neg T 65 3 7 5.66 .989 

 Total 250 2 7 5.64 .964 

POS Pos P&T 62 4 7 6.47 .762 

 Pos T 64 5 7 6.42 .686 

 Neg P&T 59 1 7 2.27 1.955 

 Neg T 65 1 7 2.45 1.794 

 Total 250 1 7 4.42 2.483 

CRED Pos P&T 62 1.00 7.00 5.61 1.131 

 Pos T 64 1.50 7.00 5.58 1.149 

 Neg P&T 59 3.25 7.00 5.65 .809 

 Neg T 65 1.75 7.00 5.61 1.101 

 Total 250 1.00 7.00 5.61 1.054 

Note: SUFF = Information sufficiency; POS = Positivity; CRED = Credibility; Pos P&T = 

Positive review with pictures and text; Pos T = Positive review with text only; Neg P&T = 

Negative review with pictures and text; Neg T = Negative review with text only 

As there were no significant difference (F (3, 246) = .318, p = .813) between information type 

(i.e., text-only vs. text with pictures) in sufficiency evaluation, information type was not further 

considered, and therefore, the study differentiated data based on valence alone (i.e., positive 

review vs. negative review). The manipulation check for review valence was successful, and 

“positive review” had a significantly higher positivity score M = 6.44 than “negative review” M 

= 2.36, (F(1, 248) = 49.560, p = .000). The following analyses of correlation and regression were 

performed separately on the positive review group and the negative review group. 

4.3 Factor Analysis 

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test the research model in terms of 

convergent validity, discriminant validity, and measurement reliability. The maximum likelihood 

estimation of LISREL 9.1 was assessed to fit the model.  

The research model was found to be a good fit with the data (Table 3). The model chi-square (2 ) 

was 30.193 with df = 13 (p = .004), RMSEA was .0726 with a 90% confidence interval at (0.0387; 

0.107), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was calculated at 0.988, and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 

was calculated at .968. The indices close to the criteria based on the suggestions of Kline (2005), 

Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010), and Bentler (1990) indicated a reasonably good fit.  
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Construct validity evaluates whether the scales of measurement perform like the items being 

measured, which is assessed by convergent validity and discriminant validity (Bacharach, 1989). 

Convergent validity can be evaluated by the factor loadings of the measures and the Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE) values (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Sanchez-Franco, 2006). The item 

loadings of the research model were greater than 0.70, achieving the criteria recommended by 

Carmines and Zeller (1979), representing good convergent validity of the measures. In addition, 

the AVE values were greater than 0.50, meeting the recommended level suggested by Fornell 

and Larcker (1981). Therefore, the research model indicated satisfactory convergent validity.  

Discriminant validity can be examined by comparing the square root of the AVE value of each 

construct to its corresponding correlations (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Review credibility and 

dining intention showed discrimination from each other and indicated appropriate discriminant 

validity in the research model (See Table 5 and Table 6). Discriminant validity exists when AVE 

values are greater than 0.50 and the square roots of the AVE values are greater than their inter-

correlations (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Goh & Sun, 2014).  

Construct reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Construct Reliabilities 

(CCR) (Goh & Sun, 2014). Both research constructs’ credibility and dining intention achieved 

satisfactory reliability values, with Cronbach’s α higher than .80 and CCR above .70 (see Hair et 

al., 2010). Thus, the study constructs showed strong internal reliability, and considered suitable 

for further analysis. 
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Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis  

Constructs and 

Indicators 

Item 

loading 
t-value 

Cronbach’s 

α 
CCR AVE 

Credibility-CRED   0.904 0.906 0.708 

CRED1 0.823     

CRED2 0.918 17.632    

CRED3 0.754 13.500    

CRED4 0.862 16.327    

Intention-INT   0.955 0.956 0.878 

 INT1 0.951     

 INT2 0.969 34.069    

 INT3 0.889 25.263    

Note. Fit indices: Chi-square (13) = 30.196, p = .004); Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = .968; 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.931; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.988; Root 
Mean Square Residual (RMR) = .086; Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 

= .0726 

4.4 Correlations 

Pearson correlation coefficients were conducted to find the relationship between various variables 

in terms of the direction and strength of the relationship. Table 4 reveals the correlation among 

all data. The gender of the participants negatively related to review credibility at a significant 

level (r = -.13, p <.05). However, there were no significant correlations between dining intention 

and other variables. Therefore, further analysis was presented based on the positive review group 

and the negative review group. 

Table 4. Correlation, mean, SD for all data 

 Mean S.D. Age Frequency Gender Credibility Intention 

Age 39.49 12.39      

Frequency 2.53 1.76 .08     

Gender 1.52 .50 -.12 -.08    

Credibility 5.61 1.05 -.08 -.04 -.13* 0.841  

Intention 3.99 2.03 -.11 .06 .02 .10 0.937 

Note: N = 250; *p < .05, **p < .01; the square root of AVE is in diagonal in bold. 

As could be found in the positive review group (Table 5), the dependent variable (dining 

intention) had a positive relationship with dining frequency and review credibility but a negative 

relationship with age and gender. Specifically, review credibility (M = 5.60, SD = 1.14) had the 

strongest correlation with dining intention (M = 5.47, SD = .98), and was positively related to 

dining intention at a significant level (r = .76, p <.01). The gender of the participants was 

negatively related to dining intention, also at a significant level (r = -.22, p <.05).  
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Table 5. Correlation, mean, SD for positive review group 

 Mean S.D. Age Frequency Gender Credibility Intention 

Age 39.55 27.48      

Frequency 2.65 1.80 -.01     

Gender 1.51 .50 .01 -.13    

Credibility 5.60 1.14 -.04 .04 -.17 0.841  

Intention 5.47 .98 -.12 .03 -.22* .76** 0.937 

Note: N = 126; *p < .05, **p < .01; the square root of AVEs appear on the diagonal in bold. 

However, the negative review group (Table 6) shows that dining intention had a negative 

correlation with the age of participants, dining frequency, and review credibility, while the gender 

of participants had a positive correlation with dining intention. Specifically, review credibility (M 

= 5.63, SD = .97) was negatively related to dining intention at a significant level (M = 2.48, SD = 

1.67) (r = -.22, p <.05). Gender (r = .21, p <.05) and the age (r = -.21, p <.05) of participants were 

significantly related to dining intention. 

Table 6. Correlation, mean, SD for negative review group 

 Mean S.D. Age Frequency Gender Credibility Intention 

Age 39.44 27.36      

Frequency 2.40 1.72 .18*     

Gender 1.52 .50 -.25** -.03    

Credibility 5.63 .97 -.12 -.12 -.10 0.841  

Intention 2.48 1.67 -.21* -.00 .21* -.22* 0.937 

Note: N = 124; *p < .05, **p < .01; the square root of AVE appears on the diagonal in bold 

4.5 Hypotheses Testing 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to test the hypothesised relationships, and to find out 

how well the variables of review valence, review credibility, and gender difference were able to 

predict the outcome variable of dining intention. As shown in the research model (Figure 1), 

hierarchical multiple regression was employed to access the standardised regression coefficients 

and provide their essential values for indicating dining intention.  

4.5.1 Multiple regression analysis for review valence 

Table 7 shows the results after testing the relationship among the research constructs in terms of 

gender difference, review valence, and dining intention.  
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Table 7. Multiple regression for all data 

   INT 

Step 1 2 3 

Beta    

Age -.115† -.112** -.095* 

Frequency .070 .019 .011 

Gender  .021 -.106† 

Valence  -.739** -1.130** 

Gender X Valence   .433** 

    

R
2
 .017 .560 .576 

∆ R
2
 .017 .543 .016 

∆ F  2.111 150.999** 9.354** 

Df 249 247 245 

Note: N = 250; †p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01, pairwise, ∆ R2 
= R-squared change, ∆ F

 
= F change; 

INT = Dining intention 

Step 1 indicates that the age of the participants and dining frequency were entered, explaining 

1.7% of the variance in dining intention. After adding gender difference and review valence as 

independent variables in Step 2, 56% of total variance of dining intention was explained, meaning 

that there was an additional 54.3% of the variance in dining intention when the effects of the age 

and dining frequency were controlled (∆ R2 = .543, ∆ F = (2, 245) = 150.999, p < .01). Age and 

review valence were statistically significant while review valence had the higher beta value (β = 

-.739, p = .000). In Step 3, the total variance increased by 1.6%, making the total variance of Step 

3, 57.6% of the variance in dining intention (∆ F = (1, 244) = 9.354, p < .01). Age, review valence, 

and the moderating effect of gender difference made a statistically significant contribution to 

predicting dining intention. Review valence (β = -1.130, p = .000) had the highest beta value, 

followed by the interactive effect between gender and review valence (β = .433, p = .002) and 

gender difference (β = -.106, p = .074). Categorical variables of review valence and gender were 

dummy coded using 0 and 1, where review valence was recoded as 0 = Positive, 1 = Negative, 

and gender as 0 = Female, 1 = Male. Step 3 shows the interaction between valence and gender 

was significant, meaning gender successfully moderated the effects of valence on dining intention 

(β = .433, p < .01). Beta coefficient for valence was strengthened in Step 3 ( β = -1.130, p < .01) 

compared with in step 2 ( β = - .730, p < .01), where female customers were more strongly 

influenced by valence (β = - .106, p < .10). Thus, H2 was supported.  
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4.5.2 Multiple regression analysis for review credibility 

The same procedure was used to find out how well review credibility was able to predict dining 

intention based on the positive review group (see Table 8) and the negative review group (see 

Table 9). The value of review credibility in both positive review group and negative review group 

was mean-centred.  

In the positive review group (Table 8), Step 1 indicates 1.5% of the variance in dining intention. 

Step 2 showed an additional 57.5% of the variance in dining intention after adding gender 

difference, review credibility and controlling variables of age and dining frequency, accounting 

for 59% of the total variance (∆ F = (2, 121) = 84.803, p < .01). Review credibility had the highest 

beta value and significantly contributed to predicting dining intention (β = .736, p = .000).  

Table 8. Multiple regression for positive review group 

   INT 

Step 1 2 3 

Beta    

Age -.117 -.085 -.086 

Frequency .033 -.008 -.009 

Gender  -.102† -.102† 

Credibility  .736** .768** 

Gender X Credibility   -.033 

    

R2 .015 .590 .590 

∆ R2 .015 .575 .000 

∆ F  .927 84.803** .024 

Df 125 123 121 

Note: N = 126; †p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01, pairwise, ∆ R2 
= R-squared change, ∆ F

 
= F change; 

INT = Dining intention 

For the negative review group (Table 9), Step 1 explained that R-squared was calculated at .044 

which means that 4.4% of the variance in dining intention. In Step 2, R-squared increased by .077, 

leading the R-squared of Step 2 .121, indicating that 12.1% of the total variance explained ((∆ F 

= (2, 119) = 5.183, p < .01). The highest beta value could be found in review credibility which 

significantly contributed to predict dining intention (β = -.226, p = .011). Therefore, review 

credibility was an effective predictor of dining intention, meaning that review credibility has a 

significant impact on dining intention. More specifically, in a positive online review, review 

credibility (β = .736, p = .000) had a positive impact on dining intention; in a negative online 

review, review credibility had a negative impact on dining intention (β = -.226, p = .011). Thus, 

H1, H1a, H1b were supported. 



 

26 
 

Table 9. Multiple regression for negative review group 

   INT 

Step 1 2 3 

Beta    

Age -.214* -.202* -.213* 

Frequency .037 .011 .030 

Gender  .141 .144† 

Credibility  -.226* -.968** 

Gender X Credibility   .788** 

    

R
2
 .044 .121 .188 

∆ R
2
 .044 .077 .068 

∆ F  2.801† 5.183** 9.814** 

Df 123 121 119 

Note: N = 124; †p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01, pairwise, ∆ R2 
= R-squared change, ∆ F

 
= F change; 

INT = Dining intention 

4.5.3 Multiple regression analysis for gender difference 

Step 3 in the positive review group (Table 8) indicates that R-squared did not change after adding 

the moderating effect of gender difference as predictors, giving rise to the R-squared of .590 ((∆ 

F = (1, 120) = .024, p > .10). As mentioned above, review credibility significantly contributed to 

predicting dining intention. However, the moderator of gender difference did not significantly 

predict dining intention (β = -.033, p = .878), meaning that gender difference did not moderate 

the relationship between the positive impact of credibility and dining intention in a positive online 

review. Therefore, H3a was not supported. In the negative review group (Table 9), Step 3 caused 

R-squared to increase by .068, making the R-squared of the new step .188 (∆ F = (1, 118) = 9.814, 

p < .01), indicating 18.8% of the variance in dining intention after adding the moderator and 

controlling the remainder of the independent variables. The moderator, gender difference, 

significantly contributed to predicting dining intention, which means that gender difference 

moderated the impact of review credibility on dining intention (β = .788, p = .002). Therefore, 

H3 was supported. Specifically, in a negative review, the negative impact of review credibility 

on dining intention was stronger for females. Therefore, H3b was supported. 
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Chapter 5  DISCUSSION 

5.1  Summary of Key Findings 

This study attempted to close the gap in the current literature on online restaurant reviews 

regarding review credibility, review valence, and gender difference. To test the hypothesised 

relationships of the research, an experimental design was conducted.  

The results of the hypothesis testing showed a significant impact of review credibility on dining 

intention, specifically, credibility was found to have a significant influence on dining intention. 

When participants reviewed the positive condition reviews, regardless of the review type (text-

only or text with pictures), participants tended to have positive attitudes to the credibility of the 

review. Participants in the positive condition were more willing to visit the restaurant than 

participants assigned to negative reviews. On the other hand, when participants reviewed the 

negative review, they were more likely to have a lower level of perceived credibility and dining 

intention. Thus, H1, H1a, and H1b were supported. 

Furthermore, the results implied that the influence of review valence was greater among female 

participants than male participants. This verified the moderating role of gender difference, 

meaning that regardless of whether the review is positive or negative, females tend to pay more 

attention to processing the emotional content of an online review when they are making a decision 

to dine. Thus, H2 was supported. 

Moreover, the moderating effect of gender difference could also be found in the impact of review 

credibility on dining intention. In positive online reviews, it was noted that the higher review 

credibility was, the stronger dining intention the participants would have, but this relationship 

was not different for females and males. Thus, H3a was not supported. However, in the case of 

negative online reviews, when there was less perceived review credibility, participants’ dining 

intentions were weaker. Furthermore, this impact was more significant for females than males. 

Thus, H3 and H3b were supported. 

5.2 Research Implications 

There are several theoretical implications that contribute to the extant hospitality literature. 

Firstly, the results of the study extend the current studies of online reviews regarding restaurant 

context by providing insights into potential customers’ attitudes towards review credibility and 

review valence. The main objective of this research was to examine the influence of review 

valence and review credibility on dining intention as well as the moderating effect of gender 

difference. It attempted to provide the theoretical and practical explanation of review valence and 

review credibility, and how they influence the intention of potential customers to dine out in 

restaurants. Therefore, a key contribution of this research was to understand review valence and 
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credibility context from the perspective of the customer. In the hospitality literature, there is some 

consistency regarding review credibility. Park et al. (2014) found that trustworthiness, a key 

attribute of review credibility, has a positive relationship with trip planning and traveller’s 

behaviour, as tourists may consider that the online reviews posted by experienced travellers are 

trustworthy and credible. This would in turn enable them to rely on an online review to avoid the 

risks of intangible products and make a better decision. Similarly, Xie et al. (2011) found the 

same relationship in the accommodation context, showing that the higher credibility the 

customers perceived in an online review, the greater their intention was to book a hotel room. 

Thus, the findings of this study have discovered the same effect to be true in the restaurant context, 

implying that the more credibility customers perceive in Zomato reviews, the higher intention 

they would have to visit or recommend the restaurant. This might provide a useful finding to add 

to the online restaurant reviews literature, extending the understanding of review credibility in a 

food and beverage context and filling the gap between online reviews and dining intention.  

Secondly, the positive relationship between review credibility, review valence, and dining 

intention was tested using an experimental design, which has not been undertaken in prior studies. 

Previous studies have noted that review valence has a significant impact on review credibility, 

leading to customers’ attitudes toward behavioural intention. For example, after reading a positive 

review, customers were found to have a higher level of review credibility, leading to a greater 

level of booking intention for a hotel room. On the other hand, after reading a negative review, 

customers were found to have a lower level of review credibility, leading to a weaker level of 

booking intention (Lim & Van Der Heide, 2014; Zhao et al., 2015). Thus, this research proposed 

and discovered this phenomenon in online restaurant reviews. The study therefore contributes to 

understandings of review valence and psychological factors such as the positivity and negativity 

effect in the context of online restaurant reviews. Future studies could explore the relationship 

among review credibility, review valence, and dining intention in different restaurants and 

examine the differences between fine dining and casual dining. 

Lastly, this research also explored the moderating role of gender difference in the relationships 

between review credibility, review valence, and dining intention. Previous studies have 

investigated the area of information processing and online reviews in the accommodation and 

tourism context (e.g. Abubakar et al., 2017; Escobar-Rodríguez et al., 2017), whereas this 

research focused on the restaurant context. This research investigated the theory of the selectivity 

hypothesis (Meyers-Levy & Loken, 2015), which suggests that females may be more emotional 

and likely to be driven by social connection more than are males. Accordingly, other studies found 

that females tend to pay more attention to negative reviews due to the perception that negative 

reviews have a higher level of credibility than do positive reviews. This may be due to concerns 

with security and desires to avoid risk, which are stronger for females in their online purchase 

intentions (Bae & Lee, 2011). Thus, this study confirmed the gender role and the examined 
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relationship tended to be more influential for females, adding empirical findings to the gender 

literature in a hospitality context. However, no difference could be found in positive reviews, 

between females and males. The findings of this research are consistent with those in previous 

studies (e.g. Abubakar et al., 2017; Escobar-Rodríguez et al., 2017; Hwang & Han, 2016), 

showing that the effect of review valence on dining intention is stronger for females than for 

males. Furthermore, in this study, the moderating effect of gender difference was verified. In a 

negative online review, the negative impact of credibility on dining intention was stronger for 

females than for males. However, in positive reviews, there was no difference between females 

and males in terms of the positive influence of credibility on dining intentions. This may provide 

an interesting finding for future studies, which could explore the similarity of perceived credibility 

between females and males regarding online restaurant positive reviews, enriching the gender 

difference literature. 

5.3 Practical Implications 

The results of this research also provide some practical implications for restaurant owners and 

managers and users of restaurant recommendation platforms. Firstly, this study helps restaurant 

managers have a better understanding of customers’ attitudes toward the valence and credibility 

of online restaurant reviews. Restaurant managers can gain a deeper understanding of potential 

customers’ needs and their expectations of a dining experience. For example, if a restaurant aims 

to increase female customers, it could encourage customers to post online reviews with detailed 

comments or specific descriptions, as this study found that females tend to process information 

more comprehensively and carefully than do males. 

Secondly, other studies have also suggested that customers could be sensitive to the emotional 

content of an online review, and females in particular tend to be more susceptible to negative 

reviews during their decision-making processes. Studies that suggest response protocols are 

effective when they are empathetic in manner (Casalo, Flavian, Guinaliu, & Ekinci, 2015), 

answering negative reviews and service failure recovery methods, which may increase the revisit 

intention of customers. When a negative review is left by a customer, managers should respond 

in a timely manner and with detailed comments on how they propose to make up for the service 

failure or appease the dissatisfied customer (Tsao et al., 2015). This would help reduce the 

chances of losing potential customers who are impacted more by negative reviews. For both 

negative and positive review instances, it is suggested that managerial responses should be 

personalised and interactions with customers should be carried out in a way that expresses 

empathy in order to increase favourable attitudes towards the restaurant (Fong et al., 2017). 

Thirdly, the identification information of the person posting the online review seems to affect the 

perceived trustworthiness and the level of review credibility. Therefore, it is suggested that users 

of the restaurant recommendation platforms such as Zomato provide their real names and profile 
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photos when they post reviews, increasing perceived credibility when consumers read the 

reviews. Also, to increase the level of expertise of reviews, the restaurant recommendation 

platforms should add filters to help customers distinguish whether the users are regular or new, 

which enables prospective customers evaluate the review credibility. 

Lastly, information types such as text and pictures and the number of pictures in the reviews are 

likely to influence the perceived credibility of online reviews. Hence, it is suggested that 

restaurant managers should ensure that pictures are kept up-to-date on Zomato or other platforms 

which can be viewed when customers use such mobile applications to access reviews. This may 

help potential customers learn more about a restaurant regarding food quality, service quality, and 

environment in the review, increasing their intention to visit the restaurant. 

5.4 Limitations and Future Research 

Some limitations could be found in this research and suggestions are given for future studies. 

Firstly, this research manipulated information types such as text and pictures in the methodology, 

however, only one picture was used in both the assigned positive and negative reviews. The 

numbers and quality of the pictures may have a bias which affects the level of perceived credibility 

of the assigned reviews. Future studies could employ three pictures and conduct a pilot test with 

a larger sample size to increase generalisability.  

Secondly, the content of the assigned reviews in the experimental design was manipulated based 

on the reviews of a Korean restaurant in Zomato. This may influence the perceived attitudes 

toward dining intention because the data were collected in the USA and most of the participants 

were European, so may not have been familiar with Asian food or interested in it. Future studies 

could manipulate online reviews based on other cuisines.  

Lastly, future studies may add review helpfulness as an independent variable as the level of 

helpfulness and credibility are likely to be subjective, according to gender. Also, it is suggested 

to collect data in different locations and increase the sample size of the study to improve the 

generalisability of the results. 

5.5 Conclusion 

This research investigated the influence of review valence and review credibility on consumers’ 

dining intention considering the moderating role of gender difference in the influence. To answer 

the research questions, this study took a deductive research approach. An experimental design 

with an online questionnaire was developed in the research methodology to collect data from the 

members of Amazon Mturk in the USA. The research found that review credibility successfully 

predicts consumers’ dining intention, which could be found to have a positive impact in positive 

online reviews and a negative impact in negative online reviews. The causal links amongst review 
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credibility, review valence, dining intention, and the moderator of gender difference were 

validated by multiple regression analyses. The findings of the study contribute to extending 

theory, specifically the theory of positivity and negativity effect, and the selectivity hypothesis. 

Furthermore, the findings of the research provide practical implications for restaurant owners and 

managers to assist in improving their online marketing strategies. Providing credible and 

trustworthy online reviews and managing both positive and negative online reviews are important 

for increasing the perceived review credibility, which assists customers to reduce the purchase 

risk and better evaluate the dining experience. 
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

 

Participant Information Sheet  

28 August 2019 

Dear participant, 

My name is Zhuoyi (Theresa) Xian. I am a Master’s student, studying postgraduate International 

Hospitality Management at Auckland University of Technology (AUT) in New Zealand. I am 

currently undertaking a research project about customers’ perceptions of review credibility in 

Zomato. The project is a part of my dissertation, which I need to complete for my qualification. 

The research aims to find out how credible Zomato online reviews are, and how online reviews 

influence customers’ attitudes on review credibility. The research results will contribute to a better 

understanding of the adoption of online reviews and provide the food and beverage sector with 

insights into how to improve communication effectiveness.  

I cordially invite you to participate in this 9-10 minute questionnaire. Thank you for your 

understanding and support for my study. 

Completion of the questionnaire indicates your consent to participate. Your participation in this 

study is voluntary and anonymous. I will not be able to identify you in any way because no 

personal identifiable information will be collected. If you feel uncomfortable with any question, 

you can skip the question or withdraw from the questionnaire at any stage. Once you submit the 

questionnaire, your data cannot be withdrawn however. All data collected are confidential and 

used for this project only. The research outcomes will be available on the website of the New 

Zealand Tourism Research Institute http://www.nztri.org by December 2019. You are welcome 

to visit the website and view the research findings. 

Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the 

Project Supervisor, Associate Professor Peter Kim, pkim@aut.ac.nz; Tel: +64 921 9999 ext 6105. 

Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive Secretary of 

AUTEC, Kate O’Connor, ethics@aut.ac.nz, Tel: +64 921 9999 ext 6038. 

http://www.nztri.org/
mailto:pkim@aut.ac.nz
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For any further information about this project, please feel free to contact the researcher: Zhuoyi 

(Theresa) Xian, ckj4400@aut.ac.nz. Primary supervisor: Associate Professor Peter Kim, 

pkim@aut.ac.nz. 

If you are willing to be a part of the study, please complete the online questionnaire within seven 

working days. Thank you for your support. 

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 6 September 2019, 

AUTEC Reference number 19/319 

mailto:ckj4400@aut.ac.nz
mailto:pkim@aut.ac.nz
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE 
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