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| nvestigating the effect of Purchasing Intention
in Social Network Sites-The Role of Social Interaction and

Trust

Yu-Ju Dai, Celeste See-Pui Ng, Dept. of Information Management, Yuan Ze University

ABSTRACT

The tremendous development of the internet network drives the rapid growth of virtual
communities, such as social networking sites. People use socia network sites for various
purposes - communication, persona interaction and information exchanges, and this has
diversified existing human intercommunication channels. However, a successful socia
network does not only need to attract users participation but also able to retain users
participations. Only with this continuous participations and interactions, a social network site
can sustainitslong life.

This study investigates how socia interactions will influence the social commerce
purchasing intention, and whether social interactions will influence the social network (SN)
users’ trust in SN technology and SN community. To achieve this, online survey method was
adopted to collect data.

Our results show that different sender's interaction levels with the socia network
community have no significant impact on receiver's trust in the SN technology and trust in
SN community; while different receiver's interaction levels with the socia network
community have significant impact on receiver's trust in the SN technology and trust in SN
community. This implies that a consumer who is a more active participant in socia
networking is more likely to trust in both the SN technology and SN community, and then
thisis possible to affect future purchasing intention.

Keywords: Social Network Sites, Social Interaction, Trust
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Category 'Percentage (% )
Sex
Male 53
Female 47
Total 100
Age
16~22 18
23~32 74
33~42 6
43~52 2

Education level

Below Bachelor Degree 7
Bachelor Degree 44
Master Degree 46
PhD Degree 3
Employment status
Secondary or High School Student 2
College or University 47
Unemployed 3
Pensioner 0
Employee 43
Marital status
Not married 83
Married 16
Divorced/Separated 1
Widowed 1
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Sender’sinter. level n MR* Sender’sinter. level n MR*
Low 91 93.8 Low 91 88.6
Trust in tech. Ave. 60 79.6 Trust in com. Ave. 60 875
High 25 90.5 High 25 90.5
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Receiver’sinter. level N Mean Rank Receiver’sinter. level N Mean Rank
1 4 40.6 1 4 16.4
2 19 52.1 2 19 452
3 61 78.9 3 61 77.8
4 43 100.9 4 43 100.2
5 39 101.8 5 39 107.2
Trust in tech. Trust in comm.
6 10 130.6 6 10 142.1
N N
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Chi-Squre = 27.590; df = 5; Sig. Chi-Squre = 43.180; df = 5; Sig.
=.000 =.000
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Int. to purchase 181 554" 4007 1
* Correlation issignificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) FTHKR AP ER

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

5w FA T %

Unstandardized Coefficient Standard Coefficient

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
Constant 445 494 .902 .368
Inter. Lvl. .062 .099 .042 .624 533
Trust in tech. 726 .099 .600 7.365 .000
Trust in com. .054 137 .034 .393 .695

R Square = .411 ; Adjusted R Square=.401; F=40.053; Sig.=.000

TR kR A R

5. &

-gg

AT b FHAREES AP AR S UAAES R S H A IR R B
TR TR FETREATREE CRNAFEL LR HREER -
TR BB LY EF (S ;ﬁ%?ﬁ)ﬁjﬁiﬁﬂji

i o
ff‘}?—?‘ Fotffek (e iR F)ai kel B HYEE R

w

%
= e
g}\,;—ﬂj\gﬁétﬁ__ o B vl A - kg LB R s F’E}j’ﬁ,_g ﬁ»‘;yfi},i
oAk g RRALF NG T LA E DR T AAFEF RIS LRLATER S TP oM
sl %r‘;n@,gg‘ﬁﬁwlmﬁﬁv—iv 3 ﬁw,%f‘_m,}i? ﬂo/ﬁlﬁ. mﬁﬁvgf’f ~,)J Fj—%‘m
Rl W B A A ‘ﬂ:a#&‘iiﬂ LY iEARY SR Y AR ,]*i
BEALE R AEE AT En PEES LR ot e ETFA\”H FRANPFIRAE R
BT EL - BRIAGFRFF > B gt in - FTHE2 - EFFEE - FF
B AT G § sk R KR Al mﬁiﬁ%ﬁi@o
B {8 AR 7 WAL e rEFacebook F 2 ﬁ@m%ﬁ@@ﬁﬁ FoE7 PAAE R
do RAHE S fHAET DL BRAT A §RTAFE S LR O LR? 2R
et v T o A | S L RIAE X § 7 P2 E RAL AT Y S H R R

*“-11

688




2012 #c i L3 & AIFTH AT §
W S 26
BlFTHE e

542
1 28 TEHEAFILEE% PRALENE A S 0383 BT 0a =« A9 ¢

BN F - RPN PR R < AT 8 i - ’E&l:“ﬂ’% i?f”fﬂ’”ﬂﬁ—m
* 5> 3 E90E6 T o

2. 3R B R TAERE A EH BRI REALEEY B2 F 5
T TS Y% % % 149-168F > A W5 E 6 F o
3. 1% 1% ﬁ-’f_tl/‘ ’r-ﬁﬁﬁrz e B H e 2h M 2 AT S P 3Bl 2 Fﬁgjr'}lﬁi K L

FREY > %I X% - % 19-447F > AR &3 o

4. HEF -FII TR RS R RETEDRP IR T RLN p FRATASE
% - H > % 365-388F > AR EG6 o

5. ;£ % > Facebook ﬂ F AL € T B B R el B RGBT RR
28 AFLH= o %@2199&- 97 o

6. EFs [ G epLpd FPEFRERIGRHEIBAREFLAY D Rt F 8
$eRF AL H o ARBELT o

7. %RFE T RBIRBG{ANE  RRRBET LR L ARG LR F -
FAAFG > 2P LB EEEEE L% ARNBEST -

8 FRirF T2 8T RMERHMF ARPE2LFL pAA A FERF Y L H
AR99 E 3 o

9. comScore. (2011.12.21). It's a Socia World: Social Networking Leads as Top Online
Activity Globally, Accounting for 1 in Every 5 Online Minutes, from
http://www.comscore.com/Press_Events/Press_Releases/2011/12/Social_Networkin
g_Leads_as_Top_Online_Activity_Globally?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=
feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+comscore+%28comScore+News%29

10.Gefen, D., Karahanna, E., & Straub, D. W. (2003). Trust and Tam in Online Shopping: An
Integrated Model. MIS Quarterly, 27(1), 51-90.

11.Liu, C., Marchewka, J. T., & Ku, C. (2004). American and Taiwanese Perceptions
Concerning Privacy, Trust, and Behavioral Intentions in Electronic Commerce. Journal of
Global Information Management, 12(1), 18-40.

12.Ranganathan, C., & Ganapathy, S. (2002). Key Dimensions of Business-to-Consumer Web
Sites. Information and Management, 39(6), 457-465.

13.Reichheld, F. F., & Schefter, P. (2000). E-loyalty: Your Secret Weapon on the Web. Havard
Business Review, 78(4), 105-113.

14.Ridings, C. M., D. Gefen, et al. (2002). "Some Antecedents and Effects of Trust in Virtua
Communities." Strategic Information Systems 11(4): 271-295.

15.Teo, T. S. H., & Liu, J. (2007). Consumer Trust in E-commerce in the United States,
Singapore and China. Omega, 35(1), 22-38.

ﬁ

689


http://www.comscore.com/Press_Events/Press_Releases/2011/12/Social_Networkin



