
This study focuses on finding the essential characteristics in 
product reviews that increase or decrease consumers’ 
purchase intention. More specifically, comparing the risk 
perceptions of males and females. Study results have 
identified that the “pros and cons,” “well-written,” and “uses 
product like me” characteristics decrease risk perception and 
increase purchase intent. Study results show that the 
“manipulative,” “unprofessional,” and “use of text slang” 
characteristics increase risk perception and decrease purchase 
intent. 

Table 1
It can be seen that the most popular characteristics chosen for the “high-quality” product 
review were product pros and cons, well-written, uses product like me, and unbiased. When 
asked how likely the respondents were to buy this product, the results showed that 27% 
would definitely make a purchase while 49% were somewhat likely to make a purchase. 
This yields a total of 76% of respondents that were interested in making a purchase. Males 
were found to be more likely to make the purchase than females. 

Table 2
The most popular characteristics chosen for the “low-quality” product review by 
respondents were manipulative, unprofessional, and use of text slang. The use of text slang 
characteristic was chosen the most by both genders with fifteen respondents believing that it 
affected their purchase behavior.. It was found that 26.9% of respondents would definitely 
not purchase this product and 30.8% are somewhat unlikely to purchase the product. In 
total, 57.7% of respondents were unlikely to make a purchase after reading the low-quality 
product review. 
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The empirical results suggest that the characteristics that are 
classified as “high-quality” will increase purchase intent when 
implemented in a product review. While the characteristics 
classified as “low-quality” will decrease purchase intent. The 
characteristics that had the greatest impact on the respondents 
when making their purchase decision were “product pros and 
cons”, “well-written”, and “uses product like me.” The majority of 
respondents were likely to make a purchase after reading the 
product review with these characteristics. The characteristics that 
persuaded the majority of respondents not to make a purchase 
included “manipulative”, “unprofessional”, and “use of text slang.” 

When consumers view a purchase as less risky, they are more 
willing to buy that product (Larson, 2001). Product reviews 
are one way to decrease risk that a consumer could 
experience during a purchase. If the consumer views the 
source (the product reviewer) as credible, then the individual 
will have established some trust in the purchase decision 
process, which decreases the amount of perceived risk. 
Several characteristics have been identified to positively 
impact consumers during their decision-making process, 
while some have been found to do the opposite. 
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Table 1
Comparison of “high-quality” characteristic 
The frequency of each characteristic chosen in total, and by both males and females, for the “high-quality” product review survey. n=5
Characteristics Frequency (%) Male Frequency (%)(n) Female Frequency (%)(n)

Unbiased 27.8% 45.5% (10) 14.7% (5)
Independent 14.8% 13.6% (3) 14.7% (5)
“Sounds” like me 14.8% 18.2% (4) 11.8% (4)
Uses product like me 35.2% 59.1% (13) 17.6% (6)
Well-written 50% 54.5% (12) 44.1% (15)
Lengthy 11.1% 13.6% (3) 8.8% (3)
Product pros and cons 59.3% 63.6% (14) 52.9% (18)
Manipulative 0% 0% (0) 0% (0)
Unprofessional 3.7% 9.1% (2) 0% (0)
Different expectations 9.3% 9.1% (2) 8.8% (3)
Venting and review “griefing” 1.9% 4.5% (1) 0% (0)

Use of text slang 0% 0% (0) 0% (0)

Table 2
Comparison of “low-quality” characteristic 
The frequency of each characteristic chosen in total, and by both males and females, for the low-quality product review survey. n=26
Characteristics Frequency (%) Male Frequency (%)(n) Female Frequency (%)(n)

Unbiased 7.7% 8.3% (1) 7.1% (1)
Independent 3.8% 0% (0) 7.1% (1)
“Sounds” like me 15.4% 8.3% (1) 21.4% (3)
Uses product like me 0% 0% (0) 0% (0)
Well-written 7.7% 8.3% (1) 7.1% (1)
Lengthy 0% 0% (0) 0% (0)
Product pros and cons 23.1% 8.3% (1) 35.7% (5)
Manipulative 26.9% 50% (6) 7.1% (1)
Unprofessional 53.8% 66.7% (8) 42.9% (6)
Different expectations 11.5% 25% (3) 0% (0)
Venting and review “griefing” 3.8% 8.3% (1) 0% (0)
Use of text slang 57.7% 66.7% (8) 50% (7)
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Figure 1. Frequency results from 
“High-quality” product review.

Figure 2. Frequency results from 
“Low-quality” product review.


