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RESUMEN

La eleccién de la estrategia de comunicacidon es un elemento critico en el proceso de adopcidon de un nuevo
producto. La decisién de adoptar un nuevo producto viene determinada por el éxito de dos fases: la toma de
conciencia y la adopcién. Estudios previos han demostrado que la publicidad es la herramienta de comunicacion
que mejor funciona en la introduccion, mientras el boca a oreja necesita que los consumidores conozcan
previamente el nuevo producto para comenzar el proceso de difusion de la informacién. Sin embargo, el desarrollo
de las nuevas tecnologias estd permitiendo a las empresas realizar de campafas de boca a oreja electrénico. El
objetivo de este estudio es determinar qué estrategia de comunicacién es mds apropiada en las primeras fases del
proceso de difusidn. En contra a lo demostrado en la literatura previa, los resultados demuestran que las empresas
deberian empezar la campafa de comunicacién de un nuevo producto con boca a oreja electrénico y continuarla
con publicidad.
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How e-wom contributes to new product adoption. Testing
competitive communication strategies

ABSTRACT

Communication strategy is a critical element of new product adoption. The decision to adopt a new product is
determined by the success of a sequence of two stages: product awareness and product adoption. Previous
studies have shown advertising is the tool that best works at the first stage of the introduction, as WOM needs
informed individuals to start the process. However, the expansion of new media facilitates firms to develop and
manage electronic word of mouth (e-WOM) campaigns. The aim of this paper is to determine which
communication strategy is more appropriate at early stages of the diffusion process. Contrary to assertions in
the previous literature, results show firms should start new product communication with e-WOM and then
continue it with advertising.

Keywords: e-WOM, Advertising, Awareness, Adoption, New Products.
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1. INTRODUCCION

Successful new product introduction is importamtddirm’s long-term performance (Prins &
Verhoef, 2007; Rogers, 1983). Marketing activitedsfirms are therefore devoted to increase
the likeability of success in a new product launas,well as its rate of growth (Peres et al.,
2010). Communication strategy constitutes a ctitel@ment of new product adoption, the
element most directly responsible for aiding thestoners’ acceptance of it (Lee & O"Connor,
2003). Innovations can be transmitted by both masdia and interpersonal communication via
word of mouth (WOM) (Mahajan et al.,, 1990). Prewoliterature has demonstrated that
personal influences have shown greater influenes censumer choices than personal selling,
print advertisements, or radio (Katz & Lazarsfd@55; Goldsmith & Horowith, 2006). As a
consequence of this greater influence, the diffusibinnovation literature puts great emphasis
on the effect of WOM as a channel of communica(iGui et al., 2010). In a pioneer study
Bass’ (1969) product diffusion model suggested sloate consumers adopt products because of
the influence of their friends and direct contasteo have already adopted the product rather
than the influence of marketers. Diffusion thenetloff as a result of personal influences,
spreading through networks of consumers (Delre let2807a). Nevertheless, advertising
continues to be the main communication tool to §eduvhen introducing a new product in the
market (Manchanda et al. 2008; Narayanan et ad5;2Rogers & Adhikarya, 1979; Van den
Bulte & Lilien, 2001b).

Nowadays, social media tools enable consumersteméxheir connections and conduct WOM
with fewer restrictions. New technologies makeasier for consumers to share product- and
brand-related information with each other (Step&ehehmann, 2009). Therefore, electronic
WOM (e-WOM) can transmit information faster thaaditional WOM and reach far beyond
the local community through Internet (Chatterje@)P, Lee et al., 2008). As a result, firms are
increasingly interested in developing e-WOM campasigs a potential new communication tool
(Keller & Berry, 2003; Kozinets et al., 2010; Libaii al., 2010). Recent research supports this
thesis by demonstrating that e-WOM (in the formcohsumer reviews/comments) affects
company sales (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Godes &ylin, 2009). However, although there
are some studies on product diffusion in offline WQhere are very few empirical studies on
product diffusion which consider e-WOM (ThompsorS&aha, 2008; Xu et al., 2008).

From a marketer perspective, it is very relevantatalyze which communication strategy
should be followed when introducing a new produadhie market. The selection of the optimal
communication strategy is a very difficult task (i2eet al., 2007a). Very little is known about
how to market successfully using personal influsnaéine, as e-WOM marketing is still very

experimental in nature (Spaulding, 2010). Furtheemtew studies have attempted to integrate



mass and interpersonal communication influences @tal., 2007; Libai et al., 2010). Previous
research has either focused on demonstrating dmiagion exists though ignoring the role of
marketing communication (Manchanda et al., 2008)has assumed the effect of internal
(WOM) and external (advertising) influences areejpeindent (Bass, 1969). However, it is
reasonable to think that the two effects are ietated (Mandancha et al., 2008; Villanueva et
al., 2008). This relationship is especially int¢éires because WOM interactions are often
mentioned as an alternative to traditional medé,parketers do not understand the extent to
which WOM complements or substitutes for traditiomaedia (Libai et al., 2010). An
understanding of these effects can help firms toexe better control of the growth process and
optimize their investments accordingly (Peres gt28110). In this paper we address this issue
by investigating how a firm should orchestrate mgwnication campaign that drives consumer
awareness and adoption of a new product. Spetjfiead analyze which communication tool
should be the first one to be developed in ordesréate new product awareness, e-WOM or
advertising, as well as which is the best to camithe communication campaign to encourage
new product adoption. To the best of our knowledhis is one of the first studies to analyze
whether firms should actively promote e-WOM or wieetit should be naturally promoted by

its customers after an advertising campaign.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Previous research has established the importan@éQd¥l as a driver of new product diffusion
(Arndt, 1967; Brooks, 1957). The model proposedBlags (1969) assumed that the diffusion
process is driven primarily by interpersonal comioation. A new product is first adopted by
some who, in turn, influence others to adopt it§8d 969; Rogers, 1983). A classical study of
this steam is that of Coleman et al. (1966). Itlymes the social contagion effects on
physicians’ behaviour. Interpersonal communicati@s the driving factor behind physicians’
adoption of a new drug. Later studies have alsaligigted the importance of WOM in new
product diffusion. Bandiera & Rasul's (2004) stuigs showed that farmers’ social networks
influence their decisions to adopt a new crop, @odley & Udry (2005) have demonstrated
that WOM also affect the adoption of a new farmiechnology. Similarly, Bell & Song (2007)
have established that social interaction (grouraegbhysical proximity) stimulates trial of a

new Internet service.

The decision to adopt a new product is determinethb success of a sequence of two main
stages: product awareness and product evaluatmptiad (lyengar et al., 2010; Van den Bulte
& Lilien, 2001; Weenig & Midden, 1991). Distinguisiy between awareness and adoption may

be critical to understand what drives adoption sleos, because research suggests that different



factors affect these two stages differently (Van &alte & Lilien, 2001). Literature on new
products diffusion has demonstrated that commemimhmunication is more important at
creating awareness-knowledge of new idea, sothdsbest way to inform consumers that the
product is available; while more personal and nomimercial sources are more important at the
evaluation stage (Narayanan et al., 2005; Peay&y,PE84; Rogers & Adhikarya, 1979; Van
den Bulte & Lilien, 2001). Adoption over time is etlefore dominated by marketing
communications early on, while WOM dominates a fennths later (Mancharanda et al.,
2008). Similarly, Delre et al. (2007a; 2007b) stttat from a marketing perspective it is of
great importance to understand how informationtisgifrom mass media (external influence)
and travelling through WOM (internal influence)edts the adoption decision of consumers and
consequently the diffusion of the new product. Isimilar line of reasoning, Hogan et al.
(2004) suggest that it is the initial marketing coamication that triggers a customer’s initial
purchase. That purchase experience subsequergbetsi the spread of word-of-mouth, as
customers share their experience with others.dimilar vein, Golderberg et al. (2001) explain
that advertising is the tool that best works atfthet stage of the introduction because WOM
needs informed individuals to start the processaddition, a recent study is also in line with
this reasoning by showing online reviews are ledsiential in the early phases of game life
cycle than in the latest (Zhu & Zhang, 2010). TdHar support this argumentation, Stephen &
Galak (2009) also find that traditional media teodinitiate information diffusion and buzz
building, whereas social media plays an importal& in keeping the information spreading and
the buzz alive. In summary, all these researclpaip the idea that the whole process would

never be initiated without the customer’s initi@pesure to traditional advertising.

However, since the advent of the Internet soméde$e¢ assumptions may have changed. With
the Internet’'s growing popularity, online consumeviews have become an important resource
for consumers seeking to discover new product tyyab there is a growing opportunity of
telling others about particularly pleasant prodztsu & Zhang, 2010). Marketers are therefore
increasingly interested in making use of firm-ceghe-WOM to promote new products since
they are able to stimulate the trial, adoption, asd of products and services (Pentina et al.,
2008). Although e-WOM is usually spontaneously generatgttle, 1998), the expansion of
new media facilitate firms to develop e-WOM campaigTrusov et al., 2009). Therefore,
consumers can know about the product through otleeiews on the Internet, blogs or forums,
before an advertising campaign has starting. Aclaitly, although conversations created by
WOM campaigns are not spontaneously started byucoess, previous research has shown
they also affect consumer behaviour. Godes & May2D09) have shown WOM created by a
firm drives sales. Similarly, Trusov et al. (20@@ncluded that WOM campaigns have a much

stronger impact on new customer acquisition thaditional forms of marketing. Furthermore,



although mass media positively affects new prodifusion, WOM communication has a
much greater effect on the overall diffusion (Goloerg et al., 2002; Sultan et al., 1990). Thus,
starting the new product diffusion with e-WOM shibéxert more influence on consumer

awareness than starting with advertising:

H1: In a new product launch, a communication cargpathat starts with e-WOM

generates more awareness than a communication dgmgaat starts with advertising.

Consumers’ adoption speed increases as the volM&M is higher (Shen & Hahn, 2008).
The more conversation there is about a productntbee likely someone is to be informed
about it, thus leading to consumer awareness (G&ddayzlin, 2004). In addition, Trusov et
al. (2009) show that WOM leads to more people iwvwedlin WOM and more people leads in
turn to more WOM. Therefore, companies need conssirte be involved in this e-WOM
process. Several motivations for participating i©OM/ have been proposed in the literature.
Individuals may contribute to the diffusion in aeanpt to build social relations (e.g., attention
from others, strengthening friendship) (Burt, 199Bherefore, the decision of individuals to
have a conversation about product will at leastiyple made with certain social consequences
of the conversation in mind (Dholakia et al. 20ephen & Lehman, 2009). Transmitting
WOM can lead to potential social benefits thoughcain also involve some risks if the
information is incorrect or in case of product fiad (Stephen & Lehman, 2009). Advertising is
usually perceived as having very low credibilityafragin & Metzger, 2000), while WOM s
considered as very credible because it is basetieoexperiences of other consumers (Arndt,
1967; Smith, 1993). Thus, it is more likely thatlividuals refer WOM information about the
new product when receiving information from othesnsumers than when exposed to

advertising:

H2: In a new product launch, a communication cargpathat starts with e-WOM
generates more WOM communication than a commuaitatampaign that starts with

advertising.

Some consumers may show some kind of resistancardoan innovation (Bagozzi & Lee,
1999). When resistance is beaten, adoption pram@m#inues. Then consumers develop some
interest, and hence decide to learn more aboupriliduct (De Bruyn & Lilien, 2008). At this
point, some consumers may actively search moranrtion about it. Information search is
then an indicator of innovation advance once rasc is avoided. As e-WOM leads to more

awareness than advertising, more consumers willvkabout the new product when this



introduction policy is used. Additionally, as e-WON4s also more impact than firm-generated
communication (Bickart & Schindler, 2001; Trusovakt 2009), it will be more likely that e-

WOM provokes an active information search about ibe product. Therefore, consumers
exposed to e-WOM will show a higher level of inren the new product in comparison to

consumers who heard about the product through artéging campaign. Thus, we propose:

H3: In a new product launch, a communication cargpathat starts with e-WOM
generates more information search about the newdymrb than a communication

campaign that starts with advertising.

Consumers tend to combine information from multigdeirces, and interactions between these
information sources are likely to occur (CollinsS&evens, 2002). An increase in information
sources could lead to more trust (Chen et al., Ra#lwell as to more impact on consumers
(Bayus, 1985; Hogan et al., 2004). As a result sihg several sources, multiple routes for
retrieval information are formed in memory increasihe accessibility of the product, which, in
turn, enhances its recall (Sjodin & Toérn, 2006}egmation Theory (Anderson, 1981) provides
support for this idea. According to this theoryformation from different sources is combined
when consumers form an overall evaluation on memhésylong as information is consistent
with prior schema, consumers will integrate the rieaoming message on memory and a

positive effect on attitudes is more likely to show

Since the combination of communication tools is en@ffective on consumers than the
repetition to the same tool (Chang & Thorson, 2@xdell & Keller, 1989), the firm should use
at least another information source during the s@é&iage of the adoption process. Literature
has shown that earlier information is more diagindsian later information (Herr et al., 1991)
and may have a greater impact on final judgmeras thformation showed later. In fact, people
often overestimate the validity of prior impressiand interpret subsequent information in light
of earlier evaluations (Herr et al.,, 1991). In &, when consumers detect that the
information is consistent with their prior knowlegjghey have more confidence to believe the
received information (Crocker, 1981; Alloy & Tabaahk, 1984) and are more likely to use it
for subsequent purchase decisions (Peterson & Wils885; Zeithaml, 1988). Therefore, in
term of new product success it will be better fiom§ to start the new product launch with e-
WOM. Such strategy will help the firm to create taosg prior impression about the new
product. E-WOM should be then followed by firm-geted communication in order to
strengthen its impact and to achieve the benefitsynergies obtained from exposure to
coordinated different sources (Chang & Thorson4200his discussion leads us to propose the

following hypothesis:



H4: A communication strategy composed of e-WOMnairaness stage and advertising
at adoption stage has a greater impact on produgbpgion than a communication

strategy composed of advertising at awareness stages-WOM at adoption stage.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Design and subjects

A between subjects experimental study was develamdg real internet users in which
communication strategy for launching a new produas manipulated. In one of the condition
subjects were first exposed to e-WOM and then tadrert, while in the second condition the
other was altered. The subjects were 171 univessitgdents randomly assigned to one of the

two conditions.

3.2. Product

A new technological product was recommendable far éxperiment because this type of
product is characterized by short life cycle (Be&rétasingwood, 1996; Goldman, 1982), so
firms involved in these categories launch new potglwery frequently. A real wrist watch
mobile phone from LG was chosen for the study. dswgelected because the product should
have functions and attributes that the subjectédceasily understand. In addition, mobiles are
also very appealing to our target consumers. Atgse-developed among university students
ensured the perceived novelty of the product. Wésl uke real brand of the product in order to

create a more realistic scenario.

3.3. Procedure

The experiment was developed in two sessions depalzy two days. By following this
procedure we can distinguish which strategy is neffieient at each stage of the diffusion
process: new product awareness and new productiado@ertain delay is also necessary to
allow for memory decay and to avoid a ceiling efféar recognition memory (Heckler &
Childers, 1992). Half of participants were expogethe advert in the first session and e-WOM
in the second (N=80), another half were exposes\ldOM first and to the advert next (N=91).

Differences in cell sizes are due to some indivislmat coming back to the second session.

We created two web-stimuli for the experiment: firgt stimulus included an advert of the new
product and the second one e-WOM about the new-wetch phone. The first web-stimulus
simulated a new about the next launching of sevexal new mobile phones. The stimulus
included the advert for the target product. Theosdcstimulus consisted of a forum which

contained some comments from consumers about the saw mobile phones. One of those



comments was about the target product. We reptidite web design from a real technological
site as recommended by Koernig (2003). These wehssms simulated a real Internet
browsing, in order to ensure that measurement apmduct awareness was developed in a

more realistic setting.

Before starting the first session, they were tdlat they should suppose they were searching
information about new mobile phones on the Intemle¢n they found that website. An image
of the new product was displayed in each stimullisus, regardless of the experimental
condition, all individuals saw the product at theageness stage. At the end of the second

session students were thanked for participatingneareé given a gift.

3.4. Measurement

Product awareness was assessed after the firsrsessl product adoption during the second.
Awareness was measured by asking participants ahee rof mobile phones that appeared on
the webpage (spontaneous awareness). They hatbtlselect the mobile phones that appeared

from a list of mobile-phones (suggested awareness).

During the second session subjects filled it a geastionnaire. After they were exposed to the
second stimulus, participants were asked if they/lbaked for information about the new LG,
and if they had told other people about it throagyes/no question. In addition, if they talked
about the target product, they were asked if theyitdface-to-face, online or both. Then,
participants were asked about their intention topadhe new product. Following previous
studies (such as Jamieson & Bass, 1989), we ugedchase intention scalghang & Buda,
1999) for this purpose. We also measured brandpesdiict attitudes using 5-point differential

semantic scales (Bruner, 1998). These scales arpased of three items each.

Other variables were also measured in order torabmbr potential confounding effects.
Product perceived novelty (Michaut et al., 2002) aroduct knowledge (Smith & Park, 1992)
were measured with 4 items 5-point Likert scaleshe#n order to check whether individual
differences could affect the results, we measuhair tevel of innate innovativeness, their
attitude towards e-WOM, their Internet experiennd their previous participation in e-WOM.
Consumer innate innovativeness and e-WOM attitueleevineasured with 5-point Likert scales.
Consumer innate innovativeness scale (Im et ab3R®as composed of 11 items, and e-WOM
attitude scale consisted of 4 items (Park et &lQ72 Consumers’ Internet experience was
measured through the number of hours per week ashjsed the Internet (Novak et al., 2000).
Participation in e-WOM was assessed by asking hftenahey usually write reviews about
products on the Internet (never/hardly ever/somegiosually/almost always). We also

controlled consumers previous attitude toward LGemsure it was not affecting the results



obtained. At the end of the questionnaire individyaovided some demographic information

(sex and age).

4. RESULTS

Z-test and chi-squared test were used to testirtetliree hypotheses. These tests are used to
compare proportions between independent samplggar&ag spontaneous awareness, we have
distinguished between individuals who only rementber product (wrist watch mobile phone)
and individuals who remember both, the producttiedorand (wrist watch mobile phone from
LG). As shown in table 1, there are more individutidat remember the product (Z=16.080,
p<0.01; ¥’=101.356, p<0.01), and both product and brand (Z23. p<0.01;¥*=111.014,
p<0.01) when the communication strategy starts vetVOM than when it starts with
advertising. The result for suggested awarenessofisistent with the results obtained for
spontaneous awareness, as there are more indwigthal remember the product when exposed
to e-WOM in the first session than when exposedadvertisement (Z=11.806, p<0.01;
¥?=80.449, p<0.01). Thus, H1 is supported.

Almost 60% of individuals exposed to e-WOM firsiddo other people about the target
product. However, less than a fourth part of subjexposed to the advert first told about the
new product (Z=4.729, p<0.03?=19.551, p<0.01). Therefore, communication camgaign
initiated with e-WOM generate more interpersonainpownication than those initiated with
advertising as stated in H2. It is also interestimgiote that most of this communication was
face-to-face (90.6%), 7.5% was online, while 1,98d about the new product both face-to-face
and online. For individuals exposed first to the eonversations generated was face-to-face
(100%).

Furthermore, 6.6% of individuals exposed to e-WOMrimg the first session sought
information about the watch mobile phone, whileyol5% of consumers who saw the advert
first did it (Z=1.308, p<0.1042=1.600, p>0.10). However, these differences atesigmificant

and H3 can not be accepted.

Before testing H4, several analyses of covarianesveonducted (ANCOVAS) to determine
whether the results could be affected by any imltial variable (level of innate innovativeness,
Internet experience, initial attitude towards e-WQivevious participation in e-WOM, previous
attitude toward LG). ANCOVA tests revealed nonetlodse individual characteristics had a

significant effect, so an ANOVA test was undertakeiest H4.



As expected, individuals who were exposed to thrarsonication campaign that starts with e-
WOM showed a higher purchase intention than constintbo were exposed to the stimuli in

the opposite order Kvom+ad= 2.456 VS. Kgre-won=2.156, p<0.05). Therefore, H4 is supported.

Table 1: Results

Spontaneous awareness (only product)

Communication strategy N Percent Z-value p-value y° p-value

e-WOM+Ad 91 0.846
Ad+e-WOM 80 0.075

16.080 0.000 101.356  0.000

Spontaneous awareness (product and brand)

Communication strategy N Percent Z-value p-value y° p-value

e-WOM+Ad 91 0.582
Ad+e-WOM 80 0.038

9.723 0.000 111.014 0.000

Suggested awareness

Communication strategy N Percent Z-value p-value y* p-value
e-WOM+Ad 91 0.956

11.806 0.000 80.449 0.000
Ad+e-WOM 80 0.300
WOM about the new product
Communication strategy N Percent Z-value p-value y* p-value
e-WOM+Ad 91 0.571

4.729 0.000 19.551 0.000
Ad+e-WOM 80 0.238
Information Searched
Communication strategy N Percent Z-value p-value y° p-value
e-WOM+Ad 91 0.066

1.308 0.0951 1.600 0.185
Ad+e-WOM 80 0.025

5. DISCUSSION

The study contributes to both communication and pewduct literature by showing to what
extent diffusion is enhanced when e-WOM starts figefdommercial communication. It also
determines which strategy is more appropriate et sgage of the diffusion process: awareness
and product adoption. Theoretically very interggtia this awareness and product adoption
distinction because, to the best of our knowletlye jmpact of differential strategies on product

launch success had not been established yet.



We have demonstrated that firms should start nevdymt communication with e-WOM and
then continue with advertising. This strategy gates higher consumer awareness and greater
the intention of adopting the new product thantistgrwith advertising. The importance of
these results reside on the fact that they arensigprevious studies that had shown advertising
was the best way to start new product launch (Manda et al. 2008; Narayanan et al., 2005;
Rogers & Adhikarya, 1979; Van den Bulte & LilienQ®L). The argument supporting these
studies is that advertising is necessary for peipteder to start talking about the new product
(Hogan et al.,, 2004). However, nowadays firms caompte WOM communication. The
internet provides numerous venues to share consuriews, preferences or experiences with
others (Trusov et al., 2009). This study is in limigh the result of Delre et al. (2007a), who
showed that a strong mass media campaign takirnge @lathe beginning of the diffusion has
negative effects on the diffusion. Consumers mapjdgetoo soon, in such a case, many decide

not to adopt the product because not enough oftaees done so yet.

Furthermore, starting a communication strategy @ product launch with e-WOM generates
more new product-related WOM. The higher the volunfieWOM the faster consumers’
adoption of the new product (Shen & Hahn, 2008gvius research supports the worth of
creating WOM. Volume of WOM impacts positively onoduct sales (Chevalier & Mayzlin,
2006; Dellarocas et al., 2007; Duan et al., 2008; R006). For example, Dellarocas et al.
(2007) have shown the early volume of WOM exhibdtsstrong correlation with the
corresponding box office revenues. This commurocastrategy will speed up the adoption
process. Adoption speed is very important for firbecause adoption delay is a consumers’
response that indicates product failure (O Conrtoalg 1990). Interestingly, we have also
shown that most of the created conversations alheuhew product were face-to-face. This
result is supported by the recent study of Toultiale (2009), who find that most social
interactions still take place offline, although nevarketing programs involve a strong online
component. We also observed that some individugdesed to e-WOM at the awareness stage
searched information about the new product, althahgy were actually very few. This result

could be explained because only two days had pdmsteasen the two sessions.

This study also contributes in the methodology psmul because very few experimental studies
have been developed in new product diffusion, beedilis very difficult to conduct controlled
experiments in this field (Delre et al., 2007b). wéwer, recent research have highlighted
experimental design can help to learn about thectifeness of different communication
strategies in new product adoption (lyengar et2d110). In addition, this methodology has also
allowed us to measure awareness on time, whickually hard to obtain as it is not an overt

behaviour (Van den Bulte & Lilien, 2001). The twibgses measurement solves the problem of



asking respondents for retrospective accounts, hwtaes not produce reliable data because

becoming aware of an innovation is hardly memorébie/der, 1991).
5.1. Managerial implications

In terms of the managerial implications derivedniradhis research, firms are strongly
recommended to start new product communication eagnpwith e-WOM in order to create

more conversations about the new product and tdkendage of the greater impact of early
WOM. A recent research concludes that the volume-WfOM has a deceasing effect on new
product sales over time (Cui et al.,, 2010). Firrheusd contact with bloggers, with their

customers or with general consumers through saunidia, motivating them to spread the
mouth. This communication should start before thedpct is available in the market and it
could carry out in three ways. Companies could erage consumers to participate in new
product development asking them their opinion abgive them unique information about the
new product or send a new product trial directlyofinion leaders encourage them to post
about it. This strategy will generate awarenessregthe new product is launched, and it could
speed up the adoption process. In summary, congpareed to find ways which involve

consumers and to generate hype around the prddaitr(a et al., 2009).
5.2. Limitations and future research

Future research should address the limitationsrappan the current study. Very few days
passed between the first and the second sessi®ybgects may have a little time to search
information about the new product or to tell otpepple about it. Future research could further
explore this result considering longer time deladdditionally, in the current study we have
only focused on one type of product, a technoldgmaduct, so it will be interesting to
replicate the study using a different product catggor even comparing between different
types of products like search and experience ptedfaiture research can also analyze how
other communication tools work, such as promotigmgrrelate with e-WOM in new product
diffusion. Recent research has recommended th@fugsemotions such as new product trial,
samples, in order to create WOM about the new mtodBodes & Mayzlin, 2009; Song &
Parry, 2009), therefore it would be very interggtin analyze how this communication tools

interact with advertising and with e-WOM.
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APPENDIX
Table 1: ANCOVA results

Dependent variable: Purchase intention

Mean
Variable d.f. F p
Square
Innate innovativeness 0.055 1 0.063 0.802
Internet experience 0.327 1 0.370 0.544
Attitude towards e-WOM 0.021 1 0.024 0.877
Covariates  Attitude towards brand 0.052 1 0.059 0.809
Passive participation in e-
0.001 1 0.001 0.980
WOM
Active participation in e-WOM 1,114 1 1.263 0.263
Factor Communication strategy 4,519 1 5.123 0.025
Table 2: ANOVA results
Dependent variable: purchase intention
Communication N Mean = 0
strategy
e-WOM+Ad 91 2.456
4.410 0.037

Ad+e-WOM 80 2.156




