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Abstract

As a basic function of today’s e-commerce platforms, personalized recommendation plays an im-
portant role in consumers’ purchase decisions. Based on SOR theory, this study explores the dif-
ference and underlying mechanism of two types of personalized recommendations, content-based
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and collaborative filtering, on consumers’ purchase decisions. The results show that the impact of
personalized recommendation types on consumers’ perceived trust, perceived value, and pur-
chase intention are significantly different, that collaborative filtering recommendation has a greater
positive impact than content-based recommendation, and that consumers’ perceived trust and
perceived value play a fully mediating role, while consumer knowledge plays a moderating role in
personalized recommendation types and perceived value.
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AR, B AT FE AR S R 55 R R R, R Z W 9 3 00 7 sUH 48 R A2k R AR,
I b AE AE R RS0, W28 DA 28 O B 8 H AR TR I B R oy . SR, HLR P B 1R
AP RABEE L, FNGERERESZEANS, HREMIEERESEBNEEL. RN HERE RGvE
A, FERET 2 R T & KRR T 6, il 2 SR A A = i BUIR S5 43, 5 Ve 2 AT I S 3R
SR, ANIE A A A HE TR S T 2 B AR 2 5 k0, L= A0 B $T4E . Econsultancy F11 Monetate
P—IU AR IR, Q4% B & U MEIHEE R G2 — M E B RE, (HRA 15%MA 7 M
PAF T AR FRE . 72%0) 2 V7 E A R IUA R TF G0 TR =5 DL R i) 30 3 4 R ik =
AR BEARIERR[1] . PAEXHZ I AT 7SR 2 NEERZ TR, WL SR EATAE L, SR ey ek
JRZEE, DS mEEE R R RCR AR b, 0 5 AR A R AN SR R R Y P R A
SEEIE[2]. HEFE RIGIHPAMEIETE RS, BEESOEHEE RGN PRI &, N S IR
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BT AN R U8 I HESE R GeAE A 32 B R MG HESE SR Y, BE TN [R) R SR e ok A i HE R
U Kumar F1 Benbasa 7E 1 Z 4RI 2], J¢T (A IX PRI S B 4R RS0 1R VA B = SEUETESE [4],
1B B AT X IX P AN AR 1 2 B AT 07 THIN 0 LU IR R AR B = . X411l P38 R 2 e s W 35 5
Wi Z 48 ] LA AR BRI R B (5], TG TANMAEAAHER: R Ge 0 TEAR DA N DT 2 R e i se o DALk
AICHG G FETH P RHE S M R B HAE L, R GUHAR TR & AN RN A HEEE S B o
F SRR 22 5o, DA 7 2 2 T S DR SRR L A FE 3R AT I B AL A, O R & AN AL
HEFE RGN TR 5 e iR it — e .
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REMN T HI P MR )t AR 2 B2 F 7 [6] 0 el D s e oM, 1 R B DA S R R v 7 i,
B BT P SRR IE AT, SRS R B HERE AR AU 1R dtr o B [ d0E PO 7 R 2 1 S ABL H il 93 110
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FFHRAEAR U R B SR 047 i A2
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ffEL, IR AT R A R SR8 AR N T LUK — A LR, BIAEH 2 2
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ARG, L EXRNZAERE R G HERE K7 i 2 DL 9 2 A S AT o
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HAb: 5 338 FRAE MR HER: ST 5 TR B b2 R 1 AR o LA &5 1 B8 AR AT s (%) »
KA A PEACHERE ST R 22 5 2 /N CR), - IV Rt 8 7 AR SR A A1 (B DL 35 2 035 (3 52) o

G LA B AT, ASCEE DL SOR MAUNBISILAL, RiZ B N T IMEACHER SUR, RIS
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Figure 1. Diagram of the theoretical model of this study
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RIS Serh . “RET ARIIHER” R RIS IERHER " 5. BN REN L T R R
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AN HEE AR A T A AL 4 () SR 2 2 1 i IO TR X — I 2= s L 2
BRRWE HALRERGSRT TR, K 1 FR A HES R 2 5 T AU i O HESE B [R] a8
IR, 7 RIS R T A R HERE, BT AR R .

2) AR JRAEE

JEENME AL 3 5 2% Ramsey and Rosemary [31]id £ 78 EL 488, il 25 oL & £ k& L
TEAED: a) TAFXAFGHEERE BRATE; b) RICHXMEREL T DMEER; o) RESFKEW
SEAREFELR I i o

3) AR BAMNME

AN EFE AR S A5 % Zeithaml [32]( 3 NIRRT a) MAASKUL, XA & UK 2 210 AR50
M EAR s b) SRR AT P & ARG 2 T FAI S AR ARAS B 251G ¢) 4 EL IR TR BRI AR AT AT HE £
TRAAFIX IR AL R AREAF -

4) AR WEEE

W ST R BRI B 255 Berry [33]A11 Park [341%58 A&, FERLR AN AR A1 Soin DUE i UIE R AR
WHIT, BAMRBILLT 4 BN E B a) FRIEEWEET 6 IR ™ s b) REHEIEEF 5 hdk
HEFEN = s ©) FRIGFEHEE T IO ATREEIR K d) FRIBR A N/ = HEE I 5

5) AR T E N

T B AR I &2 ] Flynn [35]F1 Malaviy [36125 225 &, 5 M. a) iz~ m+
AR b) SRR, FATEE 2 0T A o) AR SO, A FE SR
d) FAEFEEKZ " ARG B R e) MIATEN FiZ7= fh i 21 1) B 1 = 0

4. SEIESTHR
4.1 RN S

AU SEBG AL RIS 113 43 )45, S BRAEZI 18] /DF 60 Fby BT I S0 — RR S5 10 1 JE 28 i) 45 3L
it 14 0y )a, BNEIE RS 99 1, ARG R N 87.61%. o, HTRRIIMEEM 51 4, P
TR 48 1o

M 1 AT, IXIsER R 99 ikt s 37 N, &t 62 N miERS TS, FEERE
18~35 % 2 [d], i 18~25 L H#R %, S 63.64%, HIRJE 26~35 L AERY BN, (5L 26.26%. @it
FEABIRAG I, R AR VGHRIREA 5 &, 2020 4F 4 F Quest Mobile AT Lotk Hil #h#a 344K
&) mEHIET RN, #E 2020 4 2 AR TFE LR CAIS KR 4.46 12, AEEAMEHR K
N 416 3, R P EE B PE]  2RE — f IECEE[37], WTLAE I P C A O T R B
%, BFUEARRFEAR S MERTT G HE TP MER . WZHERERE, AR LML
DIt Bk i %2, FIRIAR] T 95%, X5 HIRE R AR 5 AR FIBEE RBUHE ], K22 A AR W 4%
MIESZE, MIGHRER LY, RN 4~5 WIS 1. &EBHT 2~3 IRMIIAES i,
It H. 83.83%I1) N4 H AEAE M 11 2% FH i T 200 Jt.
42. BYIRBEEEHERE
4.2.1. BIEIE

KFMALAEA t K50 25 I AP HER SR AL (B T A A I HERE VS PR IR I HERE) (P A2 B IR 2
BRI & 2 L RERN, ZAHEAZE MR R R ERIKCE LR EEN R R EES . B
TN B PSR IME (5. 14), 2R & T 0 R 8 2 1 3515 (2.54) . HH, t=10.823, p < 0.01.
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Zr LT, ANF A 32 E R HER R A BRI ZE 5 B2, USRI SR M BRI T

Table 1. Basic information overview of the sample

=1 HAEREEHR

2R pril| S H 4 H (%)
L 37 37.37
i
x 62 62.63
18 LI 2 2.02
18~25 % 63 63.64
T T AR P B4 Y B«
26~35 % 26 26.26
36~45 % 8 8.08
HI R LT 2 2.02
L2 12 12.12
2B ERRE: AF 58 58.59
i+ 24 24.24
4 &L E 3 3.03
BRED 1R 4 4.04
) 4~5 K 23 23.23
TSI (1 P e 354 « R 2~3 K 32 32.32
BRI 1R 30 30.30
fH 2 KT 10 10.10
FRED 1R 15 15.15
) 4~5 K 36 36.36
TP B & R B 2~3 Ik 28 28.28
1k 14 14.14
fH 2 KT 6 6.06
200 LA R 16 16.16
201~500 7t 41 41.41
g AEAE P B0 2 501~1000 7G 24 24.24
1001~2000 7G 12 12.12
2000 76 LA E 6 6.06

Table 2. Manipulation test
= 2. BRI

WERBCHHE + HEE)

t
EFREMHEN=51)  HELERHEHE® = 48) P

e I S L I 5.14 +1.36 2.54 +0.99 10.823 0.000™

“p<0.01.
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422 EWERE

ifixf Cronbach’s a RECKIEI T &R ERIGEL. & 3H, BAEE. BARME. WEE
FEL W B AR B R Cronbach's o fH4°K T 0.85, UiHIU W &R B IERE S, BALBHN
A I IR o REC RN R 5 5 R EBOFA A SR ETHR “CITC H”

AR — T E KT 0.4 tA] DARITE SRR M5 KT RAF, W E— Bk EL .

Table 3. Reliability test
F 3. EERE

TE BB KIETUR THEREE(CITC) TCMERK « £ Cronbach « £

RT1 0.724 0.832

ERAEAE RT2 0.761 0.797 0.866
RT3 0.751 0.807
PV1 0.759 0.865

RENANE PV2 0.773 0.854 0.890
PV3 0.824 0.808
PI1 0.701 0.859

F— PI2 0.770 0.834 087
PI3 0.785 0.827
Pl4 0.710 0.860
CK1 0.816 0.922
CK2 0.775 0.929

TH 2 R CK3 0.843 0.917 0.935
CK4 0.814 0.922
CK5 0.885 0.909

HTASCR A ER LS B ARG Z A ER, 28 7 20R5IIEY, ARIUERY .
BEAh, BT g R 4, BEEAE BANME . WK EANE 23 Jil i) KMO KT 0.7 fds
#E, H Bartlettp {5/NT 0.001, WM& ERFFG KM IFHAN R THAL KT 0.7, FLEM
RAT 7 ERRIAE T0%0A L, BRI, &R B BT S5 U

Table 4. Validity test
4 WERK

ZE FEIR B8 KMO BRI Z R (%)

RT1 0.876

RAMEAE RT2 0.897 0.736 78.913%
RT3 0.892
PV1 0.891

RENANE PV2 0.899 0.737 81.968%
PV3 0.926
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Continued

PI1 0.831

Wi 327 I iz 0878 0.829 73.738%
PI3 0.888
PI4 0.836
CK1 0.884
CK2 0.855

TH P AR CK3 0.902 0.862 79.434%
CK4 0.883
CK5 0.930

4.3. BRILELE

431 HEYRHRE

ASCIE IS R R W R E AR R R S BT RAE WL BRI R TR .
MEAHERERAOY B R, JREEAE . BRME DLW S I R &, DLSEERZH 2 [RUERFMEAE . BAHMNME
T SE R R 25 S BB VA S ARIE . 45 NEE 5 R, 2SR T A5 1T(F = 8.368, p < 0.01), /&
HIME(F = 8.313, p < 0.01), MYLFIE(F = 7.579, p < 0.01)IFZma s L B E 25 . BAR Mol 40, BhFEE
PEIHREEE LIS T N A IO BN B EANEAT. TR &, Bk, H1. Hla. H1b f83I5810F.

Table 5. Main effects ANOVA for recommendation types
F 5 WERBNETHEFESH

KA & o FEAE P 1E i F p
BT R HHERE 51 5.16 1.14 N
BAEAE 8.368 0.005
R E R HERE 48 5.79 1.04
HT WAL 51 5.14 1.19 .
REIME ] 8.313 0.005
PRI IR R HERE 48 5.78 0.98
T R IR 51 5.18 121 .
APV _ 7.579 0.007
P IF) i JE R HESF 48 5.82 1.10
“p<0.01.

903 o 5 A AT B A SR RIE R R . RS pearson AHC REG R iR, BOEIE. &
A AN S B AR 2 IEA DS, AH5E R %0554 0.800 (p < 0.01). 0.776 (p <0.01), UWiF 6 fin. XFF&
HIRTUN, AJE R BRI At 7R A

HE— DX SEBHAR AT R AT, RS LS R 7. R, B A KON LR = 0.346 + 0.525
BEIEAE + 0417 KA E, B R2 v 0.705, UiBHERANEAT, BANME FT LAMRE 70.5% /)0 5 & I8 AR
IR . 3 B ALE I F A5G (F = 114.527, p = 0.000 < 0.05) U6 R S, I AMG B0 AR 1Y 1) %2 B L2,
AR SR VIF 28N T 5, W AEERSE ™ R ILA Mb)@l . gF— 0 BARI M el 5, RS
AR B4 151 V9 2R 8604543 )4 0.525 (t = 5.774, p = 0.000 < 0.01), 0.417 (t = 4.593, p = 0.000 < 0.01),
X BB AT 5 BN 3 2 0 W S B P AR R3S M IE B2 . H2. H2a. H2b 3 315010E
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Table 6. Pearson correlation coefficient
5% 6. Pearson HEX A K

HEFERR BEEAE BEHE JBXRE
HEF A 1
ERAEAE 0.282" 1
AN 0.281" 0.765™ 1
g 31 3 S 0.269” 0.800™ 0.776™ 1
“p<0.01.
Table 7. Regression analysis of perceived trust, perceived value and purchase intention
7. BHEE. BANESWIERNEESH
Beta t p VIF R? F
Lt 0.346 0.997 0.321
IRAVEAE 0.525 5.774 0.000” 2.411 0.705 F@ §6=) ;éég 521,
A E 0.417 4593 0.000” 2.411
“p<0.01.

4.3.2. HBRE B R YR

FE S AR ABEN R (1 A 2S5, 1 ) SPSS26.0 4t it 4 1) PROCESS #ifF, *% il Bootstrap
AR IOARAL, 7E 95%I1 B (5 X [A] T H A HUF: 5000 K. 4505k 8. % 9 Fivk.

2% 8 SR HERE ST N K R B IE 1A 5L (B = 0.642, p < 0.01), 4 A28 B A AT AR Ay
BT 5 AR AT 0] I S 75 JE AT 2 35 1E M 520 (8 = 0.522, p < 0.01), EANHEL W SK 25 A 35 1E [l S (f =
0.414, p < 0.01) . £ 2T L3 B A A2 ek 0.642 (p < 0.01) /b % 0.047 (p > 0.05), H A&,
Wt B R N AT AR 0 M 56 4 A R S 2R ) ST 7 B PR 5

Table 8. Mediating effect model test
2 8. PNMIREGTS

HWIZER BHfEAT BN E BLER
2w 4540™ 4521™ 4.509™ 0.312
fr (12.435) (13.133) (13.081) (0.861)
s 0.642"™ 0.636" 0.634™ 0.047
il
feA R (2.753) (2.893) (2.883) (0.337)
5 hor fs 0.522"
ERAEAE (5.678)
= A A 0.414™
JEENE (4.510)
FEARE 99 99 99 99
R? 0.072 0.079 0.079 0.705
P R? 0.063 0.070 0.069 0.696
E F(1,97) = 7579, F (1, 97) = 8.368, F (1,97) = 8.313, F (3, 95) = 75.685,
p = 0.007 p =0.005 p = 0.005 p = 0.000
“p<0.01 FEE BN t H.
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B 9 W RN, JBEIME AT BRENANE Y H A 2508 19 B A5 X |) 43 51 9[0.035, 0.236] . [0.034, 0.215], #fii%
HAE 0, [RHERNS 514 0.332 1 0.414; HEF A S 5 B B AUNAE 95% M BAS X AN A 0
[-0.226, 0.320], - He UF B R AT RS R (0 BFE HEFE S TR X VA 2l g ST IR P s i) v e 4 R R A
Bl H3. H3a. H3b Har.

Table 9. Effect decomposition table
9. BN IR

T BRRLAE Boot SE BootLLClI BootULCI
RN 0.642 - 0.185 1.098
B 0.047 - -0.226 0.320
ERAVEAE 0.332 0.052 0.035 0.236
BEIME 0.414 0.047 0.034 0.215

43.3. HBEMRARNBH R LS

Hor 96 9 38 FRAE A AR SR T 0TV o 3 IR B AR 2 [ B 2R FE-EAT A Hr 2 1, BT
P FIRHEAT O A AR R DA AR 2 3 L 2 1 0] 45 SRR« G 10 B, AT 4R FH SR TIE 43 v =AM A,
BT 1 s F AR R (HEREZRAY), AR 2 FERETY 1 (AR A FOMON T AR B 9 AR, BT 3 AR A
2 MSERE B IINAS BRI * WP AR . B 1, HH TR T AN R AR S (T 2
AR TR, FAR R (A T R AR B (R A ) RIS DL IR AR, HEFEEA 2RI
1 (t = 2.893, p = 0.005 < 0.05), & M F5 HE 4 8 BN T IR AT 23 7= A0 2 25 5210 5% 2R o Hla B RAS 2 5E
B 3 xR, T BT o R 1 B T SO B B AR . T SERR R B, R
RS % AR A IR AN R 2 (t = —1.501, p = 0.137 > 0.05), PAM MRS 1 w50, A4k HERE SR %}
T R H I AECR, BWE AR R AR A EAER, T 28 AORE A RIZKSER, 52
FEREF—5,  RITH 2938 MORAE A A HE 2R SR A EAT 2 B R BT E R . s Hda ASEROT.

Table 10. Moderating effect test of consumer knowledge (perceived trust)

10, JHBEFRAETIRL L (RANEE)

A1 R 2 A3
2w 5.465™ 5.465" 5.458"™
o (49.764) (65.113) (65.371)
s 0.636™ 0.708™ 0.707™
il
S (2.893) (4.213) (4.233)
. 0.523™ 0.519™
D )
GRS RS (8.371) (8.364)
X N . -0.187
B E ju|
%Eﬁﬁ:l:*(ﬁ %%%ﬂb\ (_1501)
IEN 99 99 99
R? 0.079 0.468 0.480
W R 0.070 0.457 0.464
E F (1, 97) = 8.368, F (2, 96) = 42.197, F (3, 95) = 29.250,
p = 0.005 p = 0.000 p = 0.000
“p<0.01 FEE BN t H.
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Hor B0 2 38 FVRLE A AR S TR0 Y 9 3 SR B 2 ) R R 9 28R o R 23 AT HR Ak
G, DUERIMEMEEAR R, HEERAUE AR R, W MR E N R AR ST AT, 4R
%11 Fiom e (E DUREME J PR A8 B (AR o, 457 I 2% (F = 18.694, p < 0.001, R? = 0.587), iiF B AY
P RGIME 277 A2 B, H1b A3 250 AF . AR b 52 B 18] 5 52 %0-0.271 (p < 0.05) "] %1, 4
FERADH T FIRAE 0.05 [F7KF 15 BN 2 3 4055 R M 0.511 #4148 0.537, M AR A Tt o .
DAL, 9 9 3 R AR HERE R AU IR AN E R s e R B S R . W S s, SRS PR
HEAF R BB IR A ZE kN, IRz, VSR BRI OL R, A R B B A E s ek, 4

2, B Hab 15 253811E .

Table 11. Moderating effect test of consumer knowledge (perceived value)
Fz 11 iH#RE MIRAIET AL (RANE)

BERY 1 FRE 2 MR 3
% 5.451"" 5.451"" 5.442"
fr (49.573) (67.697) (68.995)
s s 0.634™ 0.711" 0.710™
fEAE R (2.883) (4.409) (4.496)
- . 0.552" 0.547"
e A (9.214) (9.328)
HER ST B A L (2309)
FEAE 99 99 99
R? 0.079 0.511 0.537
T R? 0.069 0.501 0.523
E F (1,97) = 8.313, F (2, 96) = 50.197, F (3, 95) = 36.752,
p = 0.005 p = 0.000 p = 0.000
“p<0.01 HE5 HE N .
7
— T R YK
=== =% B E YUK
m 6 /
&
i3
#
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4
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Figure 2. The interaction of recommendation type and consumer knowledge on perceived value
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5. BRRET
5.1. W5R&ER

AW TRV MEACAERE ST X B 5 M SR SRR 22 57, DA B3 KR AL R U ] 5 HE 2R AT
HLRGHI B W S SR P R R, YRR T SOR BRI S T AMEHETES AL W B Fnill, IR A
JRFIAE AT T B T S I B A PR Y, SR % S I R Bl TS AT SEAE 2 Hr RAG IR AT FUAR
B EEWIFARA T LA

B AR EACHER SR T 1 2 AN SE R R B35 2 Rk, DS T2 T A IR,
p )3 I8 B HERE XA BB RS RIS A DL R SR IS AR A M BE K. 58—, TH 9 IR L
R PR . BATRIEE R — 20 SR 1 IRME AR AN U E AR A HE R AR RN SR ok
ZIEf e, Xty SOR B —5. Bk /2T WA AHERE Irsg gL i mULE 2 4h, v R DER
HEFIE SR T DIWRIC R RIAAME S 2 Bl 8 WP HER B AN E 1%, LRV 2l B B 1 S s 43
FEAIE, BETTH SR HERE = S S 5=, W 2 AR AV A T 2R A B RN N B 1)
SN R R R TR, T AEHERE R RS AR R X AR AN B . BT S, 47 %
FH R B (R, 4 A FEAMEA IR R (R EI I E 22 7 2 i/ R), b R DB A7 A2 IR A
{8 BRI H S8 (HE5) » I BRUOAARES T A 2 e it N PRI R M) B vt RS- (R 3 Rt AR R P O
P B B0 R Z RGN, AT PR R SO R BN BT v, RIS SE AT B[R
MHETE . SEAVEGA IR, TEIRTH P E R, HXA F AR R RS AR 2 57
BEA R, BRIV P )3 8 AR HERE AR RS AR L AL B oKT- A 22 A o T PR AT REAE T 2478 2 35 ARG
T B 0 2 P A AR S A AT D SR D B LTS 1, BT AR O AR SR s R T A &
HEREBNZIE T s 0 [RS8 (32t R AR LU 7 B A R 2 T ¥ 98 STl A AR T A 4R (L
AL G I AN S WHERE B Lo MR AN — TSR R T S BRI S U R HERE IS )
PR AN [ 9 SRR B P b AS R 2R 48 R IR AR AR R A K

5.2. BEEER

AR SN RL 2 R, R B E A QIR . v, SCERH T e AR
BRE B

F— TEEX P EE IR RHER RGP BT BT S ARSI E MR HERE S, %0 E
S EE, AR AR, SR RIS RO HERE SR RO Y P AR BN A HERE IR 55 o TR, FEH
TP 6 A A S gt T, ST BAZS B SR < B (0 SR) I 27 e RSB (R S) 7w eee ™ SRS T
(7 o R HE 7 T B A HE T AR

B MR EE U S R UK FEREAT MR IR, BT B Bl 25 2
BRAZA T G FIIR KT, T AR S 2 B A AR AT s ISR 2l I b W S i A
ook, BCE AR 2 A3 B AT 9 RN ) Fop SR I [ S5 08 36 HLH 2 8 RRUK P REAT FISE . 2 JR% i —
SE RS 28 AR AN RO P EAT 40y JFAR R A A A, LR KA HERE R SRR

53. FREERE

AW BRREE T AMEACHERR U TT, T S ARG HERE SR S 01 1 — L8l (Hil
TR ERMFAMLAR, AL LR IRE, FTEARKAT T AT et .
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