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POSUDEK OPONENTA DISERTACNI PRACE

Autor: Quyen Phu Thi PHAN, M.Sc., B.Sc

Nazev: Exploring social eWWOM intention in social commerce environment: Individual-level
culture values as a moderator

Aktualnost tématu tezi disertacni prace (Dissertation theses topicality)

Téma dizertaCni prace je vysoce aktualni, zejména i z toho ddvodu, Ze v pfipadé ,social
commerce” (v Ceském jazyce zatim neexistuje adekvatni preklad) jde o zkoumani relativné
velmi noveho fenoménu. Spojeni social commerce a problematiky chovani spotfebitele bude
jesté nékolik let dost neprobadanou oblasti, ve které Ize zkoumat fadu aspektd. Cilem autora
bylo i postihnout kulturni rozdily v daném kontextu — také tato dimenze je vice nez aktualni
obzvlasté kvuli stale intenzivnéjS§imu zapojeni rozvijejicich se ekonomik do globalniho
obchodovani..

The theme of the dissertation thesis is highly topical, especially because in the case of “social
commerce” it is an investigation of a relatively very new phenomenon. The combination of social
commerce and consumer behaviour will be probably a rather unexplored area for several years
with a possibility to study many aspects. The aim of the author was also to capture cultural
specificities in the given context — also this dimension is more than actual, in particular due to
the still more intensive involvement of the emerging economies into the global business.

Spinéni cil disertacni prace (meeting the goals of the dissertation)

Po detailnim seznameni se s praci musim konstatovat, Ze cile byly jednak nevhodné
formulovany a vzhledem k dal§im problémim - viz bod nize — nebyly ani napinény, resp. byly
naplnény pouze velice omezené.

After the reading | have to conclude that the objectives of the dissertation were both improperly
formulated and owing to the other problems — see point below — they were not met, respectively
they were filled only to a very limited extent.

Postup feSeni problému a vysledky disertacni prace s konkrétnim p¥inosem studenta
(Problem solving procedure and results of dissertation with specific contribution of the
student)

K tomuto bodu jsou detaily hodnoceni uvedeny v textu nize. Pfinos studenta Ize ohodnotit jako
pomérné velmi maly az zadny, rozhodné nepostadujici pro disertacni praci. Hlavnim dlvodem
je nepochopeni a nespravné zarazeni dvou konstruktli do modelu, co ma negativni dopad na
celou praci. Lze ale také uveést, co zifejmé& vedlo k tomuto problému. Tim je nedostate¢né
provedena rederde literatury. Ta sice vychazi z velmi vysokého poctu zdroji, ale ma dva
zasadni nedostatky: a) povrchni nastudovani poznatk(l a b) nekritické prebirani poznatkd.
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Nejvice problematické skutenosti a stéZejni otazky pro vysvétleni jsou uvedeny dale:

1.

arwN

o

10.

11.
12.
13.

Vymezeni situace, zdGvodnéni potiebnosti vyzkumu, kontextualizace vyzkumnych
otazek je velmi matouci a ¢tenar se tak neustale pta pro¢?, k ¢emu?, pro co?

V obrazku 1.1 k postupu fe$eni zcela chybi zafazeni analyz.

Neni jasné, k éemu slouzi tabulka &. 1.1.

V reSerdni ¢asti zase neni jasny, jaky ucel pro praci ma tabulka &. 2.1.

Na zakladé ¢eho doslo k pfidani jediného vztahu a tim padem k nepatrné Upravé
primarniho a finalniho vyzkumného ramce? (obr. 3.1 a 4.1)?

Prog¢ je reSerSe uvedena ve velice struéné a nedostatecné zpracované samostatné ¢asti
a potom dale u formulovani hypotéz? Bylo by potfebné toto rozdéleni vysvétlit.

Autor nekriticky pfebira informace, nedostate¢né argumentuje, pro¢ vybira ty poznatky,
které vybira a pro¢ propojuje to, co propojuje — to vede i k tomu, Ze mnoha propojeni
nejsou logicka — jak v reSersi, tak v propojeni nékterych proménnych v modelu (napf.
proménné k ,social interaction” a ,online customer experience”), a v diskusi ke zjisténim.
Tak napfiklad jeden vysledek oznaduje jako konzistentni s vysledkem pfedchoziho
vyzkumu (Burke, 2002 — na s. 83) — Ty dva vyzkumy jsou ale rozdilné.

Pro méfeni value co-creation prevzal 3 proménné z ¢lanku od Balaji a Roy (2017).
Problém ale je, Ze autofi tyto proménneé pievzali nekriticky z ¢lanku Gupty a Kima (2010)
— nekriticky proto, Zze v plivodnim ¢&lanku se viibec nepojednavalo o ,value co-creation®,
nybrz o vnimané hodnoté (,perceived value*), coz je pojem se zcela odliSnym obsahem
a vyznamem. Jinymi slovy, nejenom Ze autor zopakoval danou chybu, ale protozZe v jeho
modelu je ,value-co-creation® jednou ze stéZejnich proménnych, tato chyba vede
k nelogi¢nosti celé prace a nespravnosti méfeni. Jesté jinymi slovy — autor nepochopil
podstatu ,value co-creation”, coz je patrné z ¢asti reSerSe a potvrzeno prevzetim
chybného pojeti.

Velmi podobny zavér Ize konstatovat ohledné chapani a prace s pojmem ,individual-
level culture values®. V tomto pfipadé mam nékolik kritickych poznamek: autor méril tuto
proménnou s vyuzitim dvou Hofstedeho kulturnich dimenzi. Ty ale slouzi pro méfeni
rozdil( a podobnosti narodnich kultur a nikoliv individualnich kulturnich hodnot; otazkou
je, pro¢ autor vybral pouze dané dvé dimenze a nikoliv véech Sest (je jich opravdu Sest
a nikoliv pét, jak autor uvadi v reSersi — protoze pouziva pouze stary zdroj). Sv(ij vybér
nikterak nezdlivodiiuje kromé& odkazu na jeden &lanek, coZz je zcela nedostadujici;
veskery text, ktery je vénovany kultufe, je velmi zmateny — &tenar nevi, zda se autor
vyjadfuje k narodni kultufe anebo ke kulturnim hodnotam jednotlivce...a vlastné nevi ani
to — protoze chybi dostate¢né argumenty — pro¢ jednotlivce.

Autor vénuje relativné znaénou pozornost vysvétiovani zapojeni focus group do svého
vyzkumu. Zdlvodnéni ale nakonec zcela postrada smysl, protoze proménné
v dotazniku byly pfebirany ze zdrojd, kromé dvou poslednich uvedenych v tabulce 4.2
u pojmu ,social eWom intention — zde je zdroj neznamy pokud by tyto proménné jako
jediné mély vyplynout z focus group, takt toto neni dostate€né zdlivodnéni a focus group
tak byl zcela zbyte¢ny. Jinak feéeno, z textu neni patrné, co z focus group bylo vyuzité
pro konstrukci dotazniku.

Pro¢ byly realizovany az dva focus group?

Autor neuvedl, na zakladé ¢eho formuloval proménné meéfici kulturni dimenze.

Neni také jasné, pro¢ do dotazniku zaradil mnoho demografickych proménnych, kdyz
v analyzach nakonec pouze sporadicky pracuje s pohlavim. K ¢emu ty dal$i proménné
mély slouzit?




37

14. Pro¢ jsou nékteré demografické proménné trochu jinak konstruovany pro focus group a
pro kvantitativni dotazovani?

15. Generace Y, na kterou zacilil svQj vyzkum, nedostateéné vymezuje — vékové rozpéti se
totiz uvadi v rlznych zdrojich rizné a tuto skute¢nost bylo potfebné zminit. Kromé toho,
se lii i jeho vlastni rozpéti — 18-35 a 18-34.

16. Pro¢ bylo pilotni testovani dotazniku provedeno na 70 respondentech? To je velmi
neobvykle vysoky pocet.

17.V textu je ale uvedena i zavadgéjici informace — dvé etapy testovani a 30 anebo 70
respondenttl pro pilotaz? (s. 40 a 41)

18. Pro¢ je pocet polozek méfici proménné v modelu tak rozdilny? Od 1 aZ po 6 polozek?

To this point the evaluation details are given in the text below. The student's contribution can
be evaluated as relatively very small to none, definitely insufficient for the dissertation. The main
reason is the misconception and incorrect inclusion of two constructs in the model, which has a
negative impact on the whole work. However, it is also possible to state what apparently led to
this problem. It is an insufficient literature review. Despite the fact that the review is based on a
very large number of sources, it has two major drawbacks: a) superficial study and b) uncritical
taking over of existing knowledge.

The most problematic facts and key questions for explanation are listed below:

1. Definition of the situation, justification of the need for research and contextualization of
research questions is very confusing and the reader thus constantly asks why?, what for ?, for
what?

2. Figure 1.1 of the research procedure completely lacks the inclusion of analyses.

3. It is not clear what Table 1.1 serves for.

4. In the search part it is not clear what the purpose for the dissertation the Table 2.1 has.

5. Why has a single relationship been added, and thus a slight modification of the primary and
final research framework is presented? (Fig. 3.1 and 4.1)?

6. Why is the research mentioned in a very brief and insufficiently elaborated separate part and
then in the formulation of hypotheses? This division should be explained.

7. The author uncritically takes over information, arquing insufficiently why she/he chooses the
knowledge she/he chooses and why she/he connects what she/he connects - this leads fto the
fact that many links are not logical - both in the search and in the interconnection of some
variables in the model (e.g. variables “social interaction” and “online customer experience”), and
in discussion of findings. For example, one result is described as consistent with the results of
previous research (Burke, 2002 - p. 83) - but the two studies are different.

8. To measure value co-creation, the author took over 3 variables from the article by Balaji and
Roy (2017). The problem, however, is that the authors have taken these variables uncritically
from Gupta and Kim (2010) - uncritically because the original article did not discuss "value co-
creation" at all, but perceived value, which is a concept with a completely different content and
meaning. In other words, not only did the author repeat the error, but because in her/his model
value-co-creation is one of the key variables, this error leads to the illogical nature of the whole
work and the incorrect measurement. In other words, the author did not understand the essence
of “value co-creation”, which is evident from a part of the research and confirmed by the
overtaking of a misconception.

9. A very similar conclusion can be stated regarding understanding and working with the concept
of “individual-level culture values”. In this case, | have some critical remarks: the author
measured this variable using two Hofstede's cultural dimensions. However, they serve to
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measure the differences and similarities of national cultures and not individual cultural values;
the question is, why did the author select only the two dimensions and not all six (there are
indeed six and not five, as the author states in the review - because she/he uses only the old
source). It does not justify its choice other than to refer to one article, which is completely
inadequate; all the text that is devoted to culture is very confused - the reader does not know
whether the author is commenting on national culture or on the cultural values of an individual...
and actually does not know - because there are no sufficient arguments - why the individual.
10. The author pays relatively considerable attention to explaining the focus group's involvement
in her/his research. In the end, the reasoning is totally lacking because the variables in the
questionnaire were taken from sources, except for the last two listed in Table 4.2 for the concept
of "social eWom intention" - here the source is unknown. Sufficient justification and focus group
was thus completely useless. In other words, it is not clear from the text what focus groups were
used for the construction of the questionnaire.

11. Why were two focus groups implemented?

12. The author did not state based on what she/he formulated variables measuring cultural
dimensions.

13. It is also unclear why she/he included many demographic variables in the questionnaire
when she/he only worked sporadically with gender in the analyses. What were the other
variables used for?

14. Why are some demographic variables somewhat differently designed for focus group and
survey?

15. Generation Y, which she/he has targeted in her/his research, is not sufficiently defined - the
age range is presented differently in different sources, and this has to be mentioned. In addition,
the author’s own range differs - 18-35 and 18-34.

16. Why was the pilot testing of the questionnaire conducted on 70 respondents? This is a very
unusually high number.

17. The text about pilot testing also contains misleading information - two stages of testing and
30 or 70 respondents for the pilot? (pp. 40 and 41)

18. Why is the number of measurement variable items in the model so different? From 1 to 6
items?

Vyznam pro praxi a pro rozvoj védniho oboru (Importance for practice and for the
scientific development - managerial and theoretical implications)

VySe uvedené nedostatky a mezery v praci se projevuji taktéZ v negativnim hodnoceni
vyznamu prace pro praxi a pro rozvoj védniho oboru. V obou oblastech prace nepfinesla 2adné
nové poznatky. Velmi vagni a nekonkrétni prezentace velké &asti vysledki i samotna vypovidaci
hodnota vysledki je diskutabilni pravé s ohledem na vyuZziti v praxi. To, co autor zdlirazhuje
jako stéZejni obohaceni stavajicich poznatk(i — zaélenéni ,value co-creation* a ,individual
culture” do zkoumaného modelu - kvili absolutnimu nepochopeni toho, co tyto konstrukty
znamenaji, rozhodné k rozvoji védniho oboru nepfispiva, pravé naopak.

Pokud by ovSem autor cile disertace postavil na porovnani situace ve Vietnamu s jinymi
zemémi, spravné pojal zkoumani kultury (a tuto problematiku dopracoval v re$ersni &asti),
vynechal konstrukt ,value co-creation® a nahradil ho spi§e vnimanou hodnotou nakupovani na
Facebooku a do analyz zakomponoval i vicero demografickych proménnych (opétovné
zpracovanych i v reSersi), prace by pfinesla jak nové poznatky o chovani generace Y ve
Vietnamu v ,social commerce® pro teorii, tak i — po dopracovani v cilech prace a v diskusi — i
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poznatky vyuzitelné pro adaptaci marketingovych rozhodnuti pro firmy aktivni na vietnamském
trhu. Zde vidim moZnosti jak praci upravit a odevzdat jako praci kvalitni, ktera dosahla
stanovenych cili, navic s dobfe publikovatelnymi vysledky.

The above mentioned shortcomings and gaps in work are also reflected in the negative
evaluation of the importance of the dissertation for practice and for the development of the
scientific field. The work has not brought any new knowledge in both areas. Very vague
presentation of a large part of the results and the informative value of results itself is
questionable exactly with regard to the practical application and managerial implications. What
the author emphasizes as a pivotal enrichment of existing knowledge — the incorporation of
“value co-creation” and “individual culture” into the investigated relationships in the model — due
to the complete misunderstanding of what these constructs mean, certainly does not contribute
to the development of the scientific field, quite the contrary.

If. however, the author would base the dissertation objectives on comparing the situation in
Vietnam with other countries, correctly conceive the examination of culture (and elaborate this
issue in the review), omit the ,value co-creation” construct and replace it with the perceived
value of shopping on Facebook and incorporate more demographic variables (also elaborated
in the literature review) into the analyses, the dissertation would bring new knowledge about the
generation Y in Vietnam within social commerce for theory, as well as the valuable knowledge
useful for the adaptation of marketing decisions for companies active in Vietnam market. Here
| see how to improve the work and submit it as a quality dissertation that not only meets the set
goals, but also with high potential to be published.

Formalni Gprava disertaéni prace a jeji jazykova trovei (Formal layout of the dissertation
and its language level)

Problémy se vyskytuiji i z hlediska formalni Upravy a obzvlaété z hlediska jazykové Urovne.
V textu je velmi velky poéet gramatickych chyb a jazykovych lapsusu, které Cini text na
mnoha mistech velmi nesrozumitelny a vyrazné sniZuje celkovou Urover prace. V takovéto
podobé& prace neni obhajitelna a vyzaduje detailni jazykovou korekturu.

Uprava a spravnost citovani az na drobna pochybeni je na standardni Grovni. Urcité problemy
jsou ve strukturaci textu, v logické provazanosti diléich &asti a v opakovani urditych pasazi.
Nékteré véty &i souvéti jsou napsané spie hovorovym jazykem, co by se ve védeckém textu
nemélo stavat.

Problems also occur in terms of formal aspects but especially in terms of language quality.
There is a very large number of grammar mistakes and language lapses in the text, which
makers reading very unintelligible and significantly reduces the overall level of the dissertation.
In such a form the work is not defensible and requires detailed linguistic proofreading.

Arrangement and correctness of quotations and citations except for some minor errors is at the
standard level. There are some problems in the structuring of the text, in the logical
interconnection of individual parts and in the repletion of certain passages. Some sentences are
written rather in informal language, which should not happen in scientific text.
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Hodnoceni publikaéni ¢innosti studenta (Evaluation of student's publishing activities)

V prehledu publikovanych praci studenta je uvedeno 16 titulli, z toho 8 &asopiseckych &lanki a
8 prispévki na konferencich. V8echny uvedené ¢lanky jsou v &asopisech v databazich Web of
Science anebo Scopus. Publikaéni ¢innost Ize ohodnotit jako vynikajici a vysoce
nadprimérnou. Uritym problémem ale miiZe byt — a ten mozna souvisi s kvalitou disertadni
prace (nicméné pouze spekuluj) — Ze ani jeden z &lanki a ani jeden z prispévkil na
konferencich nebyl vysledkem prace pouze autora, nybrz vzdy kolektivu autorti. Kolektivni
prace jsou potfebné a pfinosné, ale samostatna prace ma taktéz fadu pozitivnich aspektl,
z nichZ ten nejddleZitéjsi je nutnost spoléhat se sdm na sebe a nikoliv na spolupraci a pomoc
druhych.

The list of published works of the student includes 16 titles — 8 journal articles and 8 conference
papers. All articles are published in journals indexed in the Web of Science or Scopus database.
The publication activity can be evaluated as excellent and highly above-average. However, it
may be a problem — and this can potentially be related to the quality of the dissertation
(nevertheless, | am only speculating) that neither one of the articles nor the conference papers
are the result of the work of the author alone, but always of the team of the authors. Collective
work is needed and beneficial, but independent work also has a number of positive aspects —
the most important one is the necessity to rely on itself and not on the cooperation and help of
the others.

Otazky doporucené k bliz§imu vysvétleni pfi obhajobé (Questions recommended for
further explanation in defense)

1. Jak Ize vysvétlit uvedenou standardni odchylku u PER2 (5.62)?
How could be the value of Standard deviation with the measure PER3 explained (5.62)?

2. JakIze vysvetlit Sipku v obr. 5.3 — od “product selection” k “online customer experience”?
Je to v souladu s vysledkem uvedenym v tab. 5.9?

How can be the arrow in the Figure 5.3 from the product selection to the online customer
experience explained? Is it in harmony with the result shown in the Table 5.9?

3. Neéktera z Vami uvedenych omezeni nelze povazovat za skute&na omezeni. Mohli byste
vysvétlit proc? Naopak mnoha dal$i omezeni chybi — pokuste se zamyslet a néktera
dalSi rozvedte.

Some of the limitations you mentioned could be understood as the real limitations. Could
you explain why? On the contrary many other limitations are missing — could you
elaborate on some of them?
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Zavér (Conclusions)

Konstatuiji, Ze predlozena prace spliuje pozadované obsahové i formaini naroky kladené na
tento typ praci pouze ¢asteéné a méla by byt dopracovana.

| state that the submitted thesis meets the required content and formal requirements for this
type of work.

Vzhledem kvy$e uvedenym problémim jako oponent NEDOPORUCUJI disertaéni praci
k obhajobé.

With regard to the above mentioned problems as a reviewer of the thesis I DO NOT
RECOMMEND the thesis of the dissertation for the defense.

i
7 A
Doc. Ing. Alena Klapalova, Ph.D.

V Brné dne 6. 12. 2019







