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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to explore college studestséptions,

motivations and uses of Wikipedia and to understand itifeirmation behavior
concerning Wikipedia based on Social Cognitive Theory (S&Web survey was used
to collect data in the spring of 2008. The study sample staasof students from an
introductory undergraduate course at a large public univensibeimid-western United
States. A total of 134 students participated in the studyltieg in a 32.8% response rate.
The major findings of the study include the following: apjor@tely one-third of the
students reported using Wikipedia for academic purposessftlidents tended to use
Wikipedia for checking quick facts and finding background informmatT hey had
positive past experiences with Wikipedia: however regengly, their perceptions of its
information quality were not comparably high. The levigheir confidence in evaluating
its information quality was, at most, moderate. Respdstpast experience with
Wikipedia, their positive emotional state, their digpos to believe information in
Wikipedia, and information utility were positively redak to their outcome expectations
of Wikipedia. However, among the factors affecting ooteexpectations, only
information utility and respondents’ positive emotiooward Wikipedia were related to
their use of it. Further, when all of the independeamiables, including the mediator,

outcome expectations, were considered, only the variafidemation utility was related



to Wikipedia use, which may imply a limited applicabilifySCT to understanding
Wikipedia use. However, more empirical evidence is neaaldétermine its
applicability to Wikipedia use. Finally, this study suppdhis knowledge value of
Wikipedia (Fallis, 2008), despite students’ cautious attittoard Wikipedia. The
study suggests that educators and librarians need to provideguadisines for using
Wikipedia, rather than prohibiting Wikipedia use altogether
INTRODUCTION

The popularity of Wikipedia in the academic community Ib@esn growing since
its creation in 2001. A large-scale study at the Pewrnateand American Life Project
(Rainie & Tancer, 2007) reports that 36% of online usermgrthe study sample used
Wikipedia, and that it was more popular among the well-gigalcand college students
than among high school graduatésthe same time, there have been concerns regarding
the quality of its information (Denning, Horning, Parnasiinstein, 2005; Wallace &
Fleet, 2005). Responding to these concerns, some resaanekerprovided evidence
showing that its information quality or reliability is, fact, reasonably good (Chesney,
2006; Stvilia, Twidale, Smith, & Gasser, 2008). A recentlaralso discusses a number
of studies demonstrating the reliability of Wikipedial(i8a2008). Currently, however,
few empirical studies exist regarding how college studesgsWikipedia, and how they
perceive its information quality. In addition, littlekeown as to why students use
Wikipedia, despite its anonymous authorships.

The purpose of the study was twofold: to explore colleggestts’ perceptions,
motivations and uses of Wikipedia, and to understand cadiegients’ information

behavior concerning Wikipedia. The major research questibthis study include the



following: RQ1) How do college students use Wikipedia? R@&@) do college students
perceive the information quality of Wikipedia? RQ3) Tiealvextent are college students
confident in evaluating the information quality of WikipgdiRQ4) Why do college
students use Wikipedia?

The study employed the Uses and Gratifications (U&Spraach in order to
examine which information needs derive college studenisddVNikipedia. The
credibility or trust literature was also reviewed in grileexamine important factors
contributing to assessing and using web information and i todgply the literature to
Wikipedia use. Finally, Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)veeras the major theoretical
framework of the study in understanding students’ informmalbehavior using Wikipedia.

The study’s significance lies in the following: firgtprovides new knowledge of
user perceptions, motivations and uses concerning Wikipstieah enhances our
understanding of human information behavior in anonymoutatenvironments.
Second, this study’s findings may help librarians deveftgreve information literacy
programs that may benefit students using Web resources.

The rest of this paper is organized into five sections:lifdrature review starts
with the U&G approach along with other relevant literat and discusses the main
conceptual framework, Social Cognitive Theory, credibdityl the relevant literature.
The methodology section describes the population and sarhfiie study, the
measurements of the study and a description of prepaengférential statistical
analyses. The findings section reports both descriptiddrderential statistics, and is
arranged by the research questions. The discussion sadtogsses the applicability of

Social Cognitive Theory to students’ information behaviarceoning Wikipedia, and



discusses the implications of the study. The paperwdes with a brief summary of the
findings, along with a discussion of the limitationsl anfew suggestions for further
research of this area.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Uses and Gratifications Approach and Relevant Literature

One of the research questions of the study exploneschtlege students use
Wikipedia. This research question attempts to answ@usaspects of use, including
frequency of use, ways of accessing Wikipedia, and mainato use. The Uses and
Gratifications (U&G) approach provides a useful framdwfor the study of people’s
motivations in using Wikipedia. Assuming an active audetitce U&G approach
explains an individual’s selection of certain mediaiblihg the individual’'s needs and
gratifications (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1973). Accordito the U&G approach,
people use the mass media: 1) to obtain information owledge and to satisfy their
curiosity (cognitive needs); 2) to have emotional andspiesble experiences (affective
needs); 3) to find reinforcement for personal values atds{personal integrity needs);
4) to interact with other people and society (sociatlageand 5) finally, to escape from
the routines and burdens of problems found in everydaytéhsion release needs)
(Severin & Tankard, 1992).

Both traditional and new media researchers have appied)&G approach to
their studies regarding users’ selection of media. Pipecach seems to be particularly
suitable for studying Internet users in that interactigtgne of the key characteristics of
the Internet, supporting a core assumption of the Ug@@ach: an active audience

(Ruggiero, 2000). Indeed, a number of researchers haveysdpghe U&G approach to



explain why people use the Internet (Ebersole, 2000; LaRd&sastin, 2004; Stafford &
Gonier, 2004). Thus, the U&G approach can also be usefulderstanding various
information needs or motivations related to the usé&/ifpedia.

Despite not being directly linked to the motivations ahgdVikipedia, a few
earlier studies have provided some relevant informatiathisriopic. For instance,
Spoerri (2007) examined the 100 most visited Wikipedia pages &@et3aptember 2006
and January 2007, finding that entertainment and politic®riistere the top notable
categories, which included more than 50 % of the mogeudisVikipedia pages. His
finding suggests that Wikipedia may be greatly used tefgatsers’ affective or tension
release needs. On the other hand, Rainie and Tancer (28€19githat the coverage of a
variety of topics, from history to popular culture, wae o the reasons for the
popularity of Wikipedia, implying that Wikipedia may be usedatisfy various users’
needs from cognitive to tension release needs.

In addition to the information categories in Wikipgdihe above researchers note
that Wikipedia’'s popularity has something to do with seagines. Based on the data
of Hitwise, an online competitive intelligence servieginie and Tancer (2007) remarked
that American people’s love of search engines wadarthe reasons for the popularity
of Wikipedia. Spoerri (2007) also found that search engioatributed to the popularity
of Wikipedia, as search engines located Wikipedialagim top positions.

Social Cognitive Theory, Credibility and the Relevant Literature

This section describes the relevant literature explori@g Birough RQ4: RQ2)

How do college students perceive the information qualitWidipedia? RQ3) To what

extent are college students confident in evaluatingnfoemation quality of Wikipedia?



Finally, RQ4) Why do college students use Wikipedia? Theilzitity literature provides
relevant information exploring RQ2 and RQ3, while both &dCognitive Theory and
the credibility literature serve as the basis for arsvwg RQ4.

Social Cognitive Theory and the Relevant Literatiitee basic premise of SCT
is the triadic reciprocal causations among behaviosopat factors and the environment
(Bandura, 1997). Human beings influence their environmentst but aame time, they
are limited by them. Human beings’ emotions, thoughts armbpal properties shape
their behavior, and this behavior affects their emotams thoughts, as well. In addition,
people’s expectations and beliefs are influenced by theiramagnts. As a result,
individuals’ reactions to their environments differ, actiog to their personal
characteristics. Finally, Bandura (1997) points out tese three factors are not equally
strong, nor do they occur simultaneously. Rather, dacters are stronger than others,
depending on the activities, circumstances and persoaidatbristics of the individual.
In addition, the interplay among behavior, personabfacand the environment occurs
across time.

The theory has a number of assumptions regarding huapabitities: human
beings are intentional, forethoughtful, self-reactvel self-reflective (Bandura, 2001).
More specifically, human beings act intentionallyd &nis intention guides their behavior.
Human beings have the ability of forethought, therebypkmathem to evaluate the
anticipated outcomes of their behavior. Consequently, huraangs regulate their
behavior based on projected goals and expected outcomesthath on actual outcomes.
In addition, human beings have an internal controlhaesm that motivates and

regulates their behavior. Additionally, human beingsindridual motivational and



social moral standards to regulate or modify their belhakioally, human beings are
self-examiners of their own experiences and thought psese oftentimes changing their
behavior and thinking accordingly.

In SCT, self-efficacy, one’s belief in the capabilibyderform a course of action,
is a central concept explaining human motivation amieaement (Bandura, 2001).
Because self-efficacy is based on one’s perceptionsvimgobne’s behavior, it is
situation specific (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) further idestifiur sources of self-
efficacy: mastery experience, vicarious experiencéalgersuasion from others, and
physiological and affective states. Put differentlyg’sipast experiences of success
positively affect one’s self-efficacy. Observing theasses or failures of others also
affects one’s self-efficacy. Positive persuasion faihrers that one has the capability to
perform a given task positively affects one’s selfeaify. Finally, one’s emotional state
affects one’s confidence in performing a task. In turohed the four sources of self-
efficacy affects one’s expected outcomes, which afectividuals’ behaviors or actions.

Researchers in various areas of human behavior hareptéed to apply SCT to
their own behavioral phenomena of interest. For itgtaresearchers have applied SCT
to human behaviors, such as computer use, enrolimeatriputer training courses, or
information search performance (Compeau & Higgins, 1986ajpeau & Higgins,
1995b; Compeau, Higgins, & Huff, 1999; Deng, Doll, & Truong, 2004tik&sLaRose,
2000; Fagan, Neill, & Wooldridge, 2003-2004; Hong, 2006; Shih, 2006; Thak&cher
Perrew, 2002; Torkzadeh, Pflughoeft, & Hall, 1999). In paricuCompeau and Higgins

(1995b) found that among their research variables drawn&@m verbal persuasion



(encouragement by others), vicarious experience (obseraltise) and emotional state
were related to both anticipated outcomes of and actughuter use.

Other research on the use of digital information,idatthe domain of SCT, has
highlighted the notion of trust. In Kelton, Fleischmamnd &Vallace’s (2008) conceptual
framework, the use of web information resources isatian of users’ trust in the
information. Additionally, trust is influenced by percedvtrustworthiness, disposition to
information, the user’s context (relevance) and s$diat (recommendations). The
authors further specify the elements of trust in infdioma namely confidence in
information and the willingness of users to act on imition. It can be argued that
confidence in information, one of their bases ofttisiglosely related to the concept of
outcome expectations of SCT. That is, one’s confide@ntiee information quality of an
information resource can be considered as a manifastaftione’s anticipated outcomes
to be obtained from using that information source. Furtbegnthe factors influencing
trust can be integrated into the SCT framework (e.garias experience and verbal
persuasion in SCT), since the theory holds that humaecgations and behavior are
explained by both personal and environmental (situatioaetpfs. Thus, both SCT and
Kelton et al.’s (2008) model provide useful insights for sigly and serve as a basis for
the following hypotheses.

Hla-b. The more positive one’s past experience using Adkdp the higher one’s (a)
outcome expectations, and (b) use of Wikipedia.
H2a-b. The more positive one’s vicarious experience usikgp@dia, the higher one’s

(a) outcome expectations, and (b) use of Wikipedia.



H3a-b. The more verbal persuasion one has received akiogtWikipedia, the higher
one’s outcome expectations, and (b) use of Wikipedia.
H4a-b. The more positive emotions one has about usikg¥dia, the higher one’s
outcome expectations are, and (b) the higher the usékgiedia.
H5a-b. The more one’s tendency to believe unfamiliar inddion in Wikipedia, the
higher one’s (a) outcome expectations, and (b) theshitie use of Wikipedia.
H6. Outcome expectations are related to the use of Adiap

Credibility and Relevant Literaturé number of researchers have examined how
users assess the credibility of web information. War(2©04) argues that an author’s
identity is not the most important criterion in asseg web credibility to web users.
Instead, other peripheral cues, such as professionahgdeasmpility, information
structure and usefulness of site contents influence wsesessment of web credibility.
Metzger (2007) also remarks that Internet users do not mlijgevaluate web
information. Similarly, Fallis (2008) notes that peopledtéo make the least effort in
verifying information sources. Some explanations haen lodfered as to why web users
seem to be less concerned about the credibility ofimfebmation. For instance, Rieh
and Hilligoss (2007) found that their sample of studentswilling to compromise
information credibility for speed and convenience in seinetions. In addition, college
students may perceive certain information to be non4gleedbut may still use such
information due to other values, such as obtaining new mepsrspectives (Hilligoss &
Rieh, 2008). These findings imply that web users may matyasl look for the optimal or
best information on the web. Moreover, the secontldrdsss credible information may

still sufficiently satisfy their needs. In factsesarchers found that in addition to the



content or accuracy of information, other factors sischvailability and accessibility or
speed of use are important criteria in selecting soldcdien & Michels, 2004;
Savolainen, 2008). Similarly, Fallis (2008) points out thaipeetend to easily choose
available sources. Rainie and Tancer (2007) also remarkdhegnience is one of the
major factors contributing to science knowledge seekmigp@. Finally, other studies
have found that information use and quality or credibjlitigments depend on users’
goals and situations (Hilligoss & Rieh, 2008; Metzger, 2007),R1802). These findings
lead to the following hypotheses.
H7a-b. Information utilityj.e., the ease, convenience and usefulness of information is
related to an individual’'s (a) outcome expectations dfipgdia and (b) use of Wikipedia.
The hypotheses derived from this review of the literatweereflected in the research
model developed for the study, shown in Figure 1.
METHODOLOGY
Population and Sample

A study employing a web survey regarding students’ informdd@ravior using
Wikipedia was conducted in the spring of 2008. The populatosisted of
undergraduate students at a large public university in the nstemeUnited States. The
study sample consisted of students who took an introductargean Journalism and
Mass Communication. The participating students received esgdit as compensation
for participation. A total of 134 out of 409 students partkggan the study, resulting in
a 32.8% response rate.

Measurements of the Study
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The measurements of the study were developed or moddmstilon the
literature of SCT, U&G, and credibility and trust. Thenits regarding theformation
guality of Wikipedia were modified or developed based on teedliure of news and web
credibility (Cassidy, 2007; Gaziano & McGrath, 1986; TisgaCappella, 2005;
Warnick, 2004). The items relateditdormation needs or motivations to use (cognitive,
affective, tension release, and social neeg=)e developed based on the U&G literature
(Ebersole, 2000; Stafford & Gonier, 2004). The items relai@ast experience,
vicarious experience, verbal persuasememotional statedisposition to believe
informationandoutcome expectationsgarding Wikipedia were developed based on the
literature of SCT and trust (Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1997; Compéaggéns, 1995b;
Kelton et al., 2008). The items relatedritormation utilitywere developed based on the
literature of web behavior (Rieh & Hilligoss, 2007). Aitiad survey instrument was
developed and used for a pilot study conducted in the sumr@@0@f Based on the pilot
study, the survey was revised for the current study. Theegdual definitions of the
variables are described below. The variables in this gajp@nto two groups. The first
group includes variables that are examined for explorgiamyoses (Table 1), while the
second group includes the variables of the research moatae(2). Each of the
variables for which a mean was reported was scored asegen-point scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree or f{dymnot at all to (7) a lot.

Variables for exploratory purposednformation quality was defined as one’s
evaluative judgment of the goodness of information andmaeesured through seven
items, namely accuracy, verifiability, reliability, mprehensiveness, fairness and overall

writing quality. | nformation needs (motivations to use) were measured for four
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categories: cognitive, affective, social and tenselease needs. Each of the concepts
was defined in the above description of the U&G apprdaahr purposes of

information use were examined. The purposes were academic, non-academic,
entertainment and information for others. Finalhformation evaluation self-efficacy
was defined as user confidence in evaluating informationopbkeational variables of
each concept and corresponding reliability coefficiehafe presented in Table 1.
Additionally, Table 1 includes other survey items thateneamined for exploratory
purposes.

Variables of the Research Model. Past experience was defined as a positive or
negative direct or personal experience with informaiom Wikipedia. Six items
measured this concepi .931).Vicarious experience was defined as indirect
experience through observations of others and was medsutbeke itemso= .931).
Verbal persuasion was defined as others’ verbal influence on using Wikgeahd two
items were used to measure the concep965).Emotional state was defined as a
positive or negative emotional condition using Wikipedmao items measured the
concept, but only one item was used for the data analysiso a low reliability
coefficient.Disposition to believe information was defined as one’s tendency to believe
unfamiliar information. Two items measured the concagtpbly one item was used for
the regression analyses due to a low reliability caefiicl nformation utility referred to
the ease, convenience and usefulness of information.itéows were used to generate a
composite score for this concept=(803).Outcome expectation was defined as one’s
expectation of information quality and the benefits t@b&ined from using Wikipedia;

ten items were used to generate a composite sgo1@30).Use was defined as the
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frequency of Wikipedia use in the past semester. Peeadional variables of each
research variable and corresponding reliability colefficare presented in Table 2. The
research model, shown in Figure 1, shows the expectdnrships among the variables.
Preparation for Inferential Statistical Data Analyses

The study used multiple items to measure each of ther mainceptual variables.
The items for each conceptual variable in the resaaodel in Table 2 were screened
though a reliability test and an exploratory factorysia. A reliability test using
Cronbach’s alpha was performed to check the reliabifith® items of each conceptual
variable, as described above. In addition, an explordactgr analysis using the
Maximum Likelihood Method (MLM) was performed to examihe uinidimensionality
of each conceptual variable. An Eigen value greaterXthaas used as a criterion in
selecting a meaningful factor. Factor loadings of indisaof each conceptual variable
are presented in Table 8 in the Appendix. Based on timedgsas, a single composite
measure of each of the major conceptual variables wesajed for statistical tests.
FINDINGS

The findings are organized into two subsections and arrangeségrch
guestions. In the first subsection, the descriptive statidelineate the sample
characteristics of the respondents and corresponddarodsquestions 1 through 3. The
second subsection presents the results of hypotheSigytecorresponding to research
guestion 4.
Descriptive Statistics

Sample Characteristics.  Among the respondents, 61.2% (N=82) were female

and 37.3% (N=50) were male. A majority (89.6%, N=20) were Gaarcafollowed by
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Asian (3.7%, N=5), Hispanic (3.0%, N=4), other racial groupduding mixed-race
(3.0%, N=4) and African-American (0.7%, N=1). Approximat&y,3% (N=113) of
respondents were under the age of 20 and another 14.2% (NI&detween the ages
of 20 and 21; the remaining 1.5% (N=2) of respondents were &etie ages of 22 and
23.With respect to major, approximately 38.8% (N=52) of respaisdead not yet
decided upon their majors. Approximately, 36.6% (N=49) of respuadkeclared the
humanities, followed by the social sciences (28.5%, N=38)}la& sciences (9%, N=12).
Finally, the majority of respondents (75.4%, N=101) west-frear students. Another
20.9% (N=28) of respondents were sophomores and a small {zgreerf respondents
were juniors (3.7%, N=5).

RQ1. How do college students use Wikipedia?

This question was answered by examining the various aspeacs,ahcluding frequency
of use, ways of accessing Wikipedia, purposes of use anmthafion needs (motivations
to use).

Use of Wikipedia  All respondents (N=134, 100%) reported having used
Wikipedia. Among users, a slightly higher number of regoits accessed Wikipedia
through a search engine (N=71, 53.7%) rather than thougtotheibookmarks (N=63,
47%). With respect to Wikipedia use in the prior semesiative to when the research
was conducted, among the 133 respondents, more than ong¢hitto, N=52) were
frequent users, with a frequency of more than 15 tidypgroximately, one-third of the
respondents (33.8%, N=45) used Wikipedia moderately, showreg@ency of between
6 and 15 times. The rest (27.1%, N=36) were merely ocedsigers who used it

between 1 and 5 times. With respect to the usage of libtacyronic databases in the
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past semester relative to when the study was condub&ergest group (61.2%, N=82)
comprised occasional users (fewer than 5 times), imguabn-users (11.9%, N=16), and
the smallest group (9.7%, N=13) was frequent users (marelth times) (Table 3).

Purposes of use.  The tendency toward the neutral means of each obthe f
purposes of Wikipedia use suggests that Wikipedia was use&drfous purposes for
different users. More specifically, the majority o$pendents tended to agree with using
Wikipedia for non-academic personal purposes (N=85, 63.5%n wied.72), while they
tended to disagree that they used it for other purposes: bovkere was a considerable
percentage of respondents (approximately one-third) who egptivat they tended to use
Wikipedia for academic purposes (32.1% of the respondentsdagrestrongly agreed
with this item, mean of 3.72), entertainment (30.6% efrdspondents agreed or strongly
agreed with using Wikipedia for entertainment, mean of 3vih,a wide standard
deviation of 2.11 ) and information for others (31.4% of gspondents agreed or
strongly agreed with this item, mean of 3.41). In addijtibare were certain relevant
survey items with respect to Wikipedia use for acadg@miposes. Students’ levels of
Wikipedia use for homework assignments was moderaten(ofez86). On the other
hand, they tended not to use Wikipedia for finding adiclereferences (mean of 3.05)
or for conducting research (mean of 2.70).

Information needs (motivations to use). The respondents mainly reported
using Wikipedia to obtain information and knowledge (cagmiheeds, mean of 5.16).
They highly regarded using Wikipedia to look up a quick fact (nudd.85), followed
by learning something unfamiliar (mean of 5.19) or obtaining nmdoemation on topics

about which they want to learn more (mean of 4.74). Tapgrted having moderately
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exciting or playful experiences with Wikipedia (affeetineeds, mean of 3.93). A small,
but not negligible number of respondents used Wikipediatisfysgension release needs,
such as passing time (mean of 2.43).

The majority of respondents (61.9%) tended not to usep@dia to obtain
information on celebrities or popular culture, showingean of 2.99. It appeared that
this result was not consistent with a previous study€8p@007) showing that
entertainment was the top category of information grba 100 most visited Wikipedia
pages. Finally, the respondents rarely used Wikipediartribute to Wikipedia
themselves (mean of 1.27), or to find like-minded people (roéarb7).

With respect to information characteristics, the aacyiand trustworthiness of
information were not essential reasons as to why stsidsed Wikipedia, showing
means of 3.65 and 3.62, respectively. In fact, their refasarsing Wikipedia in order to
obtain reasonably good information (mean of 4.49) was hidpa@ their reasons for
using Wikipedia due to its accuracy or trustworthiness, teegpimoderate rating. This
result is consistent with respondents’ expectatimasiWikipedia. Namely, they tended
not to expect to find the best information (mean of 3.8&0) only to look for reasonably
good information (mean of 4.93). This result also demorstthatt Wikipedia
sufficiently satisfies users’ information needs.

RQ2. How do college students perceive the informationtguafliwikipedia?

The respondents held a moderate perceptiordiegahe information quality of
Wikipedia (mean of 4.59). On the other hand, their pgstmances with Wikipedia were
positive (5.52). In other words, the respondents’ perceptibmgormation quality were

lower than their actual experiences, which was, indaedhteresting finding. This result
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supports Rieh & Belkin’s (1998) finding that quality judgmentsveb information are
based on the perceived credibility of the source. Pardifitly, the respondents did not
perceive Wikipedia's information quality highly and knew ¢éoskeptical about its
information quality, thereby leading to a comparable qualitigment of Wikipedia,
despite their positive experiences.

RQ3. To what extent are college students confident iluatmag the information quality
of Wikipedia?

The respondents maintained a moderate level of confidems@lnating its
information quality (mean of 4.21).

Results of Hypothesis Testing

This subsection presents the results of hypothesisgesA set of linear
regression analyses was performed to test the redegyotheses under= .05. This
subsection responds to research question 4.

RQ4. Why do college students use Wikipedia?

This research question was answered by examining thedadtecting outcome
expectations and Wikipedia use among the variables oétgarch model. Two sets of
linear regression analyses were performed on the two depevariables obutcome
expectationgnduse

Factors Affecting the Outcome Expectations of Wikipedianultiple linear
regression analysis was performedooiicome expectatiorfRegression model 1).
Respondentgast experiencesith Wikipedia information [§= .480, p<.000), their
emotional stat€p= .376, p<.000), thedisposition to informatiom Wikipedia ¢=.106,

p<.025) andnformation utilitysuch as ease, convenience and usefulfesd.03,
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p<.048) were positively related to theintcome expectations other words, those who
had positive experiences and positive emotions regardikgp®dia use tended to have
higher outcome expectations of Wikipedia than otherghErmore, those who tended to
believe unfamiliar information and those who used Witipdor its information utility
also had higher outcome expectations than others. Hoywésarious experiencand
verbal persuasiomvere not related to the respondemisicome expectationdmong the
variables related toutcome expectationgast experiencandemotional statevere the
two strongest predictors ofitcome expectatioriser Wikipedia. In other words, research
hypotheses Hla, H4a, H5a and H7a were supported, while H2a aneeH3aot. The
independent variablepdst experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion,
emotional state, disposition to information and information ujikyplained 79.4% of
the variance in theutcome expectatiortd Wikipedia (Regression model 1 in Table 4).
These results show that SCT is useful in explaiouigome expectationte some degree.
Factors Affecting Wikipedia Use. A set of linear regression analyses for three
sets of independent variables was performed on the depesd@ttle of theuseof
Wikipedia. The results are presented in Tables 5 throughst, a multiple linear
regression analysis (Regression model 2 in Table Shéosaurce variables otitcome
expectationgpast experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, emotiorel stat
disposition to informatiomndinformation utility) onusewas performed. Among the
factors affectingputcome expectationenly respondentg&motional stateand
information utilitywere positively related to their Wikipedige(p= .213, p<.025 and
B=.268, p<.005, respectively). In other words, the more respas experienced positive

emotions with respect to using Wikipedia, the morg tkaded to use Wikipedia. The
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more respondents used Wikipedia for its informationtytithe more they tended to use
Wikipedia. On the other handast experiencanddisposition to informationalong with
vicarious experiencandverbal persuasionvere not related to Wikipedisse In fact, the
zero-order correlation betwepast experiencandusewas reasonably high (r=.43);
however, when other factors were controlled, its un@mpréribution tousewas low (its
part correlation=.065). The variablespast experience, vicarious experience, verbal
persuasion, emotional state, disposition to informatiadinformation utility explained
32.5% of the variance in theseof Wikipedia, compared to 79.4% of the variance in the
outcome expectatiortd Wikipedia. In other words, among the variables dr&am

SCT, only the variable edmotional statevas related to theseof Wikipedia, although
other variables, such asst experiencandvicarious experiencéhad significant zero-
order correlations withse(r=.43 and r=. 32 respectively). These results mayyrapl
limited applicability of SCT to Wikipedia use.

Second, a multiple linear regression analysis (Regressazlel 4) was performed
onusefor all of the independent variables, thatpast experience, vicarious experience,
verbal persuasion, emotional state, disposition to informatidarmation utilityand the
mediator variableoutcome expectationdmong the independent variables, only
information utilitywas significant {= .244, p<.011). Neithe¥motional statenor outcome
expectationsemained significant, when all of the independent vagmblere taken into
account. Thus, only H7b was supported, while H1b, H2b, H8b, H5b and H6 were
not. In other words, none of the variables drawn fr&@i Svere significant. All of the

above independent variables explained 33.6% of the variathe use of Wikipedia.
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Finally, Regression model 4 also tested the effecteohtadiator on the
dependent variable. Kenny (2008) suggests that the followingtepe are essential in
establishing mediation: the first step needs to shawthe initial independent variables
(past experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, emotiorgldisgosition to
information information utility) are correlated with the mediat@mu¢come expectatiops
The second step needs to show that the mediator atfectiependent variablagg.
According to Kenny (2008), a simple correlation betweemtbdiator and the dependent
variable is not sufficient evidence for establishing tlesliator Instead, the initial
independent variables must be controlled in establishingfféet ef the mediator on the
dependent variableise.Applying this notion to the current research model, Regras
model 1 corresponded to the first step and showegé#satexperience, emotional state,
disposition to believe informaticandinformation utilitywere correlated with the
mediator,outcome expectationRegression models 3 and 4 corresponded to the second
step. That isa simple linear regression model (Regression model aleT6) shows
that the variable adutcome expectationgas significantly related tose(p=.521,
p<.000). However, when the initial independent varialpest(experience, vicarious
experience, verbal persuasion, emotional state, disposition to informeiormation
utility) were controlled as shown in Regression model 4, teetedf the mediator on the
dependent variableisedisappeared. In other words, a simple correlation detw
outcome expectatiormdusewas not sufficient evidence for establishing the mediator
and a multiple regression model controlling the initi@dpendent variables (Regression
model 4 in Table 7) indicated that the variabl®@aticome expectatiortid not play the

mediator role linking the source variablesoatcome expectationgith use These results
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raise doubts about the applicability of SCT to Wikipadia and the variable oftitcome
expectationss the mediator. However, it is also possible tiatintegrated research
model based on SCT presented here may have a speaifieator, as the current
research model includes other variables, suachsp®sition to believe informaticemd
information utility,in addition to the variables drawn from SCT. Furthscuassion
regarding the applicability of SCT to Wikipedia use igegi in the discussion section.
DISCUSSION
Applicability of SCT to Information Behavior Concerning Wikipedia

This study employed Social Cognitive Theory to understamgstudents used
Wikipedia. SCT served as the basis of the study’'s hgseth The variable past
experience, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, emotionabstdteitcome
expectatiorwere directly drawn from SCT, while the two variabléslisposition to
believe informatiorandinformation utilitywere drawn from the trust/credibility literature
and were integrated into SCT. Among the SCT varialihestegspondentsicarious
experienceandverbal persuasionvere not related to theiutcome expectationg/hich
was unexpected. However, SCT still provides plausibléaegpions to this result. That is,
according to SCT (Bandura, 1989), people do not perform evertmanghey learn by
observing others’ behaviors. Rather, they consider hetledsts and benefits of an
efficacious action and only perform an action whoseehts are greater than its costs.
With respect to Wikipedia, students may consider thatiske of using Wikipedia
outweigh the benefits. As a result, their positiveasbations (acquisition) were not
transferred to their outcome expectations and thenpes@®(mance) of Wikipedia

accordingly. In addition, Bandura (1997) notes that theedffepersuasory opinions
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(verbal persuasion) on one’s efficacy belief (and tbuszome expectations) is strong
only when the recipient is confident in the persuadersgreed credibility or expertise.
In the context of Wikipedia, students themselves aither sure about the reliability of
Wikipedia, nor confident in evaluating its information bpyalt is likely that students
expect that their peers feel the same regarding Wilapéaliother words, students may
not perceive their peers as credible with respect tuatmag the reliability of Wikipedia.
As a result, students’ peers did not appear to influeredbtcome expectations of
Wikipedia, despite positive observations of their pedfiipedia use. This result
suggests that social reputation by non-experts may rert baportant factor affecting
other non-experts’ perceptions of anonymous informationces such as Wikipedia.
Thus, the insignificant results of vicarious experienag\a&rbal persuasion mutcome
expectationgan be understood through the lens of SCT.

A simple regression model foutcome expectatioren Wikipediauseshowed
that students’ positiveutcome expectatiorabout using Wikipedia were related to their
Wikipediause(a significant zero-order correlation between the twiabées).Among
the factors affectingutcome expectationspwever, only respondentsinotional state
andinformation utilitywere positively related to their Wikipedige This finding means
that among the SCT variables, oeiyotional statevas related to Wikipediase With
respect to the lack of relationships betwearious experiencer verbal persuasion
and Wikipediause the above explanations of SCT are still applicabliaterpreting this
result. On the other hand, the lack of relationship betpast experiencandusewas
unexpected. Two possible interpretations of this reseltlee following: some students

may be reluctant to use Wikipedia because of the unesgsassociated with the
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anonymous authorships, despite their pospast experienceandoutcome expectations
The significant relationship between studeptsotional stateanduseseems to support
this interpretation. In other words, students who hadigegiast experiencesith
Wikipedia had higloutcome expectatiortd Wikipedia. Consequently, they might
perceive Wikipedia as an acceptable information souraeeer, their acceptance of
Wikipedia might not necessarily lead to its use. @nbse who had positive emotional
states while using Wikipedia and those who found it tedsy and convenient tended to
use Wikipedia. The results imply that onetaotional statean be particularly an
important factor affecting the use of an anonymous solrr@ldition,past experience
andinformation utilitywere highly correlated with each other (r=.58) and wgé(r=.

43 and r=. 47 respectively). These results may indibat@assibility of redundant
variable(s) inclusion in the research model.

Finally, when the mediatooutcome expectationgias tested as an independent
variable along with the above independent variables,infdymation utilitywas
significant, providing further evidence of the insignificaoie of the mediator and
suggesting a lack of applicability of SCT to Wikipedse However, more empirical
evidence is needed in order to determine the applicabflBCT to Wikipedia use. In
addition, the research model is an integrated model lfrmim SCT and the credibility and
trust literature, which may include redundant variables aayglabscure the pure effect of
SCT in application to the current study.

Implications
The study findings have a number of implications foraiy practice. With

respect to the frequency of Wikipedia use in the pasesemrelative to when the study
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was conducted, frequent users consisted of the largest gindfapt, Wikipedia was used
more frequently than library databases, which compriseditiallest frequent user group.
Although both information sources are not precisely coaiga with each other, the
results suggest that college libraries need to acknowléiggpiienomenon and make
special efforts to promote their library sources. lremtnore, approximately, one-third of
the respondents tended to use Wikipedia for academic purptseEgynizing the
popularity of Wikipedia among college students, the UnivwerditWashington libraries
recently attempted to reach out to students by insertimglithrary sources into
Wikipedia articles (Lally & Dunford, 2007). This seems &an effective way of
directing students’ attention to their library sourdesuggests that similar efforts or
strategies by college libraries would also benefit stiwent

Over half of the respondents accessed Wikipedia throsgarah engine. This
result seems to support Ross Brann’s guess that Wikiggubpularity is greatly linked
to search engines that place Wikipedia entries atarthe top of their results pages
(cited in Shaw, 2008). However, approximately another haltggondents accessed
Wikipedia via their own bookmarks, demonstrating that Witliaes “a wanted or
recognized source,” as well. In other words, Wikipedmpularity is attributed to both
search engines and its obtaining recognition as a useftdesdBoth researchers and
librarians need to pay attention to the fact that Wittipes a wanted source. That is, the
academic community must find out why this is and how tardaute to improving the
information quality of Wikipedia. Empirical studies exaing Wikipedia’s information
qguality will be essential, as some researchers reddebr have begun to do. In addition,

Fallis (2008) provides useful suggestions for improving Wikiped&veloping new
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technologies such as Wiki scanner, formulating newcigsliconcerning authors’
credentials and alternative encyclopedias, using flags oniapedste information and
linking experts’ introductory sources to Wikipedia are s@ossible suggestions.
Interestingly, while the respondents had positive expeeie with Wikipedia,
they did not have comparable perceptions of its infoomajuality. This result may be
interpreted to mean that incredulity errors or blind skeptiainay have occurred, as
Tseng and Fogg (1999) put it. According to these researcipest @sers of information
sources tend to make errors of incredulity due to “blind s&iepti about unfamiliar
information, while novices or those with a greaterdnfee information tend to make
errors of gullibility because of their “blind faith” imformation. In the case of Wikipedia,
novices and experts seem to have reversed roles. Thatrisvious study showed that
experts found Wikipedia articles to be more credible thd non-experts (Chesney,
2006). The current study showed that respondents were natexanh Wikipedia’s
information quality, in spite of their positive expemees. Fallis’(2008) remark is
particularly relevant to these phenomena. Accordirfgrto people tend to overestimate
the reliability of traditional encyclopedias as théess the accuracy of their sources. By
contrast, many people are aware that Wikipedia mdydednaccurate information,
since Wikipedia explicitly states this fact on its s#d and articles. In other words, it
appears that the uneasiness associated with the anonymlooiships of Wikipedia has
led to non-expert users’ underestimation of the religinlif Wikipedia, which has
apparently affected their perceptions of information qualihis is, indeed, a very

interesting phenomenon regarding Wikipedia.
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Due to their perceptions of information quality, the studemtkis study tended
not to use Wikipedia for accuracy or truthfulness ofrimfation, but for reasonably good
information. This result implies that Wikipedia seféntly satisfies users, despite their
uneasiness in using it.

Finally, the level of confidence in evaluating its infatron quality was, at most,
moderate. With respect to web credibility judgments, Met£2007) recommends a
hybrid approach of taking into account users’ contexts ssicis&s’ motivations and
purposes of information seeking. According to her, a heauggproach focusing on
peripheral cues would be effective when users do na tievability or motivation to
evaluate information. It may be useful to adopt this aggira@developing information
literacy programs for an evaluation and better use &fpafia. In particular, such
features as the history of edits, talk pages, referearwbexternal links may be useful
peripheral cues that can be suggested to users withouttskigevledge.
CONCLUSIONS

This study explored college students’ perceptions, motisitamd use of
Wikipedia. In addition, it attempted to understand why tnesd Wikipedia by
employing Social Cognitive Theory. The major findingshe study include the
following: all of the students reported having used Wikiged majority of students
tended to use Wikipedia for finding background information. Stisdemded not to
expect to find the best information, but only to look forstembly good information,
demonstrating that Wikipedia sufficiently satisfies sserformation needs. Students
tended to have positive past experiences with Wikipediadidutot have comparably

positive perceptions of Wikipedia’'s information qualityhieh is one of the most
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interesting findings of the study. Rather, they held mddgyarception levels of
information quality and of confidence in evaluating it®mfation quality. Studentgast
experiencesvith and positiveemotional statesoward using Wikipedia, as well #geir
tendency to believe unfamiliar informationWikipedia, along withnformation utility
such as ease, convenience and usefulness were positlagdyg e theioutcome
expectation®f Wikipedia. A simple regression analysis showed tlhdétome
expectationsvere positively related to Wikipedisse However, onlyinformation utility
and respondents’ positivwnotiongoward Wikipedia use were related to Wikipedse
Furthermore, when all of the independent variables inafuthe mediato@utcome
expectationsyere considered, onigformation utilitywas significant. SCT still provides
plausible explanations of the results. Nonethelégstésults may imply a limited
applicability of SCT to Wikipedia use.

Overall students had positive experiences with Wikipesach supports the
epistemic (knowledge) value of Wikipedia, as noted byiF§1008). Nonetheless,
students’ attitudes toward Wikipedia tended to be cauticuhey were aware that it
may include inaccurate information. In other words, ingethat students did not use
Wikipedia blindly. Furthermore, this study showed thatéhwere some positive
consequences of using Wikipedia. The respondents discovareithiormation in
Wikipedia articles, and they tended to follow the lioksthese articles to find more
information (Table 1). These results support the vieauttiors who have acknowledged
the usefulness of Wikipedia as an initial source thatlead to the discovery of other

sources (Shaw, 2008).
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On the other hand, the study did not show strong evidéatestudents made
special efforts to verify the accuracy of the inforimat This result is consistent with the
findings that students’ expectations about finding reasgmgdad information were
much higher than those of finding the best informatiod,taat information utility was a
factor affecting their use of Wikipedia. The study suggeéstseducators and librarians
need to provide better guidelines for using Wikipedia, ratiar prohibiting its use
altogether. In addition, various efforts to improve \fédia itself are needed.

This study has certain limitations, and a few suggestmmfifther research
emerged from the current study. First, the study sampedveavn from one class from a
large public university and the response rate of the studyesa than desirable. As a
result, the findings of the study cannot be generalizatlee entire population of
university students. Second, the current research moada basSCT seems to have a
limited applicability to understanding Wikipedia use. Hoem\t is possible that the
research model may include redundant variable(s) thabivsgure the applicability of
SCT to Wikipedia use, suggesting a modification of theetirmodel. In addition, there
is a need to improve the research model, taking intouatasers’ information needs.
Third, the research model (and a modified model) neels forther tested, using an
advanced technique such as structural equation modeling vaithea sample size.
Fourth, constructing the measurements was one of teedifbcult processes of the
study. The measurements of the research variables nbeduaher tested and improved.
Fifth, it is possible that other factors, such as psufes discouragement or acceptance of
students’ use of Wikipedia may have affected their Vétip use, since students likely

perceive their professors as credible. This factor neelds considered in future studies.
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Sixth, the study employs a survey method, which haskmeln limitations. As
Metzger (2007) notes, what users report may differ frdratihey actually do. This
notion may be applicable to the present study, whiceg@n users’ self-reports rather
than direct observations of their Wikipedia use. Furtbsearch employing different
methods is needed to examine students’ behaviors in usingadi&. Finally, the study
examined the use of Wikipedia for academic purposes, to degnee. However,
academic use needs to be further specified in relatidretditferent types of academic
work and various information seeking stages. It is like§t users have different
expectations and satisfaction levels using Wikipedia, riipg on the type of academic
work and the-stage of the research process in whigtatieeworking.
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Table 1. Variables for Exploratory Purposes and Surveyslite

Conceptual Survey items Mean Standard Cronbach’s
variables deviation o and mean
Perceptl_on of Wikipedia is reasonably accurate. 4.98 1,950
Information
quality Information in Wikipedia is verifiable
elsewhere. 5.13 1.578
The chance of obtaining accurate
information by using Wikipedia is 4.74 1.278
high.
Wikipedia information is reliable. 4.43 1.368 0=.895
Wikipedia articles include major facts mean: 4.59
or details on their topics. 5.35 1.279
Wikipedia articles present views fairly
and without bias. 4.30 1.321
Wikipedia articles are generally well
written. 4.59 1.309
Cognitive need To look up a quick fact. 585 1.329
To browse information.
4.72 1.804 a=.824,
\':’v(i)trl]earn something | am not familiar 519 1677 Mean: 5.16
To get more information on topics | 474 1.749
want to learn more about.
Affective need Because learning new things or ways a=.84,
L : 4.15 1.655 :
of thinking excites me very much. mean: 3.93
Because it is fun. 3.72 1923
Tension release  To pass the time 243 1.808
need
To get information about celebrities
or popular culture. 2.99 2.033
Social needs To find like-minded people. 157 1.079
To contribute to Wikipedia by writing
or editing an article(s). 1.27 .827
Purpose Academic work 372 1,657
Non-academic personal information
needs 4.72 1.848
Entertainment or idle reading 3.97 2111
Information for others 3.41 1.786
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Information
evaluation self-
efficacy

| am confident in evaluating the
quality of information of Wikipedia
articles.

| am confident in evaluating the
credibility of the author(s) of
Wikipedia articles.

| am confident in evaluating the
credibility of the sources cited in a
Wikipedia article.

4.41

3.85

4.34

1.355

1.479

1.551

0=.835
mean: 4.208

| use Wikipedia because | can obtain
accurate information in Wikipedia.

| use Wikipedia because | trust in
information in Wikipedia.

| use Wikipedia because Wikipedia
information is reasonably good.

3.65

3.62

4.49

1.513

1.496

1.434

Consequence

| often discover new information while
| am using Wikipedia

I check with other sources to verify
the accuracy of the information from
Wikipedia

5.49

4.26

1.296

1.686

Table 2. Variables of the Research Model and Surveysitem

Conceptual
variables

Survey items

Mean

Standard
deviation

Cronbach’s
a and mean

Past experience

Vicarious
experience

Verbal
persuasion

Wikipedia articles | have read
appeared to be plausible most of the
time.

Wikipedia articles | have read
appeared to be accurate most of the
time.

Wikipedia articles | have read were
consistent with my previous
knowledge most of the time.
Wikipedia articles | have read were
accurate most of the time.

The information | have obtained from
Wikipedia was verifiable elsewhere.
Wikipedia articles | have read were
useful to me most of the time.

My friends or classmates use
Wikipedia.

My friends or classmates have said
that they find useful information from
Wikipedia.

People around me have talked about
their positive experiences with
Wikipedia.

My friends or classmates have
encouraged me to use Wikipedia.

5.51

5.50

5.49

5.46

5.49

5.65

6.20

5.87

5.50

4.64

1.115

1.084

1.102

1.016

1.122

1.092

1.088

1.173

1.401

1.808

0=.931,
mean: 5.52

0=.842
mean: 5.88

0=.965,
Mean: 4.65
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Emotional state

Disposition to
believe
information
Information utility

Outcome
expectation

Use

My friends or classmates often
suggest that I look into Wikipedia.
| feel good about using Wikipedia.

| tend to believe unfamiliar
information in Wikipedia.

| use Wikipedia because it is easy to
use.

| use Wikipedia because its
information is useful.

| use Wikipedia because | can find
information quickly.

| use Wikipedia because | have an
immediate need for information.

If I use Wikipedia,

I will find useful information.

| will become more knowledgeable.

| will easily locate information | need.
I will enjoy my time reading articles.

I will NOT need to put a lot of effort or
time into finding information.

I will find accurate information.

I will find comprehensive information.
I will find current information.

| will obtain new ideas or
perspectives

I will find reasonably good
information.

I will find the best information | look

for.

Frequency of use in the past
semester

4.65

4.55

417

6.14

5.32

5.93

5.02

531

4.93

5.34

4.44

4.79

4.40

4.48

4.54

4.35

4.93

3.36

1.820

1.383

1.516

1.177

1.323

1.293

1.555

1.351

1.377

1.497

1.643

1.692

1.482

1.434

1.407

1.472

1.478

1.704

See Table 3.

a=.803

mean: 5.62

a=.939

mean:4.76

NU

Note: NU indicates that the corresponding item is not used for generating a composite score.

Table 3. Use Statistics

Use Yes N=134 100%
No N=0 0%

Way of access Bookmark or URL N=63 47%
Search engine N=71 53%

Years around Less than one year N=1 0.7%
1-1.9 years N=5 3.7%

2-2.9 years N=32 23.9%
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3-3.9 years N=31 23.1%

4 or more years N=65 48.5%
z\éirlfqigstdei? use in the past 1-5 N=36 27 1%
6-10 N=25 18.8%
11-15 N=20 15.0%
More than 15 N=52 39.1%
o w o
1-5 N=66 49.3%
6-10 N=29 21.6%
11-15 N=10 7.5%
More than 15 N=13 9.7%

Table 4. Factors Affecting Outcome Expectations

Regression 1 Hypothesis
results
Zero-

) B Std. B t P- order Part
Variable Error valu correlation correlation
Past 1.007 115  .480* 8757 .000  .790 354 Hla S
experience
Vicarious 215 207 057 1.036  .302 487 042 H2a NS
experience
Verbal -.037  .167 -011 221 .826 266 -.009 H3a NS
persuasion
SEt';‘tz“O”a' 3.262 453 376* 7.207 .000 726 292 Hia S
Disposition
to believe .830 .367 .106* 2.261 .025 522 .091 H5a S
information
Lr:‘;l‘i’t;ma“o” 201 146  .103*  1.998 .048  .600 081 H7a S
N 133
R® 794

F (6, 126)= 80.875, p<.000

Dependent Outcome
variable expectation
* p<0.05 S: supported; NS: not supported
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Table 5. Factors Affecting Wikipedia Use without Outcdaxpectation

Regression 2

Zero-order .
Variable B Std. Error B t P-value correlation Part correlation

Past

. .019 .022 .087 .882 379 .428 .065
experience
Vicarious - 5y .040 128  1.286  .201 321 .094
experience
Verbal _ - 032 -131 -1.433 154 .107 -.105
persuasion .046
Emotional ;¢ 087 213* 2261 .025 441 165
state
Disposition
to .096 .070 116 1.372 A72 .348 .100
information
Information 4, 028 268* 2879  .005 471 211
utility
N 133
R® 325

F (6, 126)=10.117, p<.000
Dependent Use
variable
* p<0.05 S: supported; NS: not supported
Table 6 Regression of Outcome Expectation on Use
Regression Model 3
Variable B Std. Error B t P-value
Outcome 055 008 521 6.991 .000
expectation
N
133
R2
272

F (1,131) =48.881, p<.000

Dependent variable: Use

* p<0.05
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Table 7. Factors Affecting Wikipedia Use with Outcomeé&otation

Regression 4 Hypothesis
results
Zero-
Std. P- Part
Variable B B t order ;
Error valu correlation correlation
Past -
. .028 -.024 -.194 .847 428 -.014 H1b NS
experience  .005
Vicarious o6 049 115 1.153  .251 321 084 H2b NS
experience
Verbal - -
persuasion 045 .032 -.128 1.410 161 107 - 103 H3b NS
SEt';“tZ“O”a' 115 102 126 1127  .262 an 082 H4b NS
Disposition
to .076 .071 .092 1.065 .289 .348 078 H5b NS
information
Lr:‘;l‘i)t;mat'on 073 .028  .244* 2593 011 471 189 H7b S
Outcome )0 517 233 1.451  .149 521 106 H6 NS
expectation
N 133
R® .336

F (7, 125) = 9.048, p<.000

Dependent Use
variable
The hypothesis results were determined by regression model4.
* p<0.05 S: supported; NS: not supported
Appendix
Table 8.

Variables of the Research Model and Survey Items acibiFeoadings for Each
Concept

Conceptual Survey items Factor Eigen value
variables loading

Past experience  Wikipedia articles | have read
appeared to be plausible most of the .818
time.
Wikipedia articles | have read 4.47
appeared to be accurate most of the .841
time.
Wikipedia articles | have read were .876
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Vicarious
experience

Verbal
persuasion

Emotional state
Disposition to

information
Information utility

Outcome
expectation

consistent with my previous
knowledge most of the time.
Wikipedia articles | have read were
accurate most of the time.

The information | have obtained from
Wikipedia was verifiable elsewhere.
Wikipedia articles | have read were
useful to me most of the time.

My friends or classmates use
Wikipedia.

My friends or classmates have said
that they find useful information from
Wikipedia.

People around me have talked about
their positive experiences with
Wikipedia.

My friends or classmates have
encouraged me to use Wikipedia.
My friends or classmates often
suggest that | look into Wikipedia.

| feel good about using Wikipedia.

| tend to believe unfamiliar
information in Wikipedia.

| use Wikipedia because it is easy to
use.

| use Wikipedia because its
information is useful.

| use Wikipedia because | can find
information quickly.

| use Wikipedia because | have an
immediate need for information.

If I use Wikipedia,

I will find useful information.

| will become more knowledgeable.

| will easily locate information | need.
I will enjoy my time reading articles.

I will NOT need to put a lot of effort or
time into finding information.

I will find accurate information.

I will find comprehensive information.
I will find current information.

| will obtain new ideas or
perspectives

I will find reasonably good
information.

.872

.808

.781

.809

.999

.672

NA

NA

NA

NA

767

.706

779

.628

.842

.834

.759

.829

.699

.575

.882

.875

.830

.686

2.34

2.56

7.19

Note: Factor analysis was performed to check the unidimensionality of each concept.
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