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Abstract. Social commerce is emerging as an important platform in e-commerce.
It brings people to the comfort zone to buying and selling product that they
cannot reach physically. The purpose of this research is to review the empirical
research on social commerce published between 2012 to 2019. The paper mainly
reviews the theories and models used in this area and limitations acknowledged
by studies in social commerce area. The findings indicated that TAM, social
support theory and S-O-R model are some of the most frequently used models.
Also, use of biased sample, limited factors and cross-sectional studies are some of
the most common limitations used across majority of studies.
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1 Introduction

Social commerce is a new version of e-commerce that contains using social media that
supports user contributions and social interactions to assist in the buying and selling of
products and services online [1]. Yahoo is the first organisation who introduce social
commerce concept in 2005. Following Yahoo; Facebook, Google, Instagram and many
other social platforms adopted this concept and enhancing the businesses. Berkowitz
[2] said that social commerce is how markets leverage social media to influence
consumers’ shopping behaviour, spanning product consideration, purchase intent, the
transaction itself and post-transaction advocacy and retention. Social commerce is the
digital presence of marketers, and it has been used depending on marketers’ goals,
interest and strategy. Carton [3] states that social commerce is a platform for buying
and selling product through interaction between people. Social commerce is a potential
online scale, reach and ease of sharing and connecting people. Social commerce brings
people to the comfort zone to buying and selling a product that they cannot reach
physically. On one side, it is fulfilling consumer’s desire and another side it is
developing the businesses. Increasing the demand and importance of social commerce,
several studies have been conducted last few years in different aspects. For example,
consumer behaviours on social commerce, consumer intention to buy, social commerce
adoption, impulsive buying behaviour on social commerce, different factors that
influence social commerce, social commerce online features. Several researchers have
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found different theories and model for developing social commerce. This paper
attempts to review the past journal papers related to social commerce published
between 2012 to 2019 and specifically empirical studies by nature. This study also
discussed previous literature review papers to reduce the similarity of the research. For
example, Busalim [4] conducted a systematic review of social commerce to explore the
term of social commerce by reviewing the studies that related to social commerce
published from 2010 to 2015. This study highlighted the understanding of customers’
needs that influence the customer to stick with the same seller. Moreover, the study
found that acquisition and retention are key success factors that need more investi-
gation. Most of the studies focused on the intention of customers to buy in social
commerce sites and transactional behaviour. Another systemic literature review has
conducted by synthesising 407 papers from academic publications between 2006 and
2017. This study focused to reveal current social commerce researches, different
research methods that used in social commerce, and future areas for social commerce
researches [5]. Zhang [6] did the literature review conducted a systematic review of
consumer behaviour on social commerce sites. This study particularly discussed the-
ories and identify essential research methods. More importantly, this study draws upon
the stimulus-organism-response model and the five-stage consumer decision-making
process to propose an integrative framework for a holistic understanding of consumer
behaviour. Hajli [7] studied on the framework of social commerce adoption. The
findings from the model indicate that forums and communities, rating and reviews and
referrals and recommendations are the primary constructs of social commerce adoption
model. It was also found that trust is the on-going problem of e-commerce, and it can
be developed through social commerce constructs. Altinisik and Yildirim [8] conducted
a literature review on consumer adoption of social commerce and founded that social
support theory, trust transfer theory, TAM and S-O-R model are used in five studies.
China developed the highest number of studies, which is 14 in the context of social
commerce adoption. The study also found that Social presence is the most frequent
social factors where trust towards the website is the most frequent personal factor.

However, there is a lack in the literature review as regards of identifying most
frequent used models, theories and Limitations in social commerce researches. Con-
sidering the discussion presented above, this study focuses mainly on two questions:

RQ1: what are the models/theories were used in past social commerce studies? RQ2:
What are the most frequent Limitations that has mentioned in past studies? To finding
those questions, this paper undertakes analysis and synthesis of existing research related
to social commerce adoption. To achieve the aim, the remaining part of the paper is
structured as followed: section two will describe the literature search and analysis
approach. Section three will be described by different models, theories that have been
found from previous literature. Section four discuss the identified limitations.

2 Systematic Literature Approach

This paper used the following keyword to find relevant article using Google scholar,
Scopus, ScienceDirect, scholar database: “social commerce adoption” OR “consumer
adoption of social commerce” OR “Consumers’ behaviour on social commerce” OR
“using intention of social commerce” OR “Influence Factors of social commerce” in
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order to identify the relevant article. The keyword search returned 110 papers. 25 pa-
pers were not relevant with this study and 16 papers were not accessible. However, we
focused on 69 studies that directly relevant to individual consumer adoption of social
commerce, consumer intention to use in social commerce and the factor that influence
social commerce adoption.

3 Frequently Used Theories/Model in the Area of Social
Commerce

Scholarly work has found social commerce adoption using various models and theo-
ries. The Table 1 below summarizes most frequent found models and theories.

Table 1. Models/Theories

Model/Theory Freq | Citations

Technology Acceptance model | 17 | Biucky et al. [9]; Cabanillas and Santos [10]; Chung
(TAM) et al. [11]; Dwairi et al. [12]; Gibreel et al. [13];
Gutama and Intani [14]; Hajli [15]; Hajli [16]; Huang
and Benyoucef [17]; Jiang et al. [18]; Kim et al. [19];
Shin [20]; Shen [21]; Srinivasan [22]; Liang [22];
Wang and Yu [24]

Social support theory 11 | Chen and Shen [25]; Hajli [7, 26]; Hajli et al. [27]; Li
[28]; Liang and Turban [29]; Makmor and Alam [30];
Molinillo et al. [31]; Shanmugam et al. [32]; Sheikh
et al. [33]; Tajvidi et al. [34]

Stimulus-Organism Response 7 | Li [28]; Molinillo et al. [31]; Liu et al. [35]; Kim [36];
(S-O-R) model Wu and Li [37]; Xiang et al. [38]; Zhang et al. [39]
Theory of planned behaviour 6 | Hajli [16]; Huang and Benyoucef [17]; Shin [20]; Lu
et al. [40]; Farivar et al. [41]; Lin and Wu [46]

Trust transfer theory 4 | Chen [25]; Bai et al. [43]; Ng [44]; Shi and Chow [45]

Relationship quality theory 4 | Hajli [19]; Tajvidi et al. [34]; Zhang et al. [46]; Lin
et al. [47]

Social exchange theory 4 | Li[28]; Molinillo et al. [31]; Yang et al. [48]; Lin et al.
[49]

Theory of Reasoned Action 4 | Huang and Benyoucef [17]; Kim and Park [57]; Teh

(TRA) et al. [58]; Akman and Mishra [59]

UTAUT (theory of acceptance | 3 | Nadeem et al. [50]; Yahia et al. [51]; Gatautis and

and use of technology) Medziausiene [52]

Social learning theory 3 | Chen [54, 55]; Li et al. [56]

Social identity theory 2 | Farivar et al. [41]; Wang [60]

Models and theories with only one occurrence: Commitment-Trust Theory, Chen and Shen
[10]; SCAM model, Hajli [15]; Holistic Theory, Liu et al. [39]; Social presence theory, Lu et al.
[40]; Consumer behavior theory, Bai et al. [43]; EWOM model, Noori et al. [53]; Motivation
theory, Yang et al. [48]; Communication Privacy Management (CPM) theory, Sharma and
Crossler [61]; Keno model, Choi and Kim [62]; Push-Pull-mooring model, Li and Ku [63]; An
integrated gratifications and motivational model IGMM), Osatuyi and Qin [64]; Complexity
theory, Pappas [65]; Utilitarian and hedonic motivation theory, Mikalef [66].
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In discussion section we particularly picked up most significant and relevant arti-
cles to discuss. Technology acceptance model best known as TAM is the most used
model in social commerce adoption. TAM has been adopted, adapted and extended in
many various contexts. TAM has been used in 17 studies in social commerce context.
TAM used to examine user preferences of social features on social commerce websites,
drivers of social commerce, evaluating different factors of social commerce, Social
interaction-based consumer decision-making model, Effects of antecedents of collec-
tivism on consumers’ intention to use social commerce, Social commerce adoption and
the effects of perceived risk on social commerce adoption [9, 10, 12-15, 18-24]. Chung
[11] used TAM alongside with commodity theory, psychological reactance theory,
naive economic theory to utilise consumers’ impulsive buying behaviour of restaurant
products in social commerce context. TAM alongside with theory of planned behaviour
was used in multiple studies. Hajli [16] evaluate social commerce constructs and
consumer’s intention to purchase. Huang and Benyoucef [17] has utilised TAM model
along with TRA (theory of reasoned action) and TPB (The theory of planned beha-
viour). Shin [20] explore user experience in the adaptation of social commerce.

Social support theory is another popular theory in social commerce context. Social
support theory has used in 11 studies to evaluate different contexts of social commerce
adoption. Chen and Shen [25] explore consumers’ decision making in social commerce
context. Hajli [26] explore social support on relationship quality using social support
theory. Li [28] explored social commerce constructs that influence social shopping
intention using social support theory and S-O-R model. Makmor and Alam [30]
evaluate the consumers’ attitude towards adaptation of social commerce. Molinillo
et al. [31] explore social commerce intention model to adaptation of social commerce.
Sheikh et al. [33] explore the acceptance of social commerce in the context of Saudi
Arabia. Stimulus—organism-response (S-O-R) model has been used in seven studies in
social commerce context. Impulsive buying behaviour, customer motivation to par-
ticipate in social commerce, consumer behaviour, marketing mix, and consumer value
and consumer loyalty has used S-O- R model to examination those studies [35-39].
There are some other theories such as trust transfer theory, Relationship quality theory,
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and Social exchange theory has frequently used in
the context of social commerce adoption. However, UTAUT, Social learning theory
and social exchange theory occurs in three studies in social commerce context. There
are some other theory and model such as Commitment-Trust Theory, SCAM, Holistic
Theory, Social presence theory, Motivation theory, Communication Privacy Manage-
ment (CPM) theory, Complexity theory, Utilitarian and hedonic motivation theory,
Push-Pull-mooring model occurs in single studies where some models/theories has
combined with other models/theories and some used along. However, those
models/theories have contribution of exploration in different studies and played a vital
role in several studies.
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4 Research Limitations

Table 2 provides a summary of most frequent identified limitations in studies on social
commerce adoption. The review finds sampling, single subjects are most frequent
limitation in several studies. Furthermore, Limited factors, Cross sectional studies, use

of specific model, method, and tools are the main limitations.

Table 2. Frequently mentioned Limitations

Limitations Freq | Explanation Citations

Single 23 | Sample based on Dwairi [12]; Gibreel et al. [13]; Huang and

subject/biased only one or limited, | Benyoucef [17]; Jiang [18]; Srinivasan [22];

sample community, culture, | Wang et al. [24]; Chen and Shen [25]; Hajli
country, parson or [27]; Molinillo et al. [31]; Sheikh et al. [33];
age group Tajvidi et al. [34]; Wu and Li [37]; Xiang et al.

[38]; Zhang et al. [39]; Farivar [41]; Lin et al.
[42]; Bai et al. [43]; Ng [44]; Zhang et al. [46];
Yang et al. [48]; Akman and Mishra [59];
Pappas et al. [65]; Braojos et al. [67]

Limited 15 | Counted number of | Biucky et al. [9]; Chung [11]; Wang [24]; Chen

factors external constructs | and Shen [25]; Liu et al. [35]; Wu and Li [37];
Xiang [38]; Zhang et al. [39]; Farivar et al. [41];
Bai et al. [43]; Ng [44]; Shi and Chow [45];
Zhang et al. [46]; Yang et al. [48]; Pappas et al.
[65]

Platform 11 | Sample based on Gibreel et al. [13]; Huang and Benyoucef [17];
specific SNS Hajli [26, 27]; Sheikh et al. [33]; Wu and Li
platform [37]; Bai et al. [43]; Noori et al. [53]; Yahia et al.

[51]; Gatautis and Medziausiene [52]; Braojos
et al. [67]

Cross- 8 | one-time cross- Cabanillas and Santos [10]; Chung et al. [11];

sectional study sectional study Huang and Benyoucef [17]; Kim et al. [19]; Lu
et al. [40]; Shi et al. [45]; Noori et al. [53];
Akman and Mishra [59]

Using specific | 6 | Specific type of Sheikh et al. [33]; Liu [35]; Wu and Li [37];

model/theory model and theory Xiang et al. [38]; Farivar et al. [41]; Wang et al.
[60]

Limited 6 | Small sample size Cabanillas and Santos [10]; Gibreel et al. [13];

sample size Molinillo et al. [31]; Zhang et al. [39]; Gatautis
and Medziausiene [52]; Akman and Mishra [59]

Table 2 showing the most frequent limitation that has occurs in different studies
during their studies. The table showing that 23 studies found a single subject and the
biased sample is the most frequent limitation. The sample of the study based on a single
community, culture, country, person age group. The major amount of study has been
conducted in China, where researchers collected the data as Chinese cultural per-
spectives using Chinese social commerce platform such as WeChat, RenRen, Weibo
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etc. However, the finding does not generalise the other part of the world. The
researchers suggested collecting the more diversified sample to adding more value and
discard the bias. In this analysis, it has been founded that most sampling has collected
from students and the age group from 18 to 35. However, few researchers suggested to
collect the sample from an older generation to gain their perspective towards social
commerce also, can be compared with the younger generation and older generation to
find what exactly which generation demand from social commerce. The second highest
mentioned limitation is limited factors. Cross-sectional studies have been founded in
eight studies. It is described that the sample is collected from a single point of time.
Moreover, most of the studies employed survey-based data collection with self-
reported questionnaires that limit the overall perspective of the participant.

Moreover, researcher mostly used five and seven Likert scale to measure the data.
Furthermore, the majority of studies have employed a quantitative approach [5].
However, the researcher suggested to employed qualitative methods for collecting the
data. Such as Observation, interviews, focus group discussion session could be
employed for future research, for quantitative approach researcher suggested to
employed longitudinal studies which are the same data sources that repeatedly use for
an extended period of time. The platform is an important aspect of social commerce
studies. However, the researcher found that the perspective of one social commerce
platform users cannot provide generalised other social commerce platform user per-
spective. As an example, WeChat only uses in China, so the collected data from
WeChat only shows China’s social commerce perspective. However, the researcher
suggested that employees’ multiple platforms collect the data and users who use dif-
ferent social commerce platform. This will enhance the broad understanding of various
social commerce platform. This has been founded that TAM, social commerce theory,
S-O-R model are used in most of the studies which have limited the findings of social
commerce area. However, there are some model and theory that has used in fewer
studies could be employed in future research. Such as theory of planned behaviour is
used in six studies whereas UTAUT, Trust transfer theory employed in limited studies.
However, the researcher suggested to employees those underrated theories and model
for future research. This may produce a new understanding of the social commerce
area. Few researchers suggested to employ larger sampling due to more understanding
of social commerce context. There are some other, such as using different tools or
techniques to analysis sampling. Such as SEM-PLS has used most frequently. Where
the SPSS tool has mostly employed to measure that data, some of the studies applied
Vikor, ANOVA, AMOS for analysis of the data. However, the researcher suggested
using some other useful tools such as LISREL, LAS for measure future data.

5 Conclusion

This paper conducted a review of past literature on the area of social commerce in
particular consumer adoption of social commerce. From this review, the study found
that TAM is the most useful and most used model for this specific area. Moreover, S-O-
R, Social support theory are equally important to investigate any research. Study Also
Found some other theories that were used with some core model and theory and those
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are also an essential aspect of social commerce adoption. In most of the study found
that data collection, sample size, specific culture and country are some frequent limi-
tation. Moreover, using a single method, factor, tool and Technique create the limi-
tation in the study. In terms of the limitation of this study, we analyse the journal paper
studied from 2012 to 2019. Also, this paper did not include any books and conference
papers. Furthermore, this research did not include any methodology analysis and future
research analysis. The motivation of this study is to unfold the model/theories that have
used most frequently in different studies. However, some model/theories are over-
looking and has used one or two studies. Highlighting those underrated theories/model
may discover different findings of social commerce. This study also highlighted the
limitations. Future researches should reduce most of the limitations in social commerce
studies, which may provide more information about the adoption of social commerce.
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